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Glossary 

BSS Bike Sharing Scheme 

Capex Capital Expenditure 

DCC Dublin City Council 

DBOM Design, Build, Operate and Maintain  

D&B Design and Build 

DTTAS Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

GDA Greater Dublin Area 

Jacobs Jacobs Engineering Ireland Limited 

JCD JC Decaux 

LCHS London Cycle Hire Scheme 
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TfL Transport for London 
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Important Notice 

KPMG 

 

This Report has not been designed to be of benefit to anyone except Jacobs Engineering Ireland 

Limited (“Jacobs”) and the National Transport Authority (the “NTA”). In preparing this Report we 

have not taken into account the interests, needs or circumstances of anyone apart from Jacobs and 

the NTA, even though we may have been aware that others might read this Report. We have 

prepared this report for the benefit of Jacobs and the NTA alone. 

 

This Report is not suitable to be relied on by any party wishing to acquire rights against KPMG (other 

than Jacobs and the NTA) for any purpose or in any context. Any party other than Jacobs or the NTA 

that obtains access to this Report or a copy (under the Freedom of Information Acts 1997 and 2003, 

through Jacob’s or the NTA’s publication scheme or otherwise) and chooses to rely on this Report (or 

any part of it) does so at its own risk. To the fullest extent permitted by law, KPMG does not assume 

any responsibility and will not accept any liability in respect of this Report to any party other than 

Jacobs and the NTA. 

 

In preparing this report KPMG has relied upon and assumed, without independent verification, the 

accuracy and completeness of any information provided to us from Jacobs or the NTA or from 

publicly available sources, and KPMG accepts no liability or makes no representation or warranty, 

express or implied, as to the accuracy, reasonableness or completeness of the information contained 

herein. The conclusions drawn by KPMG within this report are based solely on the information 

received from Jacobs, the NTA and publicly available sources. 

 

 

Jacobs Engineering Ireland Limited 

 

This document has been prepared in conjunction with a division, subsidiary or affiliate of Jacobs 

Engineering Ireland Limited (“Jacobs”) in its professional capacity as consultants in accordance with 

the terms and conditions of Jacobs’ contract with the commissioning party the National Transport 

Authority (the “Client”). Regard should be had to those terms and conditions when considering 

and/or placing any reliance on this document.  No part of this document may be copied or reproduced 

by any means without prior written permission from Jacobs.  If you have received this document in 

error, please destroy all copies in your possession or control and notify Jacobs. 

 

Any advice, opinions, or recommendations within this document (a) should be read and relied upon 

only in the context of the document as a whole; (b) do not, in any way, purport to include any manner 

of legal advice or opinion; (c) are based upon the information made available to Jacobs at the date of 

this document and on standards, codes, technology and construction practices as at the date of this 

document.  It should be noted and it is expressly stated that no independent verification of any of the 

documents or information supplied to Jacobs has been made.  No liability is accepted by Jacobs for 

any use of this document, other than for the purposes for which it was originally prepared and 

provided.  Following final delivery of this document to the Client, Jacobs will have no further 

obligations or duty to advise the Client on any matters, including development affecting the 

information or advice provided in this document. 

 

This document has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Client and unless otherwise agreed in 

writing by Jacobs, no other party may use, make use of or rely on the contents of this document.  

Should the Client wish to release this document to a third party, Jacobs may, at its discretion, agree 

to such release provided that (a) Jacobs’ written agreement is obtained prior to such release; and (b) 

by release of the document to the third party, that third party does not acquire any rights, contractual 
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or otherwise, whatsoever against Jacobs and Jacobs, accordingly, assume no duties, liabilities or 

obligations to that third party; and (c) Jacobs accepts no responsibility for any loss or damage incurred 

by the Client or for any conflict of Jacobs’ interests arising out of the Client's release of this 

document to the third party. 
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1 Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The dublinbikes bike sharing scheme was introduced in Dublin in September 2009. The scheme, 

which is operated by the outdoor advertising firm JC Decaux in return for a concession from Dublin 

City Council over advertising sites in the city, has been very successful. Given this success, the 

Minister of State at the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport has requested that the National 

Transport Authority examine the potential for bike schemes in regional cities – Cork, Limerick, Galway 

and Waterford. 

Bike Sharing Schemes 

Two distinct models for bike sharing schemes can be typified as follows: 

1 Advertising funded: The dublinbikes scheme came about from a tender by Dublin City Council for 

the provision of public amenities in return for concession over advertising sites. The winning 

tender from JC Decaux included a bike hire scheme. The scheme launched with 450 bikes and 40 

stations, though Dublin City Council has plans to increase the scheme over the coming years to 

300 stations and 5,000 bikes. JC Decaux fund all costs with respect to the scheme including 

initial set-up costs and ongoing Operations and Maintenance costs.  

2 Publicly funded: In 2009 Transport for London awarded a six year contract to Serco to design, 

build, operate and maintain the London scheme which includes 400 stations and 6,000 bikes. 

Unlike many other cities advertising was not included in the contract. Barclays Bank entered a 

five year sponsorship of the scheme.  

Bike hire schemes operate in many other European cities such as Paris, Barcelona, Berlin, Stuttgart 

and Milan and are generally either publicly funded or funded through advertising. 

Market Consultation 

As part of the process of producing this report a market consultation exercise was performed.  

The following points are a distillation of some of the key points noted: 

1 At the outset it is essential that the scheme objectives are identified and agreed. The scheme 

cannot be all things to all people and it must agreed who is it intended to serve. The schemes can 

be part of an integrated transport solution but this must be planned correctly. Different types of 

scheme can have very different costs; 

2 The current outdoor advertising market is depressed with revenues significantly down compared 

to a number of years ago. It is unlikely that the schemes could be entirely funded by advertising. 

There is a pool of money which companies have available to spend on outdoor advertising. 

Increasing the number of advertising spaces does not increase this pool of money. It may 

however have a displacement effect where advertising revenues are transferred from other 

areas, for example bus shelters;  

3 A common theme among operators was that if performance standards are overly onerous, as 

opposed to being flexible as demand evolves, the scheme becomes commercially very much less 
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attractive. Requirements, for example, with penalties applying, to ensure that every station all day 

every day has either bikes for hire or spaces to return bikes are very difficult and potentially 

expensive to meet; 

4 Depending on the length of the contract, bikes and infrastructure may need to be replaced when 

the contract comes to an end. Perhaps the most important aspect might be the database of users 

which would of course be required for a new operator should a subsequent contract not be 

awarded to the incumbent operator; 

5 The locking mechanism is vitally important to schemes with later schemes demonstrating 

admirable theft and vandalism statistics; 

6 The cost of subscriptions in Dublin is very low. London is c. 5 times higher. Having subscriptions 

higher than Dublin is something which might be considered. 

Potential Funding Options 

With limited public funds available to the NTA, other potential funding options have been explored. A 

number of potential options are discussed in this report including: 

 Using revenues from advertising sites in the Regional Cities; 

 Advertising on the bikes; 

 Scheme Sponsorship / sale of Naming rights to the scheme; 

 Business contributions; and 

 Higher subscriptions from members. 

Market consultation suggested that given the difficult outdoor advertising market at present, it is 

likely that the schemes would not be capable of being funded solely out of advertising revenues. A 

scheme sponsorship could be considered, similar to what TfL did with the London scheme, but again 

this may largely be reliant on the outdoor advertising market. Subscription and usage revenues higher 

than Dublin could be considered. Dublin is at the lower end of the range of usage fees and market 

consultation clearly indicated that higher fees could be charged. Business contributions are 

something which could be considered while acknowledging that any revenue could be modest for 

the time and effort spent. 

Potential structuring options 

There are a number of potential commercial structuring options which could be utilised to procure the 

scheme in the Regional Cities: 

 Option 1 - Combined bike and advertising contract; 

 Option 2 - Publicly funded scheme – possibly using ring-fenced revenues from advertising on the 

bikes and/or city sites to fund scheme but not included in tender; 

 Option 3 – Bike contract with a separate but linked advertising contract; 
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 Option 4 - Combination of Option 1 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship Competition; 

 Option 5 - Combination of Option 2 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship Competition; 

 Option 6 - Combination of Option 3 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship Competition. 

With respect to outdoor advertising and acknowledging the feedback from the market consultation, 

each of the city councils in the Regional Cities in question would need to carry out a detailed 

assessment of their overall outdoor advertising strategy. This would include examining the potential 

for new advertising sites. The city councils would need to consider where might the best available 

sites be to maximise revenues where saturation point for outdoor advertising has not already been 

reached. This needs to be done in the context of the total public sector linked outdoor advertising 

space in each city. 

Options 1 and 3 might appeal to existing outdoor advertising operators, while acknowledging that 

advertising is not likely to fund the entire scheme. With Option 1 tenderers may include significant 

risk contingency with respect to advertising revenues. These would not be evident in Option 2 and 

would be likely lower in Option 3. A recovery in the advertising market would benefit solely the 

operator in Option 1 and solely the Authority in Option 2 but would be shared in Option 3. Option 3 

would need to include incentivisation for the operator to maximise advertising revenues which would 

be shared with the Authority to offset the subvention needed.  

Options including advertising would likely appeal more to the existing advertising company operators. 

With Option 2 the Authority would have to enter into a separate advertising management contract 

with an outdoor advertising company with the attendant costs involved. Option 3 would see an 

outdoor advertising company manage the advertising and provide a share of the revenues to the 

Authority. 

Recommendations 

Cities need to have clear objectives for what it is they want the bike sharing scheme to achieve. The 

first thing each city should do is identify what are the scheme objectives. 

Based on the analysis in the Report it is recommended that advertising revenue be utilised to fund 

the scheme in combination with a competition for the sponsorship/naming rights to the scheme. The 

possibility of seeking business contributions should be further explored while acknowledging that 

there are significant complications with respect to this potential funding and the amounts involved 

might be modest. 

NTA should further consider Option 3 - the linked contract option. This would retain an advertising 

element within the contract structure. While recognising that outdoor advertising alone could not 

currently fund the bike sharing schemes, it would provide some revenue from advertising at this 

time. However, were the market to improve at some time in the future revenues from advertising 

could be potentially much more significant. The contracts would need to include strong 

incentivisation mechanisms in order to maximise advertising revenue over the period of the contract 

and minimise subvention. Any inclusion of outdoor advertising to fund the schemes however, needs 

to be considered within the context of the overall Authority/City Council outdoor advertising strategy 

for the cities.  

Consideration should be given to the potential for progressing planning on advertising sites during or 

in advance of tender in order to maximise certainty for tenderers as to the sites available. In seeking 

planning permission and depending on what information is in the public domain at that time with 

respect to the potential bike sharing schemes in the Regional Cites it may be useful to make it known 
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that planning is being sought for structures to help fund a bike scheme. This may help to reduce the 

number of planning objections. 

Serious consideration should also be given to the level of the subscription and usage fees payable. 

The fees associated with schemes in other European cities would suggest that the fees in Dublin are 

relatively low. London, for example has an annual subscription fee of £45 (c. five times the 

dublinbikes fee). Higher subscription and/or usage fees could be a more significant contributor 

towards costs. 

Suggested next steps have been included in the report.  
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2 Introduction and Background 

2.1 Introduction 

On 13 September 2009 a bike sharing scheme (“dublinbikes”) was launched in Dublin. dublinbikes is 

a partnership between Dublin City Council (“DCC”) and the outdoor advertising company JC Decaux 

(“JCD”) and initially comprised of 450 bicycles and 40 bike stations. 

The scheme has proved extremely popular with the public and is generally regarded as being a 

massive success. By December 2010 dublinbikes had over 30,000 annual subscribers - greatly in 

excess of the 5,000-10,000 envisaged at the launch of the scheme. The Scheme is seen as an 

integrated transport alternative which has improved linkages and accessibility within the city centre.   

Such has been the success of dublinbikes that DCC has developed a longer term strategy for the 

scheme with plans to expand the Scheme to 5,000 bikes and 300 stations over the next 5 years. 

Similar bike sharing schemes (“BSSs”) are also in operation in many cities around the world, for 

example London, Paris, Barcelona, Milan, etc. 

2.2 Regional Expansion 

The success of dublinbikes has prompted the consideration of introducing similar BSSs in regional 

cities around the country. 

To this end the Minister of State at the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (“DTTAS”) has 

requested that the National Transport Authority (“NTA” or “the Authority”) examine “potential 

means of introducing public bike schemes to other cities”. As part of this examination, the Minister 

asked that an assessment of the “potential for partnership with or sponsorship by private sector 

collaborators to deliver the schemes at the lowest cost to the wider Government system” be 

included. 

2.3 NTA 

The NTA is a statutory body established by the Minister for Transport on 1 December 2009.  

At a national level, the NTA has responsibility for securing the provision of public passenger land 

transport services. This includes the provision of subvented bus and rail services by Bus Éireann, 

Dublin Bus and Irish Rail. The Authority also licences public bus passenger services and has 

responsibility for the regulation of the small public service vehicle sector (i.e. taxis, hackneys and 

limousines).  

The NTA also has responsibility for the development of an integrated transport system within the 

Greater Dublin Area (“GDA”). The principal functions of the NTA with respect to the GDA are: 

 strategic planning of transport; 

 development of an integrated, accessible public transport network; 

 promoting cycling and walking; 
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 provision of public transport infrastructure generally including light rail, metro and heavy rail; 

 effective management of traffic and transport demand. 

2.4 NTA Framework agreement with Jacobs 

In 2010 Jacobs Engineering Ireland Limited (“Jacobs”) were appointed under a framework 

agreement as technical advisors to the NTA. The NTA has requested that Jacobs carry out an initial 

feasibility report in relation to the introduction of a BSS, similar to the scheme operated in Dublin City, 

in the cities of: 

 Cork; 

 Limerick;  

 Galway; and 

 Waterford 

(together the “Regional Cities”) (the “Project”). 

Jacobs separately engaged KPMG to assist with elements of this assignment. 

2.5 Purpose of this document 

The purpose of this document (the “Report”) is thus as follows: 

1 To discuss potential funding options for introducing a BSS to the Regional Cities; and 

2 To discuss potential options for procurement of BSSs in the Regional Cities. 

Jacobs are producing a separate report - “Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional 

Cities – Technical Feasibility Study” - examining various technical aspects of feasibility of the 

schemes.  

The points noted above are discussed in turn in the following sections. A market consultation 

exercise was also carried out and is discussed below. The Report also considers “Next Steps” for 

the Project. However, firstly we discuss the dublinbikes scheme in greater detail in order understand 

how the scheme came about and to better identify what is involved in such a scheme. A number of 

other schemes are also discussed. 
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3 Bike Sharing Schemes 

3.1 Overview 

This section describes the success factors of the dublinbikes scheme which is the only Irish BSS 

precedent. It also discusses the London scheme and gives an overview of a number of other 

examples from around Europe. Included in each section is a comment on the funding of the 

schemes. 

3.2 dublinbikes 

3.2.1 Success factors 

As noted above dublinbikes is regarded as being a very successful scheme. Set out below are some 

of the factors which may have attributed to this success: 

 The scheme seemed to have a clear vision. It was designed to appeal to regular users who could 

use it as a viable transport alternative in the city centre. It also appeals to short term visitors and 

its registration system allows for this with the short term subscription. The network was selected 

with the objectives in mind. For example, Hueston Station was not included in the scheme 

because as a major commuter hub it did not fit with the size and scale of the original scheme 

(though there are plans to include it in an expanded scheme); 

 Considerable time and effort was spent on deciding where to locate stations so that they would 

appeal to the maximum numbers of users but also stations tend to be in brightly lit, visible 

locations which it is thought helps to reduce vandalism; 

 The scheme is run by an experienced operator who has clearly learned from experiences 

elsewhere in setting up dublinbikes. The locking mechanism and registration system are such 

that theft and vandalism has been negligible.  

 The scheme was procured at the height of the boom when advertising revenues were strong; 

 Subscription Fees are extremely low. At €10 per annum the subscription fee is set at a level 

which appeals to a very wide range of people; and 

 Scheme registration is straightforward and the system is well maintained. The user experience 

seems to be very positive.  

3.3 London 

The London scheme is quite different from dublinbikes in that it does not include advertising as part 

of the contract. In 2008 TfL issued a Tender notice for a London Cycle Hire Scheme (“LCHS”) 

seeking proposals to “design, build, operate and maintain a Cycle Hire Scheme which will comprise a 

fleet of bicycles, docking stations (some of which may be mobile), docking points and supporting 

infrastructure in London”
1

.  The Tender was in three lots:  

 

 

 

1

 Source: TfL Tender Notice - 302105-2008 



Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities 

KPMG Corporate Finance 

 

 

10 

 

1) Design and Build of the Cycle Hire Scheme – this was to include “the design of bicycles, docking 

points, registration terminals, initially for a fleet of 6,000 bicycles across approximately 400 docking 

stations, with the possibility of future expansion to allow for additional numbers of bicycles and other 

assets and/or additional sites and/or different geographical areas.”
2

 The Tender also included “the 

design and implementation of information management, business operations and maintenance 

processes.”
3

 The build element included “site preparation, surveying, build and installation of cycle 

hire assets”
4

. The D&B contract was for 6 years, with options to extend the duration for up to a 

further 2 years.  

2) Operation and Maintenance - “To include the operation and maintenance of all the cycle hire 

assets (including the bicycles, docking stations and registration terminals), redistribution of the 

bicycles to meet customer demand, provision of a customer service centre, revenue collection, user 

communications and marketing”
5

. Again, it was envisaged that the operation and maintenance 

contract would run for 6 years, with options to extend the duration for up to a further 2 years.  

3) Sponsorship – the tender provided that “The Cycle Hire Scheme may be supported through 

sponsorship arrangements. Bidders may be invited to act as sponsors (either themselves or by 

including a sponsor within their consortium). Sponsorship rights may be granted to more than one 

sponsor and may be for varying durations at different times over the life of the contract(s). Such 

arrangements may be agreed outside of this procurement process”. Creation of street furniture 

which was not directly related to the operation of the scheme for advertising or sponsorship 

purposes was not considered or envisaged to be an acceptable form of sponsorship by TfL.  

In August 2009 Serco Group plc (“Serco”), the international service company was awarded a DBOM 

contract (lots 1 and 2) which was valued at approximately £140m
6

 over its six year term, split 

between installation and operation of the scheme. Serco is a well known service company which 

operates in various sectors including transport (in London they operate the Dockland's Light Railway 

and the Woolwich Ferry and maintain traffic signals for TfL), health, defence, education etc. This 

seems to be its first foray into the bike hire operation market. However, for the London scheme, 

Serco teamed up with The Public Bike System Company which runs the BIXI system in Montreal.  

The Sponsorship of the scheme is discussed further in Section 5.4 below. 

3.4 Other Schemes 

The following table sets out information with respect to a number of other schemes to give a sense 

of the different types of contracts being operated. 

 

 

 

 

 

2

 Ibid. 

3

 Ibid. 

4

 Ibid. 

5

 Ibid. 

6

 Source: TfL, “London Cycle Hire scheme takes big step forward as operator announced”, 12 August 2009  
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City Scheme Size Operator Funding
7

 

Paris Stations 1,450 

Bikes 20,600 

JCD The scheme was implemented and is operated, free of 

charge to the city by JCD, in return for rights to c. 1,600 

advertising hoardings around Paris and space to allocate 

the cycle stations. JCD also pays the City of Paris €3.5 

million a year and a percentage of any revenue raised.  

Lyon Stations 400 

Bikes 4,000 

JCD The scheme was implemented and is operated by JCD, 

giving it the rights to advertising in Lyon similar to the 

contract awarded in Paris. It seems that the contract 

awarded by the government to JCD for Lyon was on a 

much smaller scale, with a lower prevalence of 

advertising around the city. 

Barcelona Stations 400 

Bikes 6,000 

Clear 

Channel 

The City of Barcelona decided to pay Clear Channel a 

fixed sum each year to implement, maintain, operate and 

expand the scheme, rather than fund it through 

advertising. Some of the funding comes from the on-

street car parking charges. A third of the cost is also 

covered by the revenue generated from registration fees 

and extended time usage. 

Milan
8

 Stations 103 

Bikes 1,400 

Clear 

Channel 

BikeMi is managed by Clear Channel. The company 

covers the operational costs for the service 

(maintenance, bike repositioning, customer care and 

service planning) from revenues generated via external 

advertising displays. At the present time 206 free 

standing units, i.e. backlit signs measuring 120 x 180 cm 

with variable advertisements (12 m
2

 of advertising space 

for every station) are in place. The total investment for 

systems and infrastructure was €5m which was paid by 

the Municipality of Milan. 

Berlin Stations not 

required. 

Bikes left at 

intersections 

Bikes 2,000 

Deutsche 

Bahn 

The Berlin scheme was initiated and funded entirely by 

Deutsche Bahn with no financial commitment from the 

city authority. Permissions from the authority are not 

necessary, giving Call a Bike complete flexibility in 

locating its bicycles. 

Stuttgart Stations 64 Deutsche The City Council went to tender and chose Call a Bike 

over other providers. This was mainly due to cost, but it 

 

 

 

7

 Source (except Milan): TFL, “Feasibility Study for a central London cycle hire scheme”, November 2008.  

8

 Source: Cosimo Chiffi, Eltis case study - Eltis is part of Inteligent Energy Europe which is the EU's tool for funding action to 

move towards a more energy intelligent Europe. 
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City Scheme Size Operator Funding
7

 

Bikes 400 Bahn also saw Call a Bike as a successful, viable option. The 

city didn’t want a single private company to control 

onstreet advertising. 
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4 Market Consultation 

4.1 Overview 

As part of the process of producing this report a market consultation exercise was performed to 

establish the level of interest within the Bike Scheme operator marketplace for BSSs in the Regional 

Cities. This market consultation exercise included meetings or conference calls with bike scheme 

operator entities.  

4.2 Summary of findings 

Each of the operators consulted had slightly differing viewpoints depending on their particular 

approach to providing schemes and their commercial positions. However, in attempting to distil some 

of the common themes coming out of the consultation exercise the following points are worth 

noting: 

1 At the outset it is essential that the scheme objectives are identified and agreed. The scheme 

cannot be all things to all people and it must agreed who is it intended to serve. The schemes can 

be part of an integrated transport solution but this must be planned correctly. Different types of 

scheme can have very different costs; 

2 The current outdoor advertising market is depressed compared to a number of years ago. It is 

unlikely that the schemes could be entirely funded by advertising. There is a pool of money which 

companies have available to spend on outdoor advertising. Increasing the number of advertising 

spaces does not increase this pool of money. It may however have a displacement effect where 

advertising revenues are transferred from other areas, for example bus shelters;  

3 A common theme among operators was that if performance standards are overly onerous, as 

opposed to being flexible as demand evolves, the scheme becomes commercially very much less 

attractive. Requirements, for example, with penalties applying, to ensure that every station all day 

every day has either bikes for hire or spaces to return bikes are very difficult and potentially 

expensive to meet; 

4 Depending on the length of the contract bikes and infrastructure may need to be replaced when 

the contract comes to an end. Perhaps the most important aspect might be the database of users 

which would of course be required for a new operator should a subsequent contract not be 

awarded to the incumbent operator; 

5 The locking mechanism is vitally important to schemes with later schemes demonstrating 

admirable theft and vandalism statistics; 

6 The cost of subscriptions in Dublin is very low. London is c. 5 times. Having subscriptions higher 

than Dublin is something which might be considered. 
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5 Potential Funding Options 

5.1 Overview 

The funding requirement will include upfront capital set-up costs and annual O&M costs thereafter. 

However it may be possible to structure a contract with low or zero upfront cost and rather have all 

costs factored into an annual payment (akin to an availability payment type Public Private Partnership 

(“PPP”)  structure). 

Public funds are an increasingly scarce resource in Ireland and the NTA will have limited resource 

available to meet the costs of a BSS in the Regional Cities. Recognising this, other sources of funding 

must be considered. The remainder of this section examines the potential revenue raising options for 

the BSS. Section 6 then considers how these revenue generating options might be incorporated into 

a tender for the scheme.  

5.2 Outdoor advertising in cities 

Many global bike hire schemes similar to what is proposed by the NTA have been provided by 

outdoor advertising companies in return for advertising space. This is the basis of the dublinbikes 

scheme as discussed above, where JCD is the provider. JCD also provides a similar service in many 

European cities including Paris (Vélib - in return for operating the Velib scheme in Paris JCD get 

exclusive rights to the 1,628 billboards
9

), Brussels (Villo), Lyon (Vélo'V) and Seville (Sevici). Clear 

Channel provides schemes on a similar basis in Stockholm (City Bikes), Oslo (Citybikes), Milan 

(BikeMi), Perpignan (BIP) and Zaragoza (bizi). Clear Channel also provides the scheme in Barcelona 

(Bicing) which has been funded from ring-fenced public funds generated through additional car 

parking revenue rather than advertising. (Transport for London (“TFL”) operates a bike hire scheme - 

Barclays Cycle Hire, known colloquially as Barclay Bikes – which does not use the advertising model.  

This is discussed further below).  

JCD provide the dublinbikes scheme (and additional services) in return for the concession to erect 

advertising panels (and sell the advertising space) in specific locations on DCC property. JCD was 

given the concession to the site. They then had to separately obtain planning permission. The 

experience in Dublin was that there many objections from members of the public against the 

planning applications. This is worth bearing in mind with respect to the Regional Cities – for example 

objections might be reduced by specifically linking the advertising site planning applications to the 

provision of a bike hire service in the city. 

In order to progress this option each of the city councils in the Regional Cities in question would need 

to carry out a detailed assessment of their overall outdoor advertising strategy. This would include 

examining the potential for new advertising sites – new sites would be required as simply diverting 

existing advertising revenues to this use from another would be a zero sum exercise leaving a 

shortfall elsewhere. The city councils would need to consider where might the best available sites be 

to maximise revenues where saturation point for outdoor advertising has not already been reached. 

This needs to be done in the context of the total public sector linked outdoor advertising space in 

each city. 

This process has already been discussed with each of the city councils as part of the process of 

producing this Report. Each was asked to consider the following: 

 

 

 

9

 The Economist,” Vive la Vélorution! JCDecaux and Clear Channel Outdoor battle over urban bike-schemes,” Sep 20th 2007 
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a) would the city councils be amenable to using advertising to fund a BSS in the city?; 

b) could they identify likely locations and types of advertising structures?; and 

c) could they estimate the likely revenue which could be generated? 

This process should be continued in the next phase of the project. 

Section 6 below discusses how the tender might be structured using revenues from advertising; 

however it is worth stressing that the strong view from the outdoor advertising market is that the 

schemes cannot be entirely funded from advertising alone. 

5.3 Advertising on bikes 

Advertising on the bike itself is another option to generate additional revenue for the scheme. Small 

advertising panels could be included on the bikes – for example under the crossbar, on mudguards, or 

on the front. This space could then be sold, most likely to a single advertiser for the entire scheme or 

on a city by city basis. The traditional outdoor advertising of selling panels on a 2-week cycle is not 

likely to be practical. More likely would be a 2-3 year contract with a single entity. 

This is similar in some respects to the option considered in Section 5.4 below - Scheme Sponsorship 

/ Sale of Naming Rights. It is likely however, that if advertising were to be included on the bikes then 

Scheme Sponsorship / Sale of Naming Rights would not be a viable option. The two are likely to be 

mutually exclusive. 

Again, it is a very difficult advertising market at present. Advertising on the bikes is unlikely to be a 

long term solution. A sponsorship deal, which is similar in many respects, be a preferred option. 

5.4 Scheme Sponsorship / Sale of Naming Rights 

In Ireland there is little by way of direct precedent for what is suggested here. Sale of “naming 

rights” typically attach to music venues (The O2) or sporting arenas (The Aviva Stadium). It is an 

option however to sell the “naming rights” to, or obtain sponsorship for the proposed BSS. In this 

respect it is useful to further consider TfL’s London bike scheme.  

Section 3 above gives an overview of the London scheme. Lot 3 of the TfL tender sought a sponsor 

for the scheme. Barclays bank was awarded sponsorship rights to both the London scheme and to 

“cycle superhighways” which are dedicated cycle lanes in the city. Barclays agreed to pay TfL £25m 

over five years. The sponsorship deal entitles Barclays to name the scheme, design the bikes’ 

branding space and brand accompanying marketing and communications material. The bank’s 

corporate insignia is also stamped on maintenance support vehicles and uniforms. 

With respect to the proposed Regional City BSSs the sponsorship/naming rights competition could 

be run individually for each of the Regional Cities which might appeal to more local companies 

specifically associated with or based in each of those cities. However, a single competition for the 

four cities might provide a greater critical mass for a potential sponsor and might appeal to a wider 

range of companies.  

It is important to point out that this is generally another form of outdoor advertising, although 

targeting companies interested in raising brand awareness rather than simply a time limited specific 

advertising campaign. As noted already in this Report the outdoor advertising market is very weak at 

present so interest in such a sponsorship is likely to be lower than might have been the case a 

number of years ago. In different times such a scheme might have appealed to the Irish banks for 
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example, similarly to London; however this may not be the case at present. The Outdoor Media 

Association (“OMA”) produces information each year detailing the top 10 purchasers of outdoor 

advertising. The 2010 top 10 was as follows
10

: 

2010 - Advertisers

Advertiser €m

DIAGEO 7.3

METEOR 5.4

HEINEKEN IRELAND 5.2

UNILEVER 3.8

VODAFONE 3.4

NESTLÉ 2.7

COCA COLA IRELAND LTD. 2.6

UPC IRELAND 2.6

GLAXOSMITHKLINE 2.1

WARNER BROS 2.0
 

Such a sponsorship/naming rights competition might appeal to these or similar companies. 

(Consideration may need to be given to whether sponsorship by an alcoholic drinks company for 

example would be appropriate). The scheme might also be of appeal to international companies who 

might not otherwise have a large outdoor advertising budget but who may simply find sponsoring a 

scheme perceived as “green” or “environmentally friendly” or “healthy” as an appealing prospect – 

multinational IT, software or internet companies for example.  

It is extremely difficult to estimate what the advertising associated with the sponsorship of the BSS 

might be. Looking at the TfL deal each £1m of investment by Barclays allows them to brand the 

equivalent of c.240 bikes, 16 docks and a portion of the “cycle superhighways”. However, this is for 

sponsorship of one of the world’s largest bike schemes in one of the biggest tourist destination cities 

in the world. The price that Barclays paid may also be subject to an “Olympic Premium” as the 2012 

Olympics will see London’s zone one, where the bike scheme is located, heavily branded with 

Barclays’ corporate insignia. Given the difficulties associated with putting a value on a potential 

sponsorship deal this Report has not sought to do so. Ultimately the value would be determined by 

what somebody would be willing to pay in a Tender competition. Again, it is worth making the point 

that there is a single pool of funds available for outdoor advertising. If a traditional outdoor advertiser 

were to sponsor the scheme it is likely that its budget for traditional outdoor advertising would be 

reduced accordingly. 

Section 6 below discusses how the tender might be structured using a sponsorship / naming rights 

competition. 

5.5 Business contributions 

Since the inception of dublinbikes in 2009 DCC has had a number of unsolicited approaches from 

private companies interested in locating bike stations adjacent to their premises. Companies see this 

as an attractive proposition for their employees and a potential influencing factor in attracting staff.  It 

would be worth exploring the possibility of generating revenue from possible business contributions 

in return for locating stations close to a particular business premises, in the context of a BSS in 

 

 

 

10

 Source: OMA RoI January - December 2010 Top 10 Reports 
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Regional Cities. The location, it must be emphasised, would have to fit within the parameters of the 

network. 

There are a number of important considerations which would need to be analysed.  For example, the 

scheme would need to remain freely available to all users – paying to have a station nearby could not 

automatically give rights to employees of that company to use the bikes to the exclusion of others.  

The concession in return for the “fee” would be the station location (or potentially the naming of the 

station if scheme naming rights were not separately considered), not any concession over usage.   

If such an approach was being considered and sufficient companies could be identified who were 

keen to participate the level of the fee would need to be carefully considered. Most companies are 

carefully watching their discretionary spending so the fee level would need to be such that it 

encouraged participation. However, it should also be high enough that it would make a meaningful 

impact on the costs involved. The structure of the fee would also be very important - for example 

would it be a once off fee which would assist with the station capital costs or would it be an annual 

fee to assist with ongoing O&M costs, or perhaps a combination of both?  

Other matters requiring some consideration include whether stations needed to be on city council 

land or whether they could be considered on the property of the company in question and how this 

would impact on the agreement; how close would the station be required to be to a company’s 

premises; a standard agreement would need to drafted giving the NTA required flexibility over, for 

example, contract termination and its consequences.  

An exercise should be performed to identify from the initial feasibility study document the likely 

locations for stations in the Regional Cities and the companies in the locality who might be 

approached regarding financial support. A market consultation in this area might be useful in 

developing a strategy for business contributions. However it is important to note that in the context 

of the overall scheme costs this option is unlikely to generate significant funds towards costs – it 

would just be a contributor. 

5.6 Higher Subscription Fees 

Bike schemes each have their own subscription pricing and payment structures; however there tends 

to be similar aspects to most. Generally there is a subscription fee which allows free trips for a short 

period of time after which an additional charge is levied. This varies between schemes.  

The dublinbikes subscription fees and charges are set out on the table below
11

.  

 

The subscription fees and usage charges for the London, Paris and Barcelona schemes are detailed in 

the following table
12

: 

 

 

 

11

 Source: dublinbikes website 

12

 Source: TfL website;  Velib website; and Bicing website.  
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London Paris Barcelona

Access fee 

24 hours -£1

7 days - £5 (equivalent to only 71p/day)

Annual - £45 (equivalent to only 12p/day) 

Usage charge 

(time between picking up and returning a 

cycle)

Up to 30 minutes - FREE

Up to an hour - £1

Up to one and a half hours - £4

Up to two hours - £6

Up to two and a half hours - £10

Up to three hours - £15

Up to six hours - £35

Up to 24 hours (maximum) - £50

A subscription to use the system is required 

and

prices vary as follows:

Annual subscription - €29

Seven-day subscription - €8

One-day subscription - €1.7

There is a 30-minute free period of use. 

For the first additional half hour €1 is 

charged and €2 for the second additional half 

hour. 

After this, the cost rises to €4 per additional 

half hour.

Annual subscription

Registration fee - €30

First 30 minutes Free

Additional 30 minutes up to two hours - 

€0.50

Penalty for exceeding two hours €3 per hour

Cancellation of the service for exceeding 

two hours of use after three notices.

 

Looking at subscription fees in other cities it could be argued that subscription fees and service 

charges for dublinbikes could be raised and that by doing so significant additional revenue could be 

generated. 

However, it is felt that one of the major reasons for the success of the scheme has been that it is 

seen as relatively inexpensive. If the pricing levels were higher the scheme may not have been as 

successful. Indeed increasing the pricing could risk alienating the scheme users who have made the 

scheme so successful. If there was significant price elasticity of demand an increase in pricing might 

not lead to an increase in revenue. Notwithstanding this however, there is likely to be some scope for 

price increase. 

As seen from the data above with respect to other cities higher annual subscriptions can be 

achieved. The pricing scheme adopted with respect to the Regional Cities would need to be carefully 

considered balancing the desire for maximum usage with revenue generation. Comparisons by users 

to dublinbikes would also be likely. 

 

 

5.7 Advantages and Disadvantages 

 Advantages Disadvantages 

Advertising 

sites in cities 

 

 Well established method for funding 

similar schemes; 

 A source of potential new revenue for 

the authority; 

 Allows opportunity to consider new 

forms of outdoor advertising e.g. on 

motorways.  

 Advertising market is currently 

depressed; 

 Potentially significant displacement 

effect; 

 Additional outdoor advertising may 

not be desirable from a planning 

perspective; 

 Possible that insufficient appropriate 

sites available; 
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 Advantages Disadvantages 

 Availability and scope vary by city. 

Advertising 

on bikes 
 Again a source of potential new 

revenue. 

 Potentially different target advertising 

market versus advertising sites. 

 Advertising market is currently 

depressed; 

 Potential displacement effect; 

 Additional outdoor advertising may 

not be desirable from a planning 

perspective; 

 Would likely make a sponsorship deal 

less attractive to companies. 

Sponsorship 

of scheme 

or sale of 

naming 

rights  

 Again a source of potential new 

revenue; 

 Precedent exists in London scheme; 

 Potentially different target advertising 

market versus advertising sites. 

 Difficult to estimate interest or value; 

 Potential displacement effect. 

Business 

contributions 
 A source of potential new revenue 

which shouldn’t reduce revenues 

elsewhere; 

 Potentially difficult to structure to suit 

multiple parties – must ensure that 

network structure not adversely 

impacted; 

 Potential revenue relatively small for 

efforts involved; 

 No known precedent; 

 Again difficult to estimate interest 

and value. 

Higher 

subscription 

fees 

 Higher fees seem to be achieved 

elsewhere (though trade-off between 

usage level and fee levels not 

known); 

 Risks alienating potential users if 

higher than “benchmark” dublibikes 

scheme; 

 Risks fewer users. 
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6 Procurement structuring options 

6.1 Overview 

This section explores some of the options available to the NTA for how the Project might be 

commercially structured for procurement. 

6.2 Scheme Objectives 

In order to assess the different potential options available for structuring the procurement it is useful 

to set out what are the likely key objectives of the NTA for the BSS.  

One of the key messages coming out of the market consultation exercise performed was that before 

commencing the procurement of a BSS the cities had to have a clear understanding of what is the 

objective of the BSS to the city. Is it aimed at commuters for example, or workers during business 

hours or tourists etc? They need to decide what they are trying to achieve with the scheme and then 

devise a scheme in this light. If the scheme does not have a clear objective and vision it risks trying 

to appeal to everyone and succeeding in appealing to none.   

The following table sets out our understanding of what those key objectives might be: 

Objective Description 

Procure BSS for regional 

cities that meets the 

objective of that city 

The key objective is to procure a BSS for the Regional Cities which 

meets the objectives and vision for the scheme for the city. 

Ensure Value for Money 

(“VFM”) for exchequer. Ideal 

would be if cost neutral for 

Exchequer  

As with all public procurements the scheme should provide VFM for 

the Exchequer.  It would be preferable if a solution could be found 

which were cost neutral for the Exchequer – while acknowledging 

that this may not be possible. 

Maximum usage in cities The dublinbikes scheme has been very successful as it has attracted 

a large number of users. The BSS in the Regional Cities should have 

the objective also of maximising users.  

High Service standards  A BSS in the Regional Cities would be expected to have high service 

standards. 

Flexible contract The contract for the BSS should specifically deal with the 

concessionaire’s obligations and in what manner they could be 

amended. The NTA should have the ability to expand or reduce the 

scope of the scheme and to vary or terminate the contract.  In 

particular, flexibility should be provided to deal with amendments to 

numbers of stations or bikes. In addition, any contract should be 

“future proofed”. The dublinbikes scheme is in the third generation 

of such bike schemes globally. Advances are being constantly made 

in this respect and the NTA should ensure that the BSS can be 

updated in time, for as yet unknown, future advances in the 

technology and infrastructure.  

Ease of contract 

management 

Ideally the management of the contract should not cause undue 

pressure on the resources of the NTA. 

Timely roll-out The BSS should be rolled out in a timely manner. In order to achieve 
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this, the procurement process should ideally not be overly protracted. 

The options discussed below will be considered in the context of these objectives. 

 

6.3 Options 

6.3.1 Option 1 - Combined bike and advertising contract 

As noted in Section 3 many bike hire schemes, including Dublin, are provided by outdoor advertising 

companies in return for advertising space. The contract for this BSS could be structured in a similar 

fashion.  

Where advertising sites/panels were to be used as a source of revenue and planning sought post 

signing of contract, there is no clear visibility on contract signing as to the actual number of 

sites/panels which will ultimately get planning consent and provide advertising revenue. This is clearly 

an issue as it means that there isn’t visibility on the difference between scheme cost and advertising 

revenue. A potential solution to this would be to obtain the planning permissions in advance of the 

signing the contract or even in advance of going to tender. This approach would potentially cause a 

delay in procurement but would give greater certainty over advertising revenues. Were this approach 

not taken the consequences for the scheme of reduced advertising panels and revenue as a result of 

refused planning permission would need to be agreed in advance. 

As noted in this Report, market feedback from the outdoor advertising companies describes a market 

which is struggling considerably in the current economic climate. Feedback further suggests that it 

may be very difficult to get the outdoor advertising market to take the risk on revenue generated 

from outdoor advertising in funding a BSS. This was possible when Dublin was contracted but the 

economy was very different at that time. It is likely that outdoor advertising companies would put a 

low value on the additional advertising space in order to de-risk its own position. The operator would 

then get the benefit if the market improved.  

A significant factor which must also be considered is the IT / back-office system required for a BSS. If 

an operator had to develop the software and processes from scratch it is likely that this cost would 

be significant.  

Were Option 1 to be chosen the scheme would have the following characteristics: 

 In return for providing a BSS (i.e. Design, Build, Operate and Maintain (“DBOM”)) to the 

specification of the NTA, the successful tenderer would obtain a concession granting access to a 

specified number of advertising sites; 

 Depending on the approach taken the successful tenderer may have to separately obtain planning 

permission for the sites; 

 The successful tenderer would be required to erect the advertising panels on the sites and would 

then generate revenue from the advertising panels for the period of the concession; 

 The operator would be best placed to maximise revenue from additional advertising space as this 

is their business; 

 Subvention would probably still be required; and 
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 The process at the end of the concession would need to be agreed but the contract would be 

structured in such a manner that ownership of the advertising panels and bikes remains with the 

NTA (akin to a PPP transaction e.g. a road PPP). 

6.3.2 Option 2 – Publicly funded scheme – possibly using ring-fenced revenues 

from advertising on the bikes and/or city sites to fund scheme but not 

included in tender 

The key difference from the NTA’s viewpoint between Options 1 and 2 is that the advertising sites 

would not be included as part of the tender in Option 2. Rather, the NTA would seek a tenderer to 

DBOM the BSS in return for an “operating fee”. The tender could be structured such that the 

operating fee covered both Capex and O&M (this would be akin to an availability payment type 

approach in a PPP contract) or perhaps could be structured such that there were separate capital 

payments during the Design and Build (“D&B”) period to cover Capex and an operating fee to cover 

the O&M period (this would be more akin to the Construction Payment and Operating Payment 

structure of earlier road PPPs). The Milan scheme for example, discussed in Section 3, above had 

capital costs funded by the municipality. 

The identified advertising sites (which would need to fit into the wider outdoor advertising strategy of 

the city) would generate revenue for the NTA or City Councils which would be used to fund the BSS. 

However the advertising would be controlled by the NTA or the City Council (through a service 

provider) but would be ring-fenced to fund/part-fund the BSS. The revenue risk associated with the 

advertising would remain with the NTA or City Council. On the flip side of this however, there would 

be no in-built contingency in the tender as there might be under Option 1 to allow for a potential short 

fall in advertising revenue. If advertising market conditions were to improve the NTA / City Council 

would get the benefit. The NTA would have the added issue of having to manage both a bike and an 

operating contract. 

The closest precedent to this approach might be Barcelona where ring-fenced parking fees are used 

to fund the scheme rather than advertising. A number of German schemes operated by Deutsche 

Bahn are also publicly funded though not through advertising. The Barclays Cycle Hire scheme in 

London as discussed in Section 3 above is also publicly funded. This has a sponsorship model as 

discussed rather than advertising. Usage fees in these examples also help to fund. 

From the operators point of view Options 1 and 2 are very different and may appeal to different 

bidders. It must be borne in mind that some operators, who operate many of the similar schemes in 

Europe, primarily are outdoor advertising companies rather than bike scheme operators. The 

operation of the bike schemes developed as a means of obtaining access to outdoor advertising 

locations. Option 1 would very much appeal such operators but perhaps not to operators who are not 

in the advertising industry. Conversely, Option 2 would appeal to some operators but not others. 

While non-advertising operators may be less interested in Option 1 which includes advertising, the 

possibility exists for them to team up with an advertising company, if they so wished, to work around 

this point. 

Option 2 would have the following characteristics: 

 There would be a tender for a contractor to DBOM the BSS in return for a fee (which could be 

structured in a number of different ways); 

 The BSS would be publicly funded; 
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 The party operating the advertising i.e. the NTA or City Council would apply for planning 

permission for the structure and would be responsible for the capital and ongoing O&M costs 

associated with the structure; and 

 Any shortfall in the difference between the advertising revenue and the “operating fee” would be 

for the NTA/City Council’s account. 

6.3.3 Option 3 – BSS Contract with a separate but linked advertising contract 

Option 3 involves a procurement which would have two linked contracts. The first contract would be 

for a publicly funded BSS. The second contract would then be a separate contract for advertising 

space with a significant revenue share for the procuring authority. The fact that the BSS would be 

publicly funded would ensure that it was not entirely reliant on the advertising element to operate, 

thus ensuring that, as in the current environment where outdoor advertising revenues are depressed, 

the scheme could be procured. The contracts would need to include an incentivisation mechanism to 

encourage the maximum generation of advertising revenue so that the costs to the authority of 

funding the BSS could be offset via the revenue share. As the outdoor advertising market picked up 

the operator would need to be incentivised to generate additional advertising revenue. This could be 

achieved for example by giving a greater proportion to the operator for higher levels of revenue 

attained. The level of subvention would then gradually decrease as the advertising market recovers. 

From the operators point of view he would have certainty over his operator fee while still being 

incentivised to maximise advertising revenues. From the authority’s point of view, it would ensure 

that experienced operators who are advertising companies remained interested in bidding for the 

scheme. It would however, mean that the authority would be contractually obliged to initially fund the 

BSSs through an operator fee while still retaining some advertising revenue risk. While there would 

be two contracts – they would be connected and be with the same party. 

6.3.4 Option 4 – Combination of Option 1 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship 

Competition 

Option 4 would combine Option 1 above with a tender, which could run in tandem with or separately 

from the DBOM tender, for a sponsor for the naming rights to the BSS. The Sponsorship/Naming 

Rights could be included in or separate from the advertising and the contract could be structured for a 

once off payment or spread over the life of the contract – which would be determined by the NTA. 

Again, the closest precedent to this model is the London scheme. 

6.3.5 Option 5 - Combination of Option 2 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship 

Competition 

Option 5 would see a combination of Option 2 above with a naming rights/sponsorship tender. 

6.3.6 Option 6 - Combination of Option 3 and a Naming Rights/Sponsorship 

Competition 

Option 6 would see a combination of Option 3 above with a naming rights/sponsorship tender. 
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6.4 Advantages and Disadvantages 

 

 Advantages Disadvantages 

Option 1 - 

Combined bike and 

advertising 

contract 

 Would attract outdoor advertising 

companies some of whom are 

very experienced operators; 

 Existing outdoor advertising 

operators have the systems and 

processes in place already for 

existing bikes schemes and could 

potentially just add on new cities; 

 Advertising revenue risk with 

operator; 

 Operator responsible for installing 

advertising panels (and possibly 

for getting planning permissions); 

 Operator most likely an advertising 

company so risk with person best 

placed to manage the risk i.e. they 

have the structures in place to 

maximise profit from advertising 

panels; 

 The authority would have only a 

single contract to manage. 

 Outdoor advertising market is 

depressed at present; 

 There would potentially be a 

displacement impact on other 

outdoor advertising in the cities 

e.g. bus shelters; 

 Operator will possibly factor in a 

contingency to cover revenue risk 

i.e. lower revenue benefit and 

higher subvention; 

 Operator possibly earning 

“excessive” profit if advertising 

revenues outperform; 

 Possibly a less flexible contract; 

 Operators who are not Outdoor 

Advertising companies may not be 

interested (though they could 

potentially enter into separate 

arrangements with an Outdoor 

Advertising company with respect 

to the advertising). 

 

Option 2 - Publicly 

funded scheme – 

possibly using ring-

fenced revenues 

from advertising 

 No operator contingency to cover 

revenue risk; 

 NTA/City Council possibly earning 

additional profit if advertising 

revenues outperform; 

 Can fit the advertising in with the 

wider authority advertising 

strategy e.g. bus shelters; 

 Potentially more flexible contract 

as revenues accrue to NTA/City 

Council who then decide on 

usage. 

 Outdoor Advertising companies 

may not be interested; 

 Possible that tendering operators 

don’t have existing systems and 

processes in place which could be 

costly to develop;  

 NTA/City Council responsible for 

installing advertising panels and 

for getting planning permissions; 

 Advertising revenue risk with 

NTA/City Council; 

 NTA/City Council would outsource 

the management of the 

advertising panels with the 

inherent cost; 

 Two contracts to manage. 
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 Advantages Disadvantages 

Option 3 – Linked 

Contracts 
 Existing outdoor advertising 

operators would be more likely to 

bid – they have the systems and 

processes in place already for 

existing schemes and could 

potentially just add on new cities; 

 Non-advertising companies could 

simply either team up with an 

advertising company or appoint 

one to manage this element of the 

scheme; 

 Risk contingency in the pricing 

should be avoided; 

 Risk of operator possibly earning 

“excessive” profit if advertising 

revenues outperform reduced or 

eliminated as revenues would be 

shared; 

 Operator responsible for installing 

advertising panels (and possibly 

for getting planning permissions); 

 Advertising revenue risk shared 

with operator; 

 Advertising company would run 

this element of the scheme so risk 

with person best place to manage 

the risk i.e. they have the 

structures in place to maximise 

profit from advertising panels. 

 Possibly a less flexible contract; 

 Some advertising revenue risk 

with the NTA; 

 Two contracts to manage (but 

with same party). 

Option 4 - 

Combination of 

Option 1 and a 

Naming 

Rights/Sponsorship 

Competition 

 As per Option 1; 

 Additional revenue for little 

additional cost. 

 As per Option 1; 

 Market demand or interest is 

uncertain. 

 

Option 5 - 

Combination of 

Option 2 and a 

Naming 

Rights/Sponsorship 

Competition 

 As per Option 2; 

 Additional revenue for little 

additional cost. 

 As per Option 2; 

 Market demand or interest is 

uncertain. 

Option 6 - 

Combination of 

Option 3 and a 

Naming 

Rights/Sponsorship 

 As per Option 3; 

 Additional revenue for little 

additional cost. 

 As per Option 3; 

 Market demand or interest is 

uncertain. 
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 Advantages Disadvantages 

Competition 

6.5 Options versus objectives 

 

The following table examines each of the options discussed above in relation to the objectives 

identified at the start of this section (Options 4-6 largely the same as Options 1-3). 

Objective Option 1 – Combined 

bike and advertising 

contract 

Option 2 - Publicly 

funded scheme – 

possibly using ring-

fenced revenues from 

advertising 

Option 3 - linked 

contracts 

Procure BSS for 

regional cities that 

meets the 

objective of that 

city 

No major differentiation between options. 

Ensure Value for 

Money (“VFM”) for 

exchequer or 

better if cost 

neutral for 

Exchequer  

Tenders possibly 

containing risk 

contingencies for 

advertising revenue, 

though would attract 

outdoor advertising 

companies who are 

experienced operators 

and have systems in 

place. 

 

If tenderers do not 

already have the systems 

and processes in place 

from existing BSSs then 

development cost could 

be high. Would also 

depend on whether the 

potential savings 

associated with having an 

outdoor advertising 

company manage the 

advertising themselves as 

opposed to for the NTA, 

would outweigh a 

potential revenue risk 

contingency in the tender. 

Should avoid risk 

contingency as the BSS 

is publicly funded. 

Authority would need 

to have advertising 

revenue share. 

Operator would need 

to have incentivisation 

to maximise advertising 

revenue.   

Maximum usage in 

cities 

No major differentiation between options. Possibly greater profile if there is a 

sponsor in place but not guaranteed. 

High Service 

standards 

Possibly higher O&M 

Standard 

Possibly lower O&M 

standard but contract 

could include 

performance 

requirements and 

penalties – though market 

feedback suggests that it 

is not commercially viable 

for these to be 

excessively onerous. 

Could be an outdoor 

advertising operator or 

not depending on 

bidder structure.  

Flexible contract Arguably less flexible 

contract as revenues 

directly for the account 

of the operator. 

Arguably more flexible 

contract as revenues 

directly for the account of 

the NTA/City Council. 

Arguably less flexible 

contract as revenues 

directly for the account 

of the operator (but 
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Objective Option 1 – Combined 

bike and advertising 

contract 

Option 2 - Publicly 

funded scheme – 

possibly using ring-

fenced revenues from 

advertising 

Option 3 - linked 

contracts 

with revenue share). 

Ease of contract 

management 

Single Contract to be 

managed by NTA (i.e. 

BSS) 

Two contracts to be 

managed (i.e. BSS and 

advertising management).  

Additional time and effort 

also required for planning 

permissions. 

Two contracts with the 

same party to be 

managed (i.e. BSS and 

advertising).  Additional 

time and effort not 

required for planning 

permissions. 

Timely Roll-out Largely the same. 

 

6.6 Other considerations 

6.6.1 Business Contributions 

The potential to obtain business contributions from companies for locating stations proximate to their 

premises as discussed in Section 5.5 above should be fully explored. If a workable solution could be 

structured and agreed with businesses, this could then be incorporated into any of the options 

discussed above. It would be important to ensure that elements of the business contribution 

structure did not cut across elements of other revenue raising options chosen – for example giving 

naming right to stations to individual businesses might impinge on a wider naming rights competition. 

6.6.2 Length of Contract 

The length of the contract may depend on the procurement structure chosen. For example, if 

advertising is not included within the contract a shorter term may be preferable e.g. five years, as it 

would provide more flexibility to the NTA. This could perhaps be combined with an option to extend. 

However, were advertising is to be included in the scheme it may make sense to have a longer 

contract term as this would provide more revenue to the operator to cover the initial costs associated 

with installing the advertising structures, obtaining planning permissions.etc   

6.6.3 Infrastructure remaining with NTA 

The NTA indicated that it would like the bikes and associated infrastructure to remain in the 

ownership of the NTA or City Council at the end of the contract. At the end of a (say) 15 year contract 

the bikes and very likely the infrastructure may require replacement. Technology will have moved on. 

Any subsequent operator will have its own IT and back-office system as the infrastructure and 

technology does not appear to be inter-operable between providers. In this respect the database of 

users may in fact be the most important piece of the scheme to retain.   

6.6.4 Backoffice 

The norm for existing bike scheme operators is that they have a central backoffice system for all their 

schemes. They then simply add a scheme on to the existing software when they expand to a new 

city. If this backoffice structure needs to be set up from scratch the cost implications are likely to be 

high.  
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6.6.5 Locking mechanism 

Another key point arising from the market consultation is the importance of the locking mechanism. 

With some earlier schemes the locking mechanism was not secure enough in its functionality and 

resulted in the considerable loss of bikes. Later schemes seem to have resolved this issue (e.g. 

Dublin); however the NTA needs to ensure that this aspect of any proposed scheme is robust.  

6.6.6 Single versus Multiple Procurements 

The Project involves the potential introduction of a BSS to four Regional Cities.  In terms of 

procurement this could be done as a single contract for four cities or as four different contracts, one 

for each of the cities.  For the following reasons the single contract option may be preferable: 

 It would provide economies of scale in terms of cost; 

 It would provide that a single “control centre” could operate the four schemes with attendant 

significant cost savings; 

 It would provide greater critical mass for the use of advertising as a source of revenue or for a 

naming rights competition; 

 It would provide for the inter-changeability of bikes, service vehicles, staff etc between cities, 

again with attendant cost savings;  

 There would be likely time savings in terms of procurement with a single contract; and 

 It would mean a single contract to be managed by the NTA. 

If some schemes are more viable than others these could be omitted but the same point would apply 

to the cities remaining. 

This Report generally assumes a single contract for all four cities on the basis of the above. 
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7 Recommendations 

Key issues identified for consideration include: 

 A key point arising from discussions with existing operators is that procuring authorities in cities 

need to have clear objectives for what it is they want the BSS to achieve. They need to decide 

who are the customers to which they are trying to appeal. This should be the first goal of each 

city and this will then inform and guide on the scheme which is procured. 

 Based on the analysis in this Report it is recommended that advertising revenue be utilised to 

fund the scheme in combination with a competition for the sponsorship/naming rights to the 

scheme. The inclusion of advertising to fund any scheme needs to be considered in the context 

of the overall outdoor advertising strategy of the city, particularly in relation to public sector 

advertising space e.g. bus shelters, train stations etc. The possibility of seeking business 

contributions should be further explored while acknowledging that there are significant 

complications with respect to this potential funding and the amounts involved might be modest. 

 The question thus arises as to whether the advertising should be included in the contract or kept 

separate. Feedback from the market consultation exercise performed was unequivocal in its 

description of the difficult trading environment being experienced in the outdoor advertising 

market. Recognising this, it is not likely that advertising will be able to fund the entire scheme 

and may in fact only be a minor contributor in the short-term.  

Options 1 (combined bike and advertising contract) and 3 (separate but linked bike and advertising 

contracts) might appeal to existing outdoor advertising operators. With Option 1 tenderers may 

include significant risk contingency with respect to advertising revenues. This would not be 

evident in Option 2 and would be likely to be lower in Option 3. A recovery in the advertising 

market would benefit solely the operator in Option 1 and solely the Authority in Option 2, but 

would be shared in Option 3. Option 3 would need to include incentivisation for the operator to 

maximise advertising revenues which would be shared with the Authority to offset the 

subvention needed. With Option 2 the Authority would have to enter into a separate advertising 

management contract with an outdoor advertising company with the attendant costs involved. 

Option 3 would see an outdoor advertising company manage the advertising and provide a share 

of the revenues to the Authority. 

Taking the above into consideration the NTA might further consider Option 3 - the linked contract 

option. This would retain an advertising element within the contract structure, thus keeping the 

outdoor advertising companies interested in bidding. While recognising that outdoor advertising 

alone could not currently fund the BSSs, it would provide some revenue from advertising at this 

time. However, were the market to improve at some time in the future, revenues from 

advertising could be potentially much more significant. The contracts would need to include 

incentivisation mechanisms in order to maximise advertising revenue over the period of the 

contract and minimise subvention.  

 Consideration should be given to the potential for progressing planning during or in advance of 

tender in order to maximise certainty for tenderers as to the sites available. In seeking planning 

permission and depending on what information is in the public domain at that time with respect 

to the potential BSS in the Regional Cites it may be useful to make it known that planning is 

being sought for structures to help fund a bike scheme. This may help to reduce the number of 

planning objections. 
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 Serious consideration should also be given to the level of the subscription and usage fees 

payable. The fees associated with schemes in other European cities would suggest that the fees 

in Dublin are relatively very low. London, for example has an annual subscription fee of £45 (c. 

five times the dublinbikes fee). Higher subscription and/or usage fees could be a more significant 

contributor towards costs. 

 If BSSs are tendered together, consideration should be given to permitting users access across 

all of the schemes for a single membership. This is likely to appeal to a wider group. At some 

point in the future when integrated ticketing is operational, the possibility of including bike 

schemes could be considered. 
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8 Next Steps 

The following sets out suggested next steps for the Project: 

 Decide on the objective for the PSB in each city i.e. who is the scheme supposed to serve? 

 Establish what is the outdoor advertising strategy for publicly owned advertising space in each of 

the cities where a BSS is to be procured e.g. bus shelters, billboards etc. Perform a detailed 

exercise with each of these cities to identify potential sites for advertising and endeavour to 

establish a likely value for each site. (This process has been commenced.) Seek to establish the 

supply versus demand imbalance for outdoor advertising in each city and the likely displacement 

impact of additional units; 

 Discuss if possible with TfL the deciding factors in not going the route of using advertising in their 

contract; 

 Confirm the current estimate of required stations and bikes per city; 

 Confirm identity of potential sites for stations and identify companies located nearby. Engage in a 

market consultation exercise to determine the level of interest in including provision for Business 

Contributions in return for locating stations near business premises. This process should also 

seek to identify likely contribution levels and how such an arrangement might be structured; 

 Decide on the preferred commercial structure of the contract; and 

 Prepare Tender documentation. 
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 Executive Summary 

 
The Minister of State at the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport has 
requested that the National Transport Authority (NTA) examines “potential means of 
introducing public bike schemes to other cities”. As part of this examination, the 
Minister requested an assessment of the “potential for partnership with or 
sponsorship by private sector collaborators to deliver the schemes at the lowest cost 
to the wider Government system.” 
 
There has been an exponential increase in the growth of bike-sharing schemes in 
Europe over the last five years largely due to the ‘big bang’ effect of the hugely 
successful schemes in Paris and Barcelona. There are now over 50 schemes 
across Europe, and many more in other continents. This level of activity has resulted 
in an increasing knowledge-base of the different types of scheme, and the factors 
which contribute to their success. This study draws heavily on the results of the 
OBIS bike-sharing research programme which came to an end very recently (June 
2011), and has made available a number of research reports as well as an all-
encompassing handbook. One of the more relevant key research findings is that the 
success of bike-sharing schemes in smaller cities has yet to be proven, unlike the 
schemes in the large cities such as Paris, Barcelona and Lyon. 
 
This study also involved brief site-visits to the four regional cities of Cork, Galway, 
Limerick and Waterford to gain an understanding of the ‘exogenous’ factors in each 
city which would influence the success of any bike sharing scheme. These include 
current levels of cycling, topography, cost of car parking, amount of general traffic 
congestion, the extent of any cycle-friendly infrastructure, and the distribution of the 
major trip attractors throughout the city. Discussions were also held with officers at 
each of the city councils either face-to-face or by telephone. 
 
This study has found that the regional cities have several of the characteristics that 
tend to result in successful bike sharing schemes such as very low current levels of 
cycling and cycle-friendly topography across large parts of the urban areas. 
However, the cities also display characteristics which suggest that the success of 
any bike-sharing scheme would be limited due largely to the small size of the cities, 
the relative lack of congestion and the fact that car travel, rather than public 
transport, tends to be the dominant mode. There is a little less clarity for some 
issues such as the impact of the climate. The cities featured in the European 
research were categorised according to temperature, and none of them had similar 
climates to the relatively mild and wet conditions of the Irish cities. However, the 
success of the Dublin scheme shows that the Irish climate does not prevent a 
scheme from being successful although, for the size of the population, the scheme 
does currently have a relatively small number of bikes and docking stations. 
 
This study found that although the potential exists for successful schemes in each 
city, it would appear that schemes in Galway and Cork would be most successful 
partly due to the background levels of traffic congestion and the high price of car 
parking in both cities. 
 



 

 
  

Estimates are provided on the number of bikes that a scheme in each city would 
require, the number of subscribers, and the amount of use each bike would receive 
per day. These are shown in the table below, and are based largely on a review of 
equivalent data in other European schemes. For a more robust prediction, primary 
research would need to be carried out in each city to explore the propensity to use a 
bike-sharing scheme among local residents, commuters, tourists and other visitors. 
 

Summary of Recommendations & Estimates for each Scheme  

 Cork Galway Limerick Waterford 

Recommended number of 
bikes 265-235 200-250 135-165 80-100 

Recommended number of 
docking stations (and 
docking points) 

25 (510) 23 (380) 20 (255) 10 (150) 

Average number of docking 
points per station 20 15-20 10-15 15 

Estimated number of 
subscribers 2250 1500 1500 900 

Estimated daily rents per 
bike 3 2 1.5 1.5 

 
 
Recommendations are made on the complementary measures which would be 
needed as a new scheme is introduced. Perhaps the most important one would be 
an increase in permeability for cycle traffic in the city centres through the provision 
of two-way cycling on one-way streets, and by opening up pedestrianised areas to 
cycling where conditions allow.  
 
The capital cost (based on outline estimates encompassing; docking stations, bikes, 
assessment, maintenance vehicles, a national control room and monitoring 
equipment) in the four cities is an estimated €6.4 million.  The bulk of this is 
assumed to take place within a 1 year delivery period.  The total operating cost 
(including staff, premises, vehicle maintenance, bike replacement and materials) is 
estimated at €23 million spread evenly over a 14 year period.  This level of 
expenditure assumes bike rental schemes are delivery as one contract within one 
year. A lower expenditure would be required if schemes are not progressed in all 
four cities, however the cost for one national control centre would remain necessary. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Context 

The Minister of State at the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport has 
requested that the Authority examine “potential means of introducing public bike 
schemes to other cities”. As part of this examination, the Minister has requested an 
assessment of the “potential for partnership with or sponsorship by private sector 
collaborators to deliver the schemes at the lowest cost to the wider Government 
system”. Jacobs has been commissioned by NTA to carry out this feasibility study. 
 
All four cities were visited by Jacobs and meetings were held with the 
representatives of the City Authorities to gather information and obtain local input to 
the project. 
 
 
1.2 Scope of Work 

The NTA has requested Jacobs to carry out an initial feasibility report in relation to 
the introduction of a “Public Bike Scheme”, similar to the scheme operated in Dublin 
City, in the cities of: 
 
- Cork; 
- Limerick;  
- Galway; and 
- Waterford. 

 
 
The study addresses the following items on a city by city basis: 
 
(1) Description of “Public Bike Schemes” and approaches adopted elsewhere 

including Dublin City; 
(2) Review of existing survey and literature information to gain an understanding 

of the level of existing cycle usage in the city; 
(3) Identification of key demand points in the city; 
(4) Assessment of possible area for introduction of cycle scheme – a phased 

basis of implementation should be considered, with the current report 
focussing on the first phase in each city; 

(5) Some indication of the potential usage that might be anticipated; 
(6) Definition of the elements of a scheme – type of bike; stand types, booking 

arrangements; payment arrangements; maintenance requirements; indicative 
types of stand locations; and 

(7) Order of Magnitude costs for the installation and operation of these schemes 
assuming no advertising revenue. 

 
  
1.3 Report Structure 

The structure of the report follows the scope defined above with a summary and 
recommendations included within Section 8. 
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2 Background to Bike-Sharing Schemes  

2.1 Overview of Current Schemes 

Authorities seeking to increase the amount of cycling that takes place traditionally 
treat the bicycle as a private mode of transport which requires individual ownership 
(or at least access). However, there are some examples of attempts to offer a fleet 
of bicycles to the public for short journeys in urban areas which go back several 
decades. The Cycling England publication, ‘Public Bikes and Cycle Hire Schemes’ 
categorises the different generations of cycle hire schemes into three groups.  
 
The first was established in Amsterdam in the 1960s. The early schemes were 
plagued by theft, vandalism and abandonment, and were either unregulated or 
required users to pay a deposit and return the bike to a fixed location. The second 
generation of schemes was regulated through a deposit/refund system. These 
included the Bycyklen scheme in Copenhagen which incorporated a coin-operated 
locking mechanism which enabled users to remove customised bikes locked to on-
street stands. Although a simple and convenient system, many of these schemes 
also suffered from theft and vandalism mainly because it was not possible to keep 
track of the bikes and their users. The third (and current) generation of schemes 
combats vandalism and theft through the use of technology (bicycles can be 
tracked), and very secure docking stations.  
 
The dominant business model has included the involvement of major advertising 
firms such as JC Decaux and Clear Channel but other business models have been 
used including ones which use funding from car-parking revenue. The first 
automated, self-service, public bike scheme was opened in the French city of 
Rennes in 1998.  
 
The highest profile international example to date has been the Velib scheme in Paris 
which opened in 2007. This was based closely on the Lyon scheme introduced in 
2005, which was the first large-scale scheme of its kind, with several thousand 
bicycles, several hundred docking stations, and an average of over 20,000 trips per 
day. Many of the features of the Lyon scheme were used in Paris and elsewhere 
throughout Europe including the offer of a free 30 minute hire period, and the option 
to subscribe for a day, a week or a year. The Lyon scheme was run in conjunction 
with the advertising company JC Decaux. The Velib scheme in Paris was closely 
modelled on the Lyon scheme but introduced on a much wider scale with over 
20,000 bicycles and nearly 1,500 docking stations. The Velib scheme was the 
largest one in the world until a new scheme was introduced in the Chinese city of 
Hangzhou in 2008 with over 60,000 bikes and around 2,500 docking stations. 
 
Dublin introduced its ‘dublinbikes’ scheme in September 2009. For a city with a 
population of over one million, the scheme was initially introduced on a relatively 
small scale with around 400 bikes. Using the ratio of bikes to population from a 
typical European scheme would have resulted in a bike fleet of 2,000 to 3,000. 
Perhaps not surprisingly, the bikes have been very intensively used with each one 
rented an average of 9 times per day, considerably above the rate for Paris and 
London. As of May 2011, over 55,000 people had subscribed to the scheme, the 
highest number of trips per day was 6,000, average trip durations were 13 minutes, 
and 97% of journeys were under 30 minutes thereby attracting no usage fee. 
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2.2 Specification of a Bike-Sharing Scheme 

The current generation of schemes has been described in different ways. However, 
the term ‘bike-sharing scheme’ appears to have gained the widest acceptability, and 
is the term used in the three year European research study, Optimising Bike Sharing 
in European Cities1 (OBIS), which lasted from 2008-2011. The OBIS study 
handbook provides the following definition of a bike sharing scheme:  
 
A self-service, short-term, one way capable, bike-rental offer in public spaces for 
several target groups with network characteristics. 
 
The OBIS handbook notes that although the bikes used in a typical scheme differ in 
design and quality, they share the following general characteristics: 
 
• Robust parts – to minimise vandalism and to facilitate maintenance, operators 

use parts that are easy to replace including hub gears, drum brakes and plastic 
mudguards. Some operators develop custom made components to reduce 
incidences of theft; 

• Unique design – to avoid theft and make the bikes more visible in public 
spaces, a unique design helps distinguish them from regular private bikes. The 
bikes within each scheme are usually the same colour with the same frame, and 
are recognisable even when stolen and repainted; and 

• One size for all – an adjustable seat post makes them suitable for most users. 
 
A Cycling England guidance sheet2 offers additional advice: 
 
• Mudguards and chain-guards to enable use in normal clothes, with a basket to 

make carrying luggage easier; and 
• Safety - bikes must not pose a safety or health risk to users or non-users, and 

should be designed so that everyone can ride them subject to a minimum height 
(e.g. 1.5m). Lights (typically dynamo powered) should be built into each bike 
and be permanently illuminated. Bells are recommended especially when cycles 
will be used on surfaces shared with pedestrians.  

 
2.2.1 Docking Stations 

The OBIS handbook notes that the most common type of bike sharing station 
includes docking stations and a rental terminal, connected with each other. The bike 
is locked to the electronically controlled docking point. The rental process takes 
place at the terminal or the docking point itself which can include touch screen 
display, card reader, printer and keyboard. The stations also offer space for 
additional advertising and/or information. 
 
2.2.2 Payment Systems 

Most of the recent large-scale schemes operate a ‘smartcard’ type system. 
Someone wishing to subscribe to the scheme pays for a smartcard (or key) for a 
fixed period of time (typically a year). Users can pay a one-off access fee for the 
whole year, for each week, or for each day of use. 
 
                                                

1 http://www.obisproject.com  
2http://www.ciltuk.org.uk/download/Smarter_Choices_Portfolio_public_bikes_and_cycle_hire_schemes1

4.pdf 
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2.2.3 Redistribution of Bicycles 

Demand characteristics typically result in an uneven distribution of bicycles in any 
scheme e.g. towards the bottom of a hill. The imbalance is location specific and can 
be influenced by time of day (e.g. commuter demand, topography, and one-off 
events). The fleet therefore needs to be continuously monitored and managed. 
Bicycles can be redistributed in one of three ways. Natural redistribution (where 
users leave bikes at their first-choice docking station), forced redistribution (where a 
user has to go to a different station to find a space), or motor-vehicle assisted 
redistribution where the scheme operator moves bikes between stations in a van. 
Bicycles are fitted with radio-frequency identification technology to enable operators 
to track their location, monitor the status of the bikes, and address any imbalance in 
distribution. 
 
2.2.4 Maintenance of Bicycles 

Good maintenance is essential to ensure safety of users and an efficient use of the 
fleet. Damaged bikes need to be removed swiftly from the fleet, repaired and then 
returned. Some systems identify faults if a bicycle is hired and re-docked within two 
minutes, three times in a row. There is usually a means of alerting the operator to a 
faulty bike (e.g. a button on the docking point) but it is not known how often these 
are used. Some users, on returning a faulty bike, turn the saddle 180 degrees so 
that other people do not also try to take the bike out. 
 
2.2.5 Obstacles to Implementing a New Scheme 

One of the outputs from the OBIS research programme ‘European Transferability’ 
included a section on the obstacles to implementing a bike-sharing scheme. The key 
obstacles and potential solutions listed include the following: 
 
• Cities with high bicycle ownership or high cycling modal share might have a low 

demand for bike sharing as most regular cyclists prefer to ride their own bike. 
This problem was obvious in Lower Austria and in Brussels. Their BSS were 
transformed in order to offer new services; 

• Underestimation of demand might cause low availability of bicycles. To avoid 
this, BSS operators increase the number of stations and bicycles. The 
registration fee might also be increased, like in Barcelona, to control 
unexpected demand. Excess demand seems to be more common in the early 
phase of BSS located in large cities; 

• BSS in tourist areas might compete with traditional bike rental. The Barcelona 
scheme does not offer daily or weekly registration, and provides information 
about available bike rental shops in order to avoid this conflict; 

• Vandalism has been a significant issue for BSS in cities that didn’t previously 
have a cycling culture, i.e. cities with low cycling ownership or low cycling modal 
share. Cities like Paris, Seville or Brescia reported a large number of stolen 
bicycles which led to high maintenance costs; 

• Where there is intensive use of the BSS bicycles (e.g. around 5 rents per bike 
per day in Paris), breakdowns can occur. This can be detrimental to the 
scheme’s image and, as the bicycle is out of service, the capacity of system 
decreases. To avoid this problem, operators have typically specified bicycles 
made of very durable components; 



 

 
   5 
  

• When BSS stations are empty, users cannot rent a bicycle and when they are 
full, bicycles cannot be returned. In both cases users have to move on to the 
next station. This causes the user to waste time and, potentially, causes a loss 
of trust in the system. BSS operators address this problem by redistributing 
bicycles in order to restore the balance. The unequal distribution can be caused 
by two factors: topography and commuter patterns; 

• Registration and rental fees are not enough to fund BSS. External revenues 
from advertising contracts or public authority subsidies are required. Short-term 
and insufficient funding compromise the viability of the BSS; and 

• Public space is normally limited in city centres. Therefore a study of public 
space availability for fixed BSS stations is required before implementation. 
Footways and car-parking spaces might be occupied by BSS stations. 
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3 Current Cycle Activity 

3.1 Data Gathering 

Meetings were held with representatives from each city council to gain an 
understanding of the amount of cycling that currently takes place. A brief site visit 
was also carried out on a typical working day during June 2011, which included a 
basic assessment of the current level of cycling activity e.g. the amount (and use) of 
cycle parking, and brief cycle counts (when the visit coincided with a peak period). 
 
3.2 Cork 

From the site visit (mid afternoon to evening peak), Cork appeared to have a high 
level of cycling, relative to the other cities. Public cycle-parking was provided and 
generally well used in many locations across the city centre, and there was a fairly 
constant presence of cyclists on the main streets (during the evening peak). Cyclists 
were seen on the carriageway mixing with general traffic but there was also some 
footway cycling, particularly in the contra-flow direction adjacent to multi-lane one-
way streets (e.g. below right). 
 

Figure 1 - Cycle parking and contra-flow cycling on the footway in Cork 

  
 
A short cycle-count was carried out on Michael Collins Bridge for 15 minutes during 
the evening peak. This indicated a two-way hourly flow of 78 bikes, low by 
continental European standards (typically several hundred cyclists per hour) but 
higher than the other regional cities. 
 
According to data provided in the Cork Cycle Study, average cycle flows (at 8 city-
centre sites) decreased from 2.3% in 1992 to 1.0% in 1997 and 0.6% in 2002. This 
trend was explained by an improvement in economic conditions making car 
ownership easier for a greater percentage of the population, and an increase in 
traffic flows making cycling less safe. In a meeting with Cork City Council, it was 
commented that cycle flows were likely to have increased since 2002 and would 
now be between 0.5% and 1%.  
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3.3 Galway 

A site visit was carried out to Galway in the early afternoon on a weekday. The initial 
impression of the level of cycling was similar to that of Cork as there was a presence 
of cyclists in the city centre (fewer than in Cork but the site visit was during the inter-
peak when cycling levels drop considerably). Cycle parking was relatively plentiful 
and well used. Many bikes were also seen parked informally i.e. locked to various 
items of street furniture. As in Cork, cyclists were seen using the footway in the 
contra-flow direction adjacent to one-way streets highlighting the need for contra-
flow facilities. The streets of Galway appeared to be particularly congested both in 
the city centre itself (below right) and also on the approaches, even in the inter-peak 
period. 

Figure 2 - Well-used cycle parking and congested streets in Galway city centre 

  
 
The mode share for cycle commuting at the time of the last census (2006) was 4% - 
above the national average of 3%. The Galway City and Environs Walking and 
Cycling Strategy 2010-2017 provides a breakdown of cycle-commuting mode shares 
in the different parts of the city. This shows that as many as 9% of all residents cycle 
to work (or education) from some districts (e.g. Salthill). 
 
3.4 Limerick 

A site visit to Limerick was carried out in the evening and morning peaks on 
consecutive weekdays. From the site visit, Limerick appeared to be a city with low 
levels of cycling. Very few people were seen cycling, and there did not appear to be 
much in the way of formal cycle parking although some bikes were locked to street 
furniture in the city centre (below left). A short cycle-count was carried out on 
Sarsfield Bridge in the evening peak indicating two-way hourly flows of 12 cyclists. A 
second survey in the following morning peak found no cyclists (although the survey 
was just 15 minutes long). 
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Figure 3 - Bikes parked to street furniture in Limerick city centre (left), and a 
cyclist crossing the Sarsfield Bridge in the evening peak (right) 

  
 
The cycle-commuter mode share for Limerick was 3% at the time of the last census. 
This suggests a higher level of cycling than was seen in the site visit. It is possible 
that there are a small number of large employers away from the city centre (e.g. at 
University of Limerick) where relatively large numbers of people cycle to work. 
 
3.5 Waterford 

The Waterford site visit took place in the early afternoon. The city centre appeared 
to have fairly low levels of cycling although cycle movements were not observed 
during the peak hours. The main (Plunkett) rail station had some weather protected 
cycle parking but only one of ten spaces was occupied. There was some innovative, 
space-efficient cycle parking in the main retail area of the city centre with half of the 
8 spaces occupied (below left), and bikes were also seen chained to trees in The 
Mall (below right).  
 

Figure 4 - Innovative weather-protected cycle parking (left) and bikes parked 
informally next to the heavily trafficked Mall (right) 

  
 
In our meeting with officers from Waterford City Council it was confirmed that cycle 
flows are generally low. The 2006 census found that just 2% of residents accessed 
employment or further education by bike.  
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4 Assessment of Potential Areas for Scheme Introduction 

 
This chapter sets out proposals for the locations of docking stations in each city – 
the ‘deployment area’. These proposals do not specifically include any new 
developments. 
 
4.1 Cork 

Of the four regional cities covered in this study, Cork has the most in common with 
the major European cities where large scale bike-sharing schemes have already 
been successfully introduced. 
 
In larger cities, a key aim is to ensure a high density of docking stations across the 
deployment area. Ideal densities are typically expressed as a number of docking 
stations per km2 (8 in Paris) or a maximum distance between stations (typically 
around 300m). It is suggested that this approach is applied to the main part of the 
city centre (on the island between the two river channels), and that this part of the 
deployment area is bounded by the river channels (including the roads on the 
mainland side of the rivers). To the north of this area, the land rises steeply to 
between 50m-100m above sea level) – to the south, the land becomes more 
suburban and residential in character, and this is typically associated with lower 
demand for bike sharing.  
 
It is suggested that the deployment area extends to the main station in the east and 
University College Cork (UCC) in the west. Research into the biggest bike-sharing 
feasibility study to date3 has shown that, of all those who live in or visit the city, 
students were the most likely to say they would ‘definitely’ use a bike-sharing 
scheme. The largest European bike-sharing schemes such as Paris and London 
deliberately avoid trying to cater for the after-rail market as, in these cities, tens of 
thousands of people arrive by train every morning. However, rail is a minority mode 
for people arriving in Cork in the morning peak with a small number of services. It is 
recommended, therefore, that the train station is included within the deployment 
zone.  
 
The inclusion of the UCC and the train station results in a linear shape for the 
deployment area. It is important that there are docking stations at regular and 
frequent intervals between these ends and the main island area, so that users have 
the confidence to know they can leave their bike at a nearby docking station if the 
closest one is full. 
 
Figure 5 provides an outline of the deployment area for Phase 1 with indicative 
docking-station locations identified. For any Phase 2 expansion, new stations could 
be provided to the south if demand is thought to be sufficient. The deployment area 
could also be extended along the Southern Ring Road corridor - the only area to the 
north which is relatively flat (below the 30m contour and with gradients of no greater 
than around 3-5%). A third expansion could include the attractive and popular 
recreational cycling area to the east of the city on the southern bank of the River Lee 
on ‘The Marina’. This area, however, is not currently well connected to the city 
centre by a route which is likely to appeal to recreational cyclists. 
 
                                                
3 Feasibility study for a central London cycle-hire scheme (2008) 



 

 
   10 
  

Figure 5 – Potential locations for docking stations in Cork 
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4.2 Galway 

Galway City Council has plotted potential locations for bike-sharing docking stations 
on a map. There are 23 in total and they cover a large part of the city over an area 
of approximately 8km2 with a maximum distance of around 5km between the ends of 
the deployment area. The density of docking stations is relatively uneven with 
around 5 per km2 in some parts of the city and just 1 per km2 in others e.g. Salthill. 
The problem with a low density of docking stations is that, if a user arrives on a bike 
and the docking station is full, they would have a long way to travel to find the next 
station, reducing confidence in the integrity of the system.  
 
Galway is an attractive and relatively cycle-friendly city, with high levels of traffic 
congestion and high car-parking costs. It is, therefore, relatively well suited to a bike-
sharing scheme. However, it is recommended that the first phase of the deployment 
area is reduced from the currently proposed 8km2 to around 4km2 but with as many 
docking stations as originally intended. This would increase the density of the 
docking stations from around 3/km2 to 6/km2.  
 
Further surveys and analysis would be required but, based on a desktop review, it 
would make sense not to include the proposed docking stations on the western side 
of the city (Salthill Road pier, Pearse Stadium), north east (the three in the Wellpark 
area), and perhaps the ones to the north of R338 and N6. A greater density would 
be recommended for the city centre (e.g. to the west of Eyre Square), with additional 
stations between the city centre and Salthill. 
 
Figure 6 provides an outline of the deployment area for Phase 1, with indicative 
docking-station locations identified.  A Phase 2 could involve adding any of the 
originally planned docking stations (in the more distant locations), and/or an 
intensification of the Phase 1 deployment area.  
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Figure 6 – Potential locations for docking stations in Galway 
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4.3 Limerick 

Limerick City Council had not formally put together any proposals for docking station 
locations. A bike sharing scheme had been considered a few years ago but a 
decision was made to see how well the Dublin scheme was received. 
Recommendations are therefore based on discussions with the council, a site visit to 
the city, and general knowledge of bike-sharing systems. Limerick has a fairly 
clearly defined city-centre bounded by Colbert Station and People’s Park to the 
south, the Rover Shannon to the west, and Thomond Bridge to the north. A 
relatively high density of docking stations would be needed in this area, in the order 
of one every 300m to 400m. Of the two main further education establishments in 
Limerick, only the Institute of Technology is within a sufficiently close distance of the 
city centre for it to be part of a bike sharing deployment area, at least in the short 
term. Pending future detailed survey work, it would appear that the deployment area 
for phase one would be a rotated and inverted ‘L’ shape from the city centre 
stretching out west towards the Institute of Technology, and also including the 
attractive recreational cycling destination of Shelbourne Park.  
 
Figure 7 provides an outline of the Phase 1 deployment area, with indicative 
docking-station locations identified. If a scheme was implemented, and an 
expansion could be justified, the Phase 2 area could include the Dooradoyle 
shopping centre in the south-west of the city, and the University of Limerick. Jetland 
shopping centre would be borderline for inclusion in Phase 1, but would be an 
obvious destination to include in Phase 2. 
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Figure 7 – Potential locations for docking stations in Limerick 

  
 



 

 
   15 
  

4.4 Waterford 

Waterford City Council plotted some potential locations for bike-hire docking stations 
in the city centre. These are clustered around a relatively small area (approximately 
1km2) in the city centre. A bike sharing feasibility study4, cited as an example of best 
practice, suggests that 1km is the minimum realistic distance for a bike-share trip. 
Anything less than 1km could usually be walked more easily taking into account the 
time required to access and deposit a bike, and to walk between the docking station 
and the actual destination or starting point. 
 
In other schemes such as Dublin and Barcelona, typical journey durations are 13 to 
15 minutes, a distance of around 3kms. Waterford is a relatively compact city, and 
most of the obvious city-centre destinations would be covered by the council’s 
proposed scheme. However, to make a scheme worthwhile, the operating area 
would need to stretch away from the city centre. The most obvious destination is the 
Waterford Institute of Technology (WIT) which is about 2.5kms from the city centre. 
Bike sharing schemes usually work best when they are in a compact area with a 
high density of docking stations, so it is uncertain whether a scheme that includes a 
2.5km spine out to the WIT would be as feasible. There would need to still be a 
relatively short distance between stations so that users would know they can travel 
to the next one if the closest is full.  
 
Based on a desktop review, a route (and distribution of docking stations) which 
follows Tycor Road and Browns Road appears preferable. This would also service 
the main student residential area of Lismore Park. A first phase of the scheme could 
potentially just focus on the city centre and the train station although research would 
be needed to help determine whether the demand for short journeys in this area 
could justify a scheme’s implementation. 
 
The topography in Waterford is likely to exert a stronger influence on the success of 
a bike sharing scheme than in the other cities (with the exception of the north side of 
Cork). The land rises steeply to 30m on the western side of the city centre with 
gradients (5% to 10%) which are likely to be too steep for a typical 23kg hire bike. 
Extending the deployment area to the top of hills would also lead to the obvious 
redistribution difficulties. However, much of Waterford is flat or has gentle gradients 
so the topography should not preclude a scheme from being introduced but would 
have to be taken carefully in to account in the planning stages. 
 
Figure 8 provides an outline of the Phase 1 deployment area, with indicative docking 
station locations.  A phase 2 expansion could involve intensification of the Phase 1 
scheme, or perhaps an extension towards the south west of the city where the 
topography is most cycle friendly. 
 
 

                                                
4 Feasibility study for a central London cycle hire scheme (TfL, 2008) 
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Figure 8 – Potential locations for docking stations in Waterford 
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5 Demand Estimates for Bike-Sharing Schemes 

5.1 General Issues 

The recent increase in popularity of bike sharing schemes, internationally, has been 
rapid – it has been claimed that such schemes represent the fastest growing mode 
of transport on the planet. The success of the Dublin scheme also shows that there 
are no specific cultural or climatic obstacles to prevent schemes from working in 
Ireland.  
 
Many, if not most, of the early schemes were implemented with very little prior 
research but, over time, lessons have been learned about the factors which 
influence their success. However, most of the focus has been on schemes in cities 
with large populations (from 500,000 up to several million).  
 
The evidence base for schemes in smaller cities and large towns remains 
insubstantial. A report5 produced as part of the European OBIS research 
programme notes “the development of bike-sharing schemes in ‘smaller’ cities will 
depend on the success of existing BSS which, unlike schemes in large cities, is not 
proven at present.” In providing an indication of the potential usage for schemes, as 
wide a range of factors as possible have been considered, drawing on both existing 
literature and site observations. 
 
5.2 Specific Factors 

In simple terms, the decision to use a bike-sharing scheme for a typical journey will 
depend on; a) how easy, quick and cheap it is to make the journey by bike, and b) 
how difficult, slow and expensive it is to make the same trip by alternative means 
(public transport, car or on foot). If it is quick, easy and attractive for a large number 
of people to make the journey by bike, and slow, unpleasant and expensive by other 
means, the bike-share scheme will attract high levels of use. Each of the factors 
were examined, generally, before applying them to the four regional cities. 
 
5.2.1 Current Cycling Levels 

Research suggests that bike-sharing schemes are more successful in cities where, 
before the scheme’s implementation, levels of cycling were low. This can be seen in 
the graph below (source OBIS handbook). A reason for scheme failure in some 
cities has been that most people already own bikes thereby restricting the uptake of 
the scheme to tourists.  

                                                
5 Bike sharing in ten European countries – France (2009) 
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Figure 9 – The relationship between cycling mode share and the demand for a 
bike-sharing scheme 

 
 
5.2.2 Cycle-Friendly Road & Path Networks 

Intuitively, a scheme would be more successful where there is a comprehensive 
network of cycle-friendly routes. This is not restricted to designated cycle routes but 
relates to how attractive/safe/navigable etc the whole of the deployment area is for 
cycling. An example of a cycle-friendly improvement on a city-wide scale is the 
legislation which permitted two-way cycling in all one-way streets with a 30kmh limit 
which was passed in France in 2010. As a result, the road network of Paris became 
a lot more navigable and permeable by bike, with no reported direct increase in 
casualties. The worst environment for cycling would include dual carriageways, high 
speed roads (with limits and/or speeds above 50kmh), gyratories and large 
roundabouts. The traffic mix also influences the environment – high flows of HGVs 
present a particular hazard to cycle traffic. 
 
5.2.3 General Traffic Congestion & Public Transport Overcrowding 

Poor conditions affecting motorised transport such as congested streets and 
overcrowded buses and trains make alternatives such as cycling a lot more 
attractive. Monitoring of the large bike-sharing schemes in places like Montreal and 
London has shown that the main mode switch comes from public transport. 
Conversely, if streets area not heavily congested, and public transport is attractive 
and reliable, there is less incentive to switch to the bike. 
 
5.2.4 Cost & Availability of Car Parking, & Car/Cycle Ownership 

Bike sharing schemes are likely to have more appeal where car parking is relatively 
expensive and in short supply or difficult to access. Similarly, if car and cycle 
ownership is high, this will also detract from the appeal of a bike-sharing scheme. 
High car ownership, low levels of congestion and cheap car parking would give 
residents little incentive to use a bike-sharing scheme. 
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5.2.5 City Size 

The following reasons for the popularity of bike-sharing schemes in larger cities are 
taken from the OBIS handbook. 
 
‘In general, mobility demand is higher in big cities, because of the higher population 
and employment density. Therefore, schemes in large cities often offer higher 
station density, easy-to-use, high-tech schemes, and a higher density of 
destinations, which influences the number of rentals in a positive way. Additionally, 
bigger cities often have more problems with congestion and limited parking space, 
which makes cycling more competitive with the car in terms of speed and flexibility 
on distances up to five – seven km and therefore attractive for daily usage. In some 
cities, where public transport is crowded, BSSs provides an alternative mode of 
transport.’ 
 
In addition, research into some of the world’s largest bike-sharing schemes such as 
Montreal and London has shown that the main mode switch comes from public 
transport – the appeal of a bike-sharing journey may therefore be greater when the 
alternative is a bus or Metro journey. 
 
The graph below, taken from the OBIS bike sharing handbook, shows how, among 
the sample of schemes included, the number of rents per bicycle is much higher in 
larger cities (note that large cities are defined as having a population of over 
500,000, and small cities have under 100,000). 
 

Figure 10 – The relationship between city size and the demand for a bike-
sharing scheme 

  
 
5.2.6 Size & Distribution of Student Population 

Research carried out during the planning for the London scheme found that, among 
all resident and visitor groups, students were most likely to use the scheme. This 
could be due to any number of reasons including the appeal of a virtually free mode 
of transport, the difficulty of storing a private bike in student accommodation, and 
concerns about bike theft. The take-up rate by students will obviously be determined 
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by how well the distribution of docking stations links up with journey origin and 
destinations. It is unlikely, however, that any initial system would be able to cater for 
a student campus that was several kilometres from the city centre due to the need 
for a relatively dense distribution of docking stations within each deployment area. 
 
5.2.7 Passengers Arriving/Leaving by Train in the peak 

Large European bike-sharing schemes such as Paris and London deliberately 
avoided attempting to cater for the ‘after-rail’ market by keeping docking stations 
away from train stations. This was due to the number of people who arrived by train 
in the morning peak (tens of thousands), the difficulty of providing enough bikes and 
docking stations for the demand, and the fact that the bikes would only be used 
twice a day (to and from the station) as most people do not work in areas where 
tourists are likely to pass. In the Irish regional cities, the number of people arriving 
by train is much less so the deployment area could therefore include train stations, 
and provide a very useful means of travelling between them and the city centre. 
 
5.2.8 Density of Area & Distribution of Trip Attractors 

Feasibility research for the London scheme concluded that the ideal distance for a 
bike-sharing scheme trip was between 1 and 8kms. Anything less and walking 
becomes more convenient – anything longer and public transport is quicker. In 
practice, 8kms would be a long journey on a typical (23kg) scheme bike - most trips 
tend to fall in the 13 to 17 minute range (around 4kms). A range of 1 to 5kms is 
probably more appropriate. Cities with key attractors that are between 1 and 5kms 
apart are, therefore, more likely to attract higher levels of bike-sharing use. 
 
5.2.9 Topography 

Topography has two key implications for the success of a bike sharing scheme. The 
first relates to demand. Hilliness has been found, repeatedly, to be the key 
determinant of the amount of utility cycling that takes place in an urban area with 
much higher amounts of cycling in flat cities. Hilly cities also present logistical 
problems for the redistribution of bikes. The Barcelona scheme is on a much smaller 
scale to the Paris scheme but requires an equal resource to redistribute bikes due to 
its topography (a long gradient from the beach up to the main part of the city). 
 
5.2.10 Climate 

The cities that participated in the OBIS research project were categorised into 
‘warm’ and ‘cold’ categories according to whether their annual temperature was 
above or below 11 degrees. ‘Warm’ cities such as Lyon and Bari generally 
experience demand peaks in the spring and autumn – as it can be too hot to cycle in 
the middle of the summer and too cold in the winter. ‘Cold’ cities tend to have a 
more straightforward demand profile with higher flows in the summer months and 
lower flows in the winter months. There were no obvious examples of places with 
climates similar to Ireland i.e. relatively mild and wet, with a more pronounced 
difference in daylight hours between winter and summer. 
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Figure 11 – The seasonal demand-profile for bike-sharing schemes in warm 
and cold cities  

 
 
5.2.11 Tourists & Other Visitors Without Access to Bikes 

Bike-sharing schemes are often particularly attractive to tourists seeking a novel 
way of taking in the sights – the Parisian scheme is promoted by the phrase “La Ville 
est plus belle a velo” (‘the city is more beautiful by bike’). Schemes need to be set 
up to enable casual use (rather than long term membership) – in the London 
scheme it was nearly six months before this functionality was enabled. The number 
of tourists that a city attracts (especially those who do not arrive by car) the greater 
the demand is likely to be for a bike sharing scheme. Similarly, cities attracting a 
large number of other visitors (commuters, people visiting friends and relatives etc), 
may also expect higher levels of use, especially if many do not arrive by car. 
 
 
5.3 Basis for Demand Predictions 

To predict demand accurately for a bike sharing scheme, market research would 
need to be carried out among different groups of people in each city (students, 
residents, tourists etc). However, high-level, approximate estimates have been 
produced based on the demand in the European schemes featured in the OBIS 
research programme.  
 
The focus has been on schemes in smaller cities (with populations of under 
150,000) as these are more likely to reflect the characteristics of the Irish regional 
cities. Estimates are based on median averages – for example if there are nine 
cities in the research category, the figures for the fifth city were used, as this 
enables us to look at conditions in a typical city, rather than basing the estimates on 
the mean which would be distorted by disproportionate schemes. An allowance was 
then made for the factors described above. If it was felt there were more factors 
which would increase the demand for a bike-sharing scheme, predictions were 
increased above the typical/median figure. If it was thought that there were more 
that would decrease the demand, lower figures were produced.  
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In all the cities featured in the OBIS research with populations up to 150,000, the 
median ratio of scheme bikes to population size was 1:500. Therefore, in a city with 
50,000 people, 100 bikes would be recommended (with an increase or decrease 
according to the pre-discussed demand factors). The median ratio of scheme 
members to population in the smaller city schemes was 1:67. A city with 67,000 
people might therefore expect to have 1,000 members. The ratio of docking points 
to bikes is generally between 1.2 and 1.7. Given the uncertain nature of bike-sharing 
schemes in small cities, 1.7 spaces per bike is recommended to increase the 
chances of there being enough capacity for people to park bikes at their first choice 
of docking station.  
 
The amount of docking stations in a scheme’s deployment area can be expressed 
as a figure per square kilometre or as the average linear spacing between each 
station. The Transport for London (TfL) feasibility study recommended a density of 8 
docking stations per km2 based on the Parisian scheme. Large-scale systems such 
as the ones in Barcelona, London and Paris offer stations which are usually not 
more than 300m apart – a relatively comfortable walking distance. 
 
The amount of use that a bike sharing scheme receives can be expressed in a 
number of ways. The most useful measure is the number of trips per day. This figure 
ranges from around 5,000 in Dublin and 20,000 in London to over 100,000 in Paris. 
The number of rents per bike is another way of assessing use although this can 
often simply reflect the accuracy of the pre-scheme demand predictions. In schemes 
which underestimate demand and provide relatively few bikes (e.g. Barcelona) rents 
per bike are typically very high (9 to 15 per day). In schemes which overestimate the 
demand (e.g. London) rents per bike are lower, approximately 3 or 4 per day. 
 
 
5.4 Demand Predictions by City 

5.4.1 Cork 

• Cork has a population of 150,000 (including students). A typical city of this size 
would have a bike-sharing fleet of approximately 300 bikes with 2,250 
registered members; 

• The assessment of Cork is that demand would be close to average for a 
European scheme, so a bike fleet of 265 to 335 is recommended. There are 
problems with permeability in the city centre with lots of multi-lane one way 
streets making cycling inconvenient and more hazardous. However it is 
considered that these issues are out-weighed by, a combination of factors, 
which make cycling an appealing mode for short, local journeys, including cycle-
friendly topography and both considerable congestion and high parking 
charges; 

• It is estimated that each bike will get used an average of 3 times per day. This is 
more than our estimate for the smaller cities but not as high as the schemes in 
the major European cities of Paris, London, Barcelona etc where bikes are 
typically used from 6 to 15 times per day; and 

• It is suggested that something in the region of 25 docking stations are provided. 
The recommended ratio of docking points to bikes is 1.7. This gives 510 
docking points. Over 25 stations there would be an average of 20 bikes per 
docking station. 
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5.4.2 Galway 

• Galway has a population of approximately 100,000 including 25,000 students. A 
typical city of this size would have a fleet of 200 bikes, and around 1500 
registered members; 

• The assessment of Galway is that it is generally well suited to a bike sharing 
scheme. It clearly attracts a large number of tourists, the topography is either 
flat or quite gentle, there is a significant level of congestion in the city (even 
during the inter-peak), and car parking is relatively expensive, and time-
consuming to access. Although the one-way streets and pedestrianised areas 
make it awkward to navigate by bike, there are not many high-speed, multi lane 
sections are found in some of the other cities. The existing network, therefore, 
mainly poses a navigational, rather than safety, challenge to cyclists. It is 
considered that a Galway scheme would therefore attract an above-average 
number of users a fleet of 200 to 250 bikes; 

• It is estimated that each bike will get used an average of 2 times per day. This is 
below Cork (as it is a considerably smaller city and therefore intrinsically less 
suited to bike sharing) but higher than Waterford and Limerick; and 

• It is suggested that somewhere in the region of 23 docking stations. The 
recommended ratio of docking points to bikes is 1.7. This gives 380 docking 
points. Over 23 stations there would be 15-20 docking points per station. 

 
5.4.3 Limerick 

• Limerick has a population of 100,000 including 20,000 students. A typical city of 
this size would have a fleet of 200 bikes, and around 1500 registered members; 

• The assessment of Limerick found that it is a relatively flat city with a dense city 
centre. However, the road network has a large number of multi-lane, one-way 
systems making it often difficult and unpleasant to travel by bike. There is also 
relatively little congestion, and it is comparatively easy and cheap to park a car 
in the city centre. A smaller scheme than average for a city of Limerick’s size is 
therefore recommended with approximately 150 bikes; 

• It is estimated that each bike would be used an average of 1.5 times per day – 
less than Cork and Galway, reflecting the city’s lower expected demand for 
such a scheme; and 

• It is suggested that approximately 20 docking stations are provided with 10-15 
docking points per station, making a total of around 255 docking points. 

 
5.4.4 Waterford 

• Waterford has a population of 60,000 including approximately 14,000 students. 
A typical city of this size would have a fleet of 120 bikes, and around 900 
registered users; 

• Waterford was considered to be a mixed city in terms of its current suitability to 
utility cycling. There are some flat areas, and some attractive routes but the 
main road through (with its very high proportion of HGVs) would deter many 
people from making local trips by bike. The lack of congestion and the relative 
low cost and high supply of car parking also make cycling less of an obvious 
choice. It is therefore suggested that, given current conditions, the demand for a 
bike sharing scheme is likely to be lower than average for a city of Waterford’s 
size. A scheme of 80-100 bikes is therefore recommended;  

• It is estimated that each bike would get used an average of 1.5 times per day – 
less than Cork and Galway reflecting the city’s lower expected demand for such 
a scheme; and 
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• It is suggested that approximately 10 docking stations with an average of 15 
docking points per station (a total of 150 docking points) is provided. 

 

Table 5-A Summary of recommendations and estimates for schemes in each 
of the cities 

 

 Cork Galway Limerick Waterford 

Recommended number of 
bikes 265-235 200-250 135-165 80-100 

Recommended number of 
docking stations (and 
docking points) 

25 (510) 23 (380) 20 (255) 10 (150) 

Average number of docking 
points per station 20 15-20 10-15 15 

Estimated number of 
subscribers 2250 1500 1500 900 

Estimated daily rents per 
bike 3 2 1.5 1.5 
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6 Recommendations for Key Elements of the Scheme 

6.1 Background 

There has been an exponential growth in the number of bike-sharing schemes in 
Europe (and further afield) over the last five years. This has resulted in a 
considerable improvement in the quality of schemes (in terms of the bikes and the 
docking stations), the operating systems, and the reduction in theft and vandalism. A 
clear example is provided by the Paris and London schemes, implemented three 
years apart. The Parisien scheme issues users with their own lock so they could 
park a bike away from a docking station e.g. outside a shop. These parked bikes 
have been very easy to steal by thieves as the locks are easy to break. The London 
scheme did not provide locks. Users could, therefore, only leave their bikes in a 
docking station, and these have proved to be 100% secure. As a result, whereas 
tens of thousands of bikes have been stolen in Paris, fewer than ten have gone 
missing in London. It has also been observed that theft and vandalism has been 
extremely low in the Dublin scheme. The following recommendations are taken form 
the OBIS handbook, which has brought together international best practice, 
published in June 2011. 
 
6.2 Bicycles 

The bicycles used in a bike-sharing scheme should have the following qualities: 
• A unisex design with an adjustable saddle usually so that people over 1.5m tall 

can use them; 
• Hub brakes and hub gears – these components are user friendly and low 

maintenance. Some schemes have opted for 7-speed bikes but most are 3 
speed. 3-speed bikes are recommended as they are cheaper, and likely to be 
easier to maintain, and discourage users from cycling at high speeds; 

• Mudguards and chain-guards – these enable people to use the bikes in normal 
clothes including office wear without the need for cycle clips or any specialist 
equipment; 

• Front rack/basket – many scheme bikes have baskets but it has been found that 
these tend to attract litter. A front rack, as used in the London scheme, appears 
to be an effective solution; and 

• Dynamo lights which are always on when the bike is in use (and stay on for 90 
seconds when stationary as a safety precaution for stopping at signals etc). 

 
The OBIS manual offers the following advice regarding the cost of bikes: 
 
“The lifespan, quality and costs of the bikes as well as maintenance costs have to 
be considered when wanting to choose one or another type of bike. Big operators 
usually use one type of bike at all of their sites to realise economies of scale. Most 
of the BSSs tend to have bikes with up to three gears and without suspension; only 
some offer up to seven gears and suspension. However, experience shows that 
many operators of BSSs with a high number of bikes and a high usage rate per 
day/bike tend to choose less costly bikes for their systems at the beginning. As a 
result, broken frames or handlebars occurred; in some BSSs, most of the bikes had 
to be replaced. At the end of the day, the choice of bikes and parts is a trade-off 
between purchase costs and maintenance costs over the lifespan of the bikes. Bikes 
of better quality and with easy maintenance processes might be more expensive at 
the beginning, but their longer lifespan will pay off in the long term.” 
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6.3 Docking Stations 

Earlier bike-sharing schemes often used locks to secure bikes at docking stations. 
However, the current generation of docking stations has a number of docking points 
per station with a rental terminal. The rental process takes place at the terminal or 
the docking point itself which can include a touch-screen display, card reader, 
printer and keyboard.  
 
The implementation of docking stations can be a time consuming and complicated 
process. A recent innovation from a scheme in Berlin involves the use of ‘concrete 
cuboid’ docking stations with solar power. These require no ground work and, with 
the solar panels, no connection to the mains (see the figure below). They enable 
docking stations to be installed in just two hours rather than two weeks, saving a 
considerable amount of time and money.  
 

Figure 12 The disruption caused by conventional docking station 
implementation (left) and a potential low impact, low cost, solar-
powered, concrete alternative (right) 

  

 
It is recommended that this option is considered for any schemes in the regional 
cities. The main disadvantage is likely to be their physical appearance. Docking 
points which use keys, rather than cards, are considered to be more durable. 
 
Low-tech schemes have been used in some locations. These generally require no 
elaborate groundwork, cabling or communications technology. They are less 
expensive to install but provide no monitoring opportunities. Also, running costs can 
be higher due to limited monitoring opportunities.   
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6.4 Booking & Payment Arrangements 

There are fundamentally two types of booking arrangement in modern bike sharing 
schemes. Subscription-based arrangements require users to register with the 
scheme usually via the internet or by phone. Subscribers are offered a number of 
different options such as daily, three-day, weekly or annual membership. The 
second option is for casual users who can access the bikes without the need for a 
key. Some cities do not allow casual use, such as Dublin and Barcelona. This can 
be in order to control the total number of scheme users, or to avoid abstracting 
tourist demand from using conventional cycle hire operations.  
 
In the regional cities, demand is likely to be relatively low so it is recommended that 
any schemes are opened to casual users. In order to minimise the impact on 
conventional cycle hire operations, the pricing structure could rise rapidly after the 
free first 30 minutes as it does in Paris in London. The cost increases from £1 to £4 
after 1 hour in London but from just 0.50 to 1.50 Euros after the first hour in Dublin). 
 
The OBIS handbook recommends that registration/subscription is fast and 
convenient, and only includes the information that is necessary for the operator-
customer relationship. The costs for subscription are substantially lower than public 
transport ranging between 30 and 50 Euros for most schemes. Some schemes 
require a deposit from a credit card which prevents theft and vandalism but does 
stop some potential customers from using the bikes. 
 
6.5 Stand Locations 

The OBIS handbook advises that a detailed municipal plan should be used to help 
determine station locations. This would include the size of available spaces, traffic 
and safety aspects, expected demand, monument conservation, ownership 
structure, and relevant surface and cabling conditions.  
 
Experience from the Barclays cycle hire showed that it had been very important to 
design a scheme which was distinctive and recognizable, yet fitted into the varied 
urban setting around the city, particularly in conservation areas. Reducing street 
clutter as far as possible was a key priority, so the terminal design incorporated 
parking signage where necessary, and also served a dual purpose by providing two 
faces for Legible London mapping, the pedestrian way finding system that is being 
rolled out in central London. Anecdotally, it would seem that the Dublin scheme has 
been similarly well designed although there were no specific comments about in the 
OBIS handbook. 
 
Safety audits will be needed to ensure that users can access and leave the docking 
stations safely either on foot or by bike.  
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7 Estimated Installation & Operation Costs 

In order to establish the outline capital and operating costs, a number of 
assumptions were made on the basis of available information.  Data was gathered 
for two major European cities where bike sharing schemes have been successfully 
implemented. The publicly available data is included in Table A1, which can be 
found within Appendix A. 
 
Specific cost information is treated as extremely sensitive by existing operating 
companies, and therefore it has proven difficult to obtain accurate figures.  However, 
as the costs are intended to provide an order of magnitude for a high level feasibility 
review, it is considered that they provide a reasonable level of accuracy.  In order to 
have a more robust financial assessment of the implementation and operational 
costs, these assumptions and figures will be investigated further at the next stage of 
the project.  
 
Tables 7-A and 7-B provides the anticipated capital costs associated with the set up 
and operation of the schemes in each of the cities, over a typical 15 year period.  In 
addition, a control room would also be required.  The cost associated with the 
control room, included within the tables, is expected to encompass the running of all 
four schemes assuming that they progress as one contract.  Should a lower number 
of schemes progress there would be a marginal decrease in the cost of the control 
centre.  Conversely should the schemes be taken forward on an individual basis the 
cost for a control room would be required for scheme, located within each city.   
 
All figures are present day values (2011) and in millions of Euros.  These figures are 
therefore undiscounted and do not take account of inflation.   
 

Table 7-A Outline Capital Costs 

Total Estimated Capital Costs (Real - €m) 
 Year 1 Year 6 Year 11 Total 
Cork 1.83 0.13 0.13 2.09 
Limerick 1.26 0.06 0.06 1.38 
Galway 1.55 0.06 0.06 1.68 
Waterford 0.70 0.06 0.06 0.83 
One overall 
control room 0.21 0.03 0.13 0.37 

Total 5.55 0.35 0.45 6.35 
 
Table 7-A indicates an expected overall capital cost of approximately €6.35m with 
the bulk of the spend required within the first year of delivery.  These figures aim to 
take cognisance of the following elements:- 
 

• Planning and Assessment; 
• Docking stations; 
• Bikes; 
• Purchase of maintenance vehicles; 
• Control room fit out; and 
• Monitoring equipment. 
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Table 7-B Outline Operating Costs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The operating cost within Table 7-B, at approximately €23million, would be spread 
evenly over the assumed contract period of 14 years following the 1 year set up 
period.  No operation costs would be incurred within year 1 during the scheme set 
up.  The operating cost includes the following elements:- 
 

• Staff costs; 
• Premises; 
• Vehicle maintenance; 
• Bike replacement; and 
• Materials. 

 
 

Total Estimated Operating Costs (Real - €m) 
Cost per Year  
Year 1 Years 2 

through 15 

Total 
Over 15 years 

Cork - 0.52 7.24 
Limerick - 0.27 3.80 
Galway - 0.27 3.83 
Waterford - 0.27 3.78 
One overall Control 
Room - 0.32 4.51 

Total - 1.65 23.16 
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8 Summary, Recommendations & Next Steps 

 
8.1 Summary 

This feasibility study has involved an assessment of current best-practice in the bike 
sharing world, and a specific focus on the four regional cities of Cork, Galway, 
Limerick and Waterford. A good understanding has been gained of the potential for 
bike-sharing schemes to succeed in each of the four cities. Although each city 
shows considerable differences in terms of the factors which influence the potential 
take-up of a scheme, there are a number of similarities which apply to all four.  
 
The cities’ climates are similar i.e. relatively mild and wet compared with the 
continental European cities where most schemes have been implemented. 
Research has shown that bike-sharing schemes are particularly sensitive to 
variations in weather on both a daily, and a seasonal, basis. Most of the European 
cities experience a drop in demand over the winter period. The cooler ones have a 
peak in the summer, and the warmer ones have a decrease as it becomes 
uncomfortably warm to travel by bike. The profile for the Irish schemes is likely to be 
similar to the cooler European cities with a decrease in the winter, and a peak over 
the summer. There will be marked daily fluctuations linked to heavy rain, and this 
could affect both overall demand and present logistical problems for the 
redistribution of bikes. 
 
The current levels of cycling are relatively low in each of the four cities compared 
with those in continental European countries. This has proved to be a positive factor 
in the success of bike-sharing schemes in countries such as France and Spain 
where there is much less of a cycling culture than in the northern European 
countries of Germany, Denmark and the Netherlands (where demand for bike-
sharing schemes has been much lower). The reasons for this are obvious as most 
people already have bikes, and both residential properties and main trip attractors 
are designed to accommodate cycle parking. It is also likely that levels of cycle 
ownership are similarly low across the four cities – another factor which increases 
the potential for bike sharing to succeed. 
 
Other similarities between the cities include topography. Hilliness presents a 
particular challenge to bike-sharing schemes as it can both suppress demand, and 
cause logistical problems for bike redistribution. Hilly cities such as Barcelona have 
had to spend a lot more money on addressing the challenges of redistribution than 
flatter places like London and Paris. The topography in most parts of the regional 
cities is relatively cycle friendly. Large parts of the cities are within a vertical height 
difference of 30m and gradients are quite gentle (under 5%). The exceptions are the 
northern side of Cork, and the south west of Waterford. 
 
Each of the cities has large student populations, and research has shown that 
students are the most likely group to use bike-sharing schemes. 
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Other bike sharing demand-related aspects of the cities differ considerably. These 
include what could be termed the transport ‘climate’. The propensity for people to 
use a bike-sharing scheme depends fundamentally on how expensive, slow and 
inconvenient it currently is to travel by alternative means, and how attractive, 
convenient and quick it would be to travel by bike. In each of the cities, it appears 
that the car is the dominant mode of transport for most trips. However, in two of the 
cities (Galway and Cork), the streets appear to be considerably more congested, 
and car-parking more expensive which would provide a good incentive to use a 
bike-sharing scheme. Conversely, in Limerick and Waterford, there is relatively little 
congestion, and car parking is considered low and in good supply, so the incentive 
to switch to bike share would be reduced.  
 
The cities also vary in how suitable they currently are for local cycle trips. Galway 
appears to be the best suited due to a lack of multi-lane, high-speed roads and 
hazardous junctions, whereas Limerick and Cork have a more intimidating network. 
Dedicated cycling facilities in all cities are relatively few although this does not tend 
to be a strongly limiting factor in the success of the schemes. The road network in 
Waterford is relatively well suited to cycling but the main problem is the very high 
flow of HGVs on the main road through the city centre. However, this is likely to be 
addressed by new traffic management schemes due to be implemented in the next 
12 months. 
 
Bike-sharing schemes typically act as a catalyst or a ‘shot in the arm’ to the local 
cycling culture usually resulting in an overnight increase in the visible presence of 
cyclists on a city’s streets. Cork and Galway are currently the cities with the highest 
levels of cycling. It would appear that Galway is the most cycle friendly but Cork has 
more of the big-city characteristics (density of trip attractors, congestion, parking 
problems etc) that help to make bike-sharing schemes a success. However, a bike 
sharing scheme in Limerick and Waterford would perhaps have the biggest impact 
on the local transport mix as levels of cycling are currently low in these cities. 
 
The relatively small population sizes suggest that none of the cities would attract the 
large number (or percentage) of cycle trips that the schemes in major European 
cities have achieved. Whereas appropriate-size schemes in large cities can see 
bikes being used 5 to 15 times per day, schemes in the Irish regional cities would be 
likely to attract perhaps around 1 to 3 trips per day (judging by comparisons with 
schemes in other smaller cities). The Dublin scheme bikes are used approximately 9 
times per day. This is likely to be considerably higher than schemes in the regional 
cities because a) the number of bikes in Dublin was small for such a large city and 
b) as a large, congested city, there is likely to be an intrinsically higher demand for 
bike sharing. However, new technology means that smaller schemes are becoming 
more viable as costs begin to fall. The most promising recent development relates to 
solar-powered, concrete docking stations that require no ground work or electricity 
connections, slashing installation and running costs. Schemes in smaller cities that 
were not viable one or two years ago may now have become viable as a result. 
 
It is worth noting that, although much research has been carried out into schemes in 
large cities (e.g. Barcelona, Paris, and London), the success of bike-sharing 
schemes in smaller cities has yet to be proven (as noted in the OBIS research 
programme). The recommendations for docking station density (e.g. 8 per km2) and 
frequency (one every 300m) are based on the schemes with thousands of bikes 
covering tens of square kilometres. It is possible that the demand for schemes in 
smaller cities may not justify such a density/frequency of docking station, and that 
their location may be determined by specific trip attractors such as retail centres and 
train stations. The temptation to spread docking stations out too thinly must also be 
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avoided, however, as this increases the inconvenience and delay in having to use 
the second nearest station if the immediate one is empty or full.  
 
The total capital cost (docking stations, bikes, assessments, maintenance vehicles, 
control room fit-out and monitoring equipment) in the four cities is an estimated €6.4 
million over 15 years. The total operating cost (staff, premises, vehicle maintenance, 
bike replacement and materials) is estimated at €23 million for the same time period. 
 
 
8.2 Recommendations 

• Bike-hire schemes have already been introduced in cities with arguably more 
hazardous and intimidating cycling conditions than any of the four regional 
cities. From this initial high-level study, it is concluded that schemes in each of 
the four regional cities would succeed in boosting the amount of cycling that 
takes place; 

• Of the four, it is estimated that Galway and Cork are the best suited as they 
have more of the characteristics of the cities where bike-sharing schemes are 
successful;  

• An exploration of complimentary measures is recommended to increase the 
impact of any bike-sharing scheme. The key focus is likely to be the need to 
improve cycle-traffic permeability in the city centres particularly in one-way 
streets and pedestrianised areas. This will have the twin advantage of making 
cycle trips more advantageous over other modes, as well as making journeys 
more navigable; 

• A review of demand management measures (e.g. increasing car parking costs) 
as these have also been shown to be a very important factor in influencing the 
success of a bike sharing scheme. Increased revenue from car parking has 
been used by some cities to help fund bike-sharing schemes; 

• A thorough review of the bikes and docking stations used in the Dublin scheme 
to determine their technical suitability for use in the regional cities; and 

• It is recommended that published cycle maps are developed alongside 
proposals for bike sharing schemes. These would be particularly useful in the 
cities where very few people cycle, to help residents view their local area from a 
cycling perspective, and understand how quickly journeys can be made by bike 
(through the use of journey time isochrones on the map). 

 
 

8.3 Next Steps 

• For a clearer view of the potential success of a bike sharing scheme in any of 
the cities, more detailed survey work is needed including research among the 
local population to assess the likely take-up rate, a review of the characteristics 
of each city’s road and cycle network, and an assessment of potential locations 
for docking stations on footways and carriageways, and in other public spaces; 

• Further liaison with the relevant councils, in order to discuss the issues and 
recommendations to assess impact on ongoing strategies and any 
infrastructure works; and 

• Although the cost estimates are suitable for a high level feasibility review, closer 
examination of costs is necessary to provide more accurate information for a 
detailed financial review. 
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Appendix A Supporting Cost Information  

 

Table A1 Background figures for London and Paris 

 
 London Paris 
Assessment costs £80m in first year start-up costs (Source 

Internet Article) 
Capital (start-up) cost of programme for 
Decaux approximately €80-€90 million (Source 
Internet Articles)  
 

Detailed review £0.95M spent on management consultancy 
services (Source FOI letter – Corporate 
Services, TfL) 

 

Planning costs To Jan 2011 £0.5M spent on legal and 
planning related services and £0.15M on 
planning application fees (Source FOI letter 
– Corporate Services, TfL) 

 

Operating cost £18M p.a. (Source TfL, David Brown MD 
letter) 
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Staff costs (all levels) £10m TfL staff costs only (Source TfL, David 
Brown letter) 

Four hundred workers serve the Vélib’ system 
part time, 300 full time (Source Internet Article) 
52 bike per staff. 3.6 stations per staff (Source 
Transport Canada) 

Docking station costs £70,000-£100,000 to plan and install (25 
stands), £40,000 to operate and maintain 
(source - response to Mayor’s Question 
Time) 

 

Bike costs £900 (source, article in the Independent) €400 
Number of vehicles to 
move bikes around 

20 (source – response to Mayor’s Question 
Time) 
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Cycle training Budget £800k to provide 17,500 hrs of 
training (Source TfL, David Brown MD letter) 

 

Bike maintenance 
costs 

Included in the docking station costs 1,500 daily repairs 

Advertising & 
Revenues 

£1.355M spent on advertising and publicity 
up until launch on 30 July 2010 (Source FOI 
letter – Corporate Services, TfL) 

 

Construction of the 
panel on site 

£3,000 estimated   

Cost of the actual 
advertising board 

Varied depending on the size and location  

 £25M sponsorship deal over 5 years with 
Barclays Bank 

The combined advertising contract and 
revenue sharing returns estimated €24 million 
per year. JC Decaux expects €600 million in 
advertisement turnover over the course of the 
10-year contract. 
The program could bring about €30 to €50 
million in rental receipts (Source Internet 
Article) 

Revenue The scheme generated £323,545 in revenue 
from journeys in the first 96 days (Source 
Wikipedia).  
Income from fares £119M over 7 years  
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Bike Schemes funding models 

 

 

Combination of some or all of: 

• Subscription, rental charges 

• Advertising – Dublin, Paris, etc 

• Sponsorship – London 

• Public Funding – London, 

Stuttgart, Barcelona, etc 

• Car Parking Charges – 

Barcelona 
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dublinbikes 

• Launched September 2009 

• Partnership between Dublin 
City Council  and outdoor 
advertising company JC 
Decaux 

• Initially comprised 450 bikes 
and 40 bike stations 

• Currently 550 bikes and 44 
stations 

• DCC is seeking to expand the 
scheme to 5,000 bikes and 300 
stations over the next 5 years 

• Fully funded by user charges 
and advertising 

 

 

 

 

 

//upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/2a/Dublin_Bikes.jpg
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London Bike Scheme 

• Comprises 6,000 bikes and 

400 bike stations 

• Unlike the Dublin scheme, 

the London Bike Scheme 

“Barclays Cycle Hire” does 

not include advertising as 

part of its contract 

• Serco operating contract 

value - £140m over 6 years 

• Barclays sponsored the 

scheme - £25m over 5 years 

• User charges, sponsorship 

and public funding 
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Other Cities – funding, in addition to subscription / user charges 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City Scheme Size Operator Funding 

Paris Stations – 1,450 

Bikes – 20,600 

JC Decaux Advertising 

Lyon Stations – 400 

Bikes – 4,000 

JC Decaux Advertising 

Barcelon

a 

Stations – 400 

Bikes – 6,000 

Clear 

Channel 

Public Funding, On-Street 

Car Parking 

Milan Stations – 103 

Bikes – 1,400 

Clear 

Channel 

Public Funding, Advertising  

Stuttgart Stations – 64 

Bikes – 400 

Deutsche 

Bahn 

Public Funding 
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Regional Expansion 

The four cities where Bike 

Sharing Schemes are being 

considered are: 

 

• Cork; 

• Limerick; 

• Galway; and  

• Waterford.  
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Key Costs of Schemes 

 

Key costs of schemes will 

include: 

Capital – bikes, stations, 

control centre, system 

Operating – staffing, bike 

maintenance, redistribution, 

control centre, IT 
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Potential Sources of Funding 

1.Outdoor Advertising 

 

2.Advertising on the bikes 

 

3.Subscriptions and usage fees 

 

4.Scheme Sponsorship/Naming rights 

 

5.Business contributions 

 

6.Public Funding 
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Potential Sources of Funding 

• Outdoor Advertising / Advertising on the 

bikes 

- Advertising marketplace remains 

challenging 

- May simply displace advertising 

revenue from other areas 

- Remains a possibility as part of a 

solution 

• Subscription and Usage Fees 

- Definite possibility to increase 

- Balance has to be achieved between 

price/demand 
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Scheme Sponsorship 

• Barclays’ Cycle Hire sponsorship deal 

includes: 

 Naming the Scheme 

 Designing the bikes’ branding  space 

 Branding all marketing and 

communication material 

 Branding maintenance support 

vehicles and uniforms 

• Could be by city or for all regional cities 

with a Bike Sharing Scheme 

• Excellent opportunity for raising brand 

awareness 
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Business Contributions 

• Bike stations adjacent to 

premises if fits within planned 

network 

• Potential factor in attracting staff 

• Potential to name/brand station 

(depending on route chosen 

regarding sponsorship) 

• Would not give additional rights 

regarding usage of bikes 

• Details to be worked through 
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Potential Sources of Funding 

• Public Funds 

- Obviously remains challenging 

 

• Solution likely to be a combination of 

some / all of the options 
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Procurement Options 

• Three potential procurement options have been identified: 

1. Combined Bike Sharing Scheme and advertising contract 

2. Publicly funded Bike Sharing Scheme 

3. Bike Sharing Scheme contract with a separate but linked 

advertising contract 

 

• The above schemes could all be combined with a Naming 

Rights/Sponsorship Competition which would supplement the 

cost to the Authority 
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Questions? 
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Michele Connolly 

Partner, KPMG Corporate Finance 

T +353 (1) 410 1546 

E michele.connolly@kpmg.ie 

 

 

 

 

Contact Details 
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Contact Details 

Neil Collins 

Director, KPMG Corporate Finance 

T +353 (1) 410 1535 

E neil.collins@kpmg.ie 

 

 

 

 



© 2011 KPMG, an Irish partnership and a member firm of the KPMG 

network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG 

International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All 

rights reserved. Printed in Ireland. 

 

The KPMG name, logo and “cutting through complexity” are registered 

trademarks of KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), 

a Swiss entity. 

 







































































































 

 

      

  
Invitation for Expressions of Interest 

 

for the 

 

Provision of Sponsorship to Public Bike Schemes in 
the Regional Cities 

 

 
 

National Transport Authority 
Dun Scéine 

Harcourt Lane 
Dublin 2 

 
November2012 

 



Sponsorship of Regional Cities Bike Schemes   

Page 1 

 

 

Contents 
 

1 Background ...................................................................................................................................... 3 

1.1 National Transport Authority .................................................................................................. 3 

1.2 Definition of a Bike Scheme .................................................................................................... 3 

2 Proposed Bike Schemes .................................................................................................................. 4 

2.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 4 

2.2 Cork ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

2.3 Galway ..................................................................................................................................... 4 

2.4 Limerick ................................................................................................................................... 4 

2.5 Waterford ................................................................................................................................ 5 

2.6 Maps ........................................................................................................................................ 5 

2.7 Key City Statistics ..................................................................................................................... 5 

3 Current Status of Scheme Development ......................................................................................... 6 

4 Proposed Sponsorship Arrangements ............................................................................................. 7 

4.1 Proposed Sponsorship ............................................................................................................. 7 

4.2 Characteristics of the Proposed Schemes ............................................................................... 7 

4.3 Excluded Sponsorship Products and Services ......................................................................... 8 

5 Administrative Requirements ......................................................................................................... 9 

5.1 Overall Approach ..................................................................................................................... 9 

5.2 Deadline for Receipt of Requests to Participate ..................................................................... 9 

5.3 Procedure ................................................................................................................................ 9 

5.4 Selection of Applicants for Stage Two ................................................................................... 10 

5.5 Proposal Costs ....................................................................................................................... 10 

5.6 Query Process ........................................................................................................................ 11 

5.7 Change in circumstances ....................................................................................................... 11 



Sponsorship of Regional Cities Bike Schemes   

Page 2 

 

 

5.8 Non-compliant Submissions .................................................................................................. 11 

6 GENERAL PROVISIONS ................................................................................................................... 13 

6.1 Freedom of Information Act Requirements .......................................................................... 13 

6.2 Conflict of interest ................................................................................................................. 13 

6.3 Tax Clearance Status ............................................................................................................. 13 

6.4 Disclaimer .............................................................................................................................. 13 

 

 



Sponsorship of Regional Cities Bike Schemes   

Page 3 

 

 

1 Background 

1.1 National Transport Authority 
The National Transport Authority (the “Authority”) is a State body set up under statute in 2009, and 
established in December 2009. The role and functions of the Authority are set out in three Acts of 
the Oireachtas; the Dublin Transport Authority Act 2008, the Public Transport Regulation Act 2009 
and the Taxi Regulation Act 2003. 

The Authority has responsibility for securing the provision of public passenger land transport services 
including the provision of subvented bus and rail services. The Railway Procurement Agency 
manages the operation of the Luas light rail service on assignment from the Authority. In addition 
the Authority also licenses public bus passenger services and has responsibility for the regulation of 
the small public service vehicle sector (i.e. taxis, hackneys and limousines).The Authority also has 
responsibility for the development of an integrated transport system within the Greater Dublin Area 
(GDA). The principal functions of the Authority with respect to the GDA are: 

 strategic planning of transport; 

 development of an integrated, accessible public transport network; 

 promoting cycling and walking; 

 provision of public transport infrastructure generally including light rail, metro and heavy 
rail; and 

 Effective management of traffic and transport demand. 

In addition, the Authority also manages, on an administrative basis, a number of funding 
programmes on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport. These include: 

 Regional Cities Programme; 

 Accessibility Programme; and 

 Rural Transport Programme. 

1.2 Definition of a Bike Scheme 
A bicycle sharing scheme typically consists of a fleet of bicycles that can be picked up by users from 
docking points at docking stations located throughout the designated region and returned to any 
other station. They are mostly intended for short-term, urban journeys. Users register to avail of the 
system and are charged various fees depending on the duration of usage of the bicycle. A large 
number of these schemes are in operation worldwide with different funding models. 

Bicycle schemes allow people to travel around city centres in a quick and inexpensive manner, 
avoiding urban traffic congestion. Such schemes have been introduced in several European cities and 
are popular for a variety of travel purposes including travel to/from rail and bus stations, commuting, 
education, shopping, travel in the course of business and leisure.  
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2 Proposed Bike Schemes 

2.1 Introduction 
Following the success of the public bicycle sharing scheme (‘bike scheme’) introduced in Dublin in 
2009 (‘dublinbikes’) and under instruction from the Minister for Public and Commuter Transport, the 
Authority, working in conjunction with the Department and the local authorities, proposes to 
introduce similar schemes in Cork, Limerick, Waterford and Galway, subject to funding availability 
and normal project evaluation processes. 

It is intended that the bike schemes would be delivered through a supply, install and maintain 
contract, which will be separately procured to install the bike scheme in the contracted cities and 
operate the scheme for the period of the contract. It is envisaged that the required capital 
expenditure for the set-up of each scheme would be provided by the Authority on behalf of the 
Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport. For the avoidance of doubt this document is only 
concerned with the potential sponsorship of the bike schemes and not their operation. 

In respect of each city, the proposed layout (subject to change) of the schemes is described in the 
following sections.  Updated information will be provided at the next stage of this sponsorship 
competition. 

2.2  Cork 
As proposed, docking stations for the scheme would be located in a linear pattern with the main 
catchment area being University College Cork in the west of the city linked to the train station east of 
the city centre. This would successfully target city centre users, while also providing a service for the 
high numbers of tourists and students in the area. There are no docking stations proposed for the 
north of the city given the generally steep terrain.  

2.3 Galway 
The proposed scheme for Galway would encompass the city centre serving tourists and residents 
alike. There is potential for a subsequent expansion south-west of the city centre towards Salthill, 
enabling an increased profile for sponsors due to the high number of residents already regularly 
cycling in the area. 

2.4 Limerick 
The proposed scheme for Limerick city extends from Limerick Institute of Technology in the 
northwest to Colbert Station in the centre, with a relatively high density of docking stations. The 
target customer base here would encompass residents, tourists and students. The possible expansion 
of the scheme to include linkages to Limerick University will be examined as part of the ongoing 
technical development. 
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2.5 Waterford 
Waterford is a more compact city and as such, a smaller number of docking stations has been 
proposed for the city centre. A potential subsequent extension, which would cover a 2.5km distance 
southwest to Waterford Institute of Technology, would have potential to capture additional student 
users and increase commercial exposure.  

2.6 Maps 
Maps providing a visual reference for the location of the proposed scheme in each city are set out in 
Appendix 1. Please note these layouts are indicative and the location and structure of the bike 
scheme may change during the further development of the project. 

2.7 Key City Statistics 
Indicative population figures for the Irish cities and the proposed public bike schemes in respect of 
each location are as follows:    

 Cork Galway Limerick Waterford 

Estimated population 150,000 100,000 100,000 60,000 

Of which students (approx.) 30,000* 25,000 20,000 14,000 

Average annual number of tourists 950,000 860,000 330,000 200,000 

Proposed number of bicycles 235-265 200-250 135-165 80-100 

Proposed number of docking 
stations 25 23 20 10 

Average docking points per station 20 15-20 10-15 15 

Estimated number of scheme 
subscribers 2,250 1,500 1,500 900 

Average number daily rentals per 
bike 3 2 1.5 1.5 

Source: ‘Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities’, Jacobs Engineering on 
behalf of the NTA; NTA figures.  
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3 Current Status of Scheme Development 
An initial feasibility study was completed in 2011 setting out preliminary proposals for the 
introduction of a bike scheme into each of Cork, Galway, Limerick and Waterford.  Copies of a 
commercial and a technical report completed as part of that feasibility study are available on the 
Authority’s website at www.nationaltransport.ie 

Links are:   http://nationaltransport.ie/downloads/Bike-Scheme-Technical-Report.pdf 

  http://nationaltransport.ie/downloads/Bike-Scheme-Commercial-Report.pdf 

The Authority has now engaged technical consultants to assist it in further progressing those 
feasibility studies and to complete a scheme design for each city.  In addition, this work will include 
the preparation of tender documents for the procurement of a bike scheme operator who would 
supply, install and operate the bike scheme in each city.  Subject to funding, the Authority anticipates 
being in a position to appoint a bike scheme operator for each city in the second half of 2013.   

It is currently intended that the contracting party for the bike schemes will be the Authority acting on 
behalf of the Department, but the exact arrangements are subject to final determination.   

  

http://www.nationaltransport.ie/
http://nationaltransport.ie/downloads/Bike-Scheme-Technical-Report.pdf
http://nationaltransport.ie/downloads/Bike-Scheme-Commercial-Report.pdf
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4 Proposed Sponsorship Arrangements 

4.1 Proposed Sponsorship  
In order to defray the operational costs of the schemes, the Authority, acting on behalf of the 
Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport, is seeking proposals from commercial interests for the 
provision of sponsorship for the regional city bike schemes for an agreed period of time. It is 
envisaged that, for an appropriate sponsor, the sponsorship contract for each city would allow: 

 Naming rights to the bike scheme; 

 Advertising/branding on the bicycles; and 

 Advertising/branding at bike station locations. 

For the purposes of this sponsorship competition, each city will be available for sponsorship on an 
individual basis.  Potential sponsors will be able to propose a sponsorship arrangement for just one 
city or for two or more cities. 

In terms of likely duration, the suggested period of sponsorship is proposed to be between three and 
five years.  However, alternative periods may be considered. 

4.2 Characteristics of the Proposed Schemes 
The Authority has established a number of key values attributable to the bike schemes set out as 
follows:  

Sustainability 
The encouragement of the use of more sustainable modes of transport. 
The credentials of cycling in reducing car usage, carbon emissions and 
congestion, reinforces the sustainable image of the scheme 

Economic viability 
Promoting cycling as a means of travel for work, education, business, 
shopping or leisure reasons reflects the changed circumstances many face 
as a result of the current economic conditions 

Mobility 

Providing a practical way to get around the city centre will increase 
mobility, regardless of whether the scheme users are already resident in 
the city centre or have arrived there by bus, rail or private car.  The  
scheme will provide a practical integrating link between existing bus and 
rail services 

Inclusivity The scheme will be equally available to all age and socio-economic groups 

Lifestyle and 
health 

The bike scheme will promote a healthier lifestyle and provide all users 
with an opportunity to integrate exercise into transport 

Tourist friendly The scheme will offer a cost-effective urban transport method for tourists 
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Some or all of the bike scheme attributes should be considered in the context of the brand values of 
the potential sponsors. 

4.3 Excluded Sponsorship Products and Services 
In accordance with the bike scheme attributes and having regard to relevant legal requirements, the 
sponsorship contract would exclude direct association with the following products or services: 

 Tobacco products, as they are not in keeping with the attributes of the scheme and 
prevented by the Public Health (Tobacco) Act, 2002; 

 Alcoholic products, as they are not in keeping with the attributes of the scheme; and 

 Politically associated purposes or campaigns. 

In addition, the Authority expressly reserves the right to exclude candidates at its sole discretion 
where it is deemed that the Applicant would not be an appropriate fit with the attributes of the bike 
scheme or where it is considered by the Authority that there is a risk of damage to the reputation of 
the Authority, the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport, or any local authority in whose 
functional area the bike scheme may be located in concluding a sponsorship contract with the 
Applicant.  
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5 Administrative Requirements 

5.1 Overall Approach 
The Authority intends to follow the procedure specified below when receiving proposals from 
potential sponsors. 

5.2 Deadline for Receipt of Requests to Participate 
Entities who wish to be considered as potential sponsors of the bike schemes are required to submit 
a completed application in the prescribed form set out in Appendix II, by no later than 5:00 p.m. on 
Tuesday, 18th December 2012.   

The onus is on candidates to ensure their application form has been received before the specified 
date and time.  Proposals should be sent to the following address marked for the attention of 
Bernard Rennick: 

Bernard Rennick,  
National Transport Authority, 
Dún Scéine, 4th Floor, 
Iveagh Court, 
Harcourt Lane, 
Dublin 2. 

The Authority will, together with its advisers, evaluate all submitted applications and assess the 
suitability of each candidate for inclusion in the next phase of this sponsorship competition process. 

The Authority reserves the right to adapt or modify this proposal invitation document and the 
process at any time. 

5.3 Procedure  
The Authority intends to operate a two stage process in relation to this sponsorship competition.  
The two stages are: 

Stage 1:  

Potential sponsors are invited to submit completed application forms indicating their interest in 
sponsoring one of more of the four regional cities’ bike scheme.  The application form is provided as 
Appendix 2.    

Following receipt of these submissions, the Authority will, subject to its rights and discretions as set 
out in these Instructions, assess the application forms received, and select those applicants 
considered suitable for participation in the next phase of the process.  

The Authority expressly reserves the right to require an Applicant to provide additional information 
in the next stage and also information which may supplement or clarify any of the information 
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provided in response to the request set out in this document. The Authority may seek independent 
financial and market advice to validate information declared, or to assist in the evaluation. 

Progression to the next stage should not be taken as an acceptance by the Authority of any of the 
information provided in response to this document or as acceptance of the suitability of the 
Applicant.  

Stage 2:  

The Authority proposes to invite the submission of detailed sponsorship proposals from the selected 
applicants.  A draft form of Sponsorship Contract will be issued by the Authority as part of this Stage 
2 process.  

Following receipt of the detailed sponsorship proposals, the Authority proposes to select a preferred 
sponsor for each city bike scheme with whom it will seek to conclude a sponsorship contract.  
However, the Authority reserves the right to seek best and final offers from a number of the 
potential sponsors. 

5.4 Selection of Applicants for Stage Two 
The assessment criteria for selection of potential sponsors to be invited to submit detailed 
sponsorship proposals are: 

Following receipt of the submissions from potential sponsors, each submission will be assessed as 
followed: 

1. Confirmation of compliance of the submission with these Instructions; and 
2. Assessment of whether the sponsorship proposal is one of the excluded categories listed in 

Section 4.3 or whether  the proposal would not be an appropriate fit with the attributes of 
the bike scheme or where it is considered by the Authority that there is a risk of damage to 
the reputation of the Authority, the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport, or any 
local authority in whose functional area the bike scheme may be located in concluding a 
sponsorship contract with the Applicant. 

Both of the above criteria will be assessed on a pass/fail basis.   

Following the above assessment, candidates who have received a “pass” assessment under both 
criteria will be selected for stage two of the competition.  Those successful applicants will be 
subsequently invited to submit detailed sponsorship proposals.  

5.5 Proposal Costs 
Potential sponsors shall bear all costs associated with the preparation and submission of their 
proposals. The Authority shall not be responsible and/or liable to pay for any costs, expenses or 
losses which may be incurred in the preparation or submission of its proposal or in relation to any 
interviews, proposals, clarifications or additional information associated with the evaluation of 
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submitted proposals that may arise following submission, regardless of the conduct or outcome of 
the proposal submission process. 

The Authority reserves the right to abandon or alter this process and may award a contract(s) in 
whole, in part, or not at all as a result of the request for proposals and the Authority shall not be 
liable for any costs or expenses incurred by any Applicants in considering and/or responding to the 
process.  

5.6 Query Process 
Any queries regarding this sponsorship competition should be directed to the Authority at 
bikeschemes@nationaltransport.ie 

Queries should be submitted no later than three days before the stipulated deadline for receipt of 
completed applications set out in section 5.2. 

5.7 Change in circumstances 
If, as a result of a change in circumstances or otherwise, any information given by a potential 
sponsor in a proposal, request to participate submission or otherwise, was (when submitted) or has 
become (by reference to the facts as they then stand) untrue, incomplete or misleading, the 
potential sponsor must so inform the Authority as soon as it becomes aware of this. The Authority 
reserves the right, at its absolute discretion, to withhold approval for any such changes and to 
disqualify the potential sponsor from further participation in the procurement process. 

If it comes to the Authority’s attention that: 

 there has been a change in circumstances concerning a potential sponsor that could affect 
the assessment of that potential sponsor’s proposal or a decision that the potential sponsor 
has qualified to have its proposal assessed; or 

 information submitted by a potential sponsor was (when submitted) or has become (by 
reference to the facts as they then stand) untrue, incomplete or misleading,  

the Authority may (but is not required to) revise its assessment of the potential sponsor’s  proposal 
or whether that proposal can be included in the evaluation on the basis of the information then 
available to the Authority. 

5.8 Non-compliant Submissions 
Proposals must be submitted in accordance with these Instructions. The Authority’s decision on 
whether a proposal is compliant will be final. 

If a proposal fails to comply in any respect with the requirements set out in these Instructions, the 
Authority shall be entitled (but shall not be obliged) to take such action as is considered appropriate, 
including (but not limited to): 

• rejecting the relevant proposal as non-compliant; 

mailto:bikeschemes@nationaltransport.ie
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• without prejudice to the Authority’s right to reject the proposal: 

(i) meeting with, raising issues and/or seeking clarification from the potential sponsor in 
respect of the relevant proposal;  

(ii) requesting the potential sponsor to provide information or items which has/have not been 
provided or has/have been provided in an incorrect form; 

(iii) waiving a requirement which, in the Authority’s opinion is minor or procedural; and or 

(iv) amending the relevant requirements of these Instructions and inviting potential sponsors 
to adjust their proposals on the basis of such revised requirement. 
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6 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

6.1 Freedom of Information Act Requirements 
The Authority and the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport are subject to the provisions of 
the Freedom of Information Acts. Therefore, where potential sponsors consider any information 
they provide in the course of this process to be commercially sensitive or confidential in nature, the 
Authority shall be so advised and the reasons specified. The nature of the documentation may then 
be taken into account by the Authority or the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport in 
considering requests, if any, for access to such information under the Freedom of Information Acts. 

Potential sponsors shall note, on conclusion of the Contract, that the Contract and associated 
documents will be open to public examination to the extent required by the Freedom of Information 
Acts or any act amending or replacing it.   

The statutory requirements of the Freedom of Information Acts will, in all circumstances, supersede 
all the stated requirements of the various parties. 

6.2 Conflict of interest 
Any conflict of interest or potential conflict of interest must be fully disclosed to the Authority as 
soon as such conflict or potential conflict becomes apparent. In the event of any conflict or potential 
conflict of interest, the Authority shall, in its absolute discretion, decide on the appropriate course of 
action.  

6.3 Tax Clearance Status 
In line with general public sector arrangements, it will be a condition of the awarding of a 
sponsorship contract that the successful potential sponsor is able to promptly provide a valid tax 
clearance certificate in respect of the entity proposing to enter into the sponsorship contract. 

6.4 Disclaimer 
The Authority makes no representation, warranty or undertaking in or in connection with these 
documents. The Authority has not authorised anyone to make any representation in connection with 
these documents on its behalf, and Applicants should not rely on any representation purportedly 
made on the Authority’s behalf in connection with them. Neither the Authority nor the Department 
of Transport, Tourism and Sport nor their officers, employees, or advisers will have any liability in 
connection with these documents. Applicants must make their own assessment of the adequacy, 
accuracy, and completeness of these documents.  
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Appendix A 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed Layout Diagrams 
(Layouts are indicative only and are subject to change as part of the ongoing 

scheme development) 
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Regional City Bike Scheme- Cork 

 

  

Source: Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities- Jacobs Engineering / 
NTA. 
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Regional City Bike Scheme- Galway 
  

Source: Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities- Jacobs Engineering / 
NTA. 



Sponsorship of Regional Cities Bike Schemes   

Page 17 

 

 

Regional City Bike Scheme- Limerick 
  

Source: Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities- Jacobs Engineering / 
NTA. 
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Regional City Bike Scheme- Waterford 
  

Source: Proposals for Introducing Public Bike Schemes in Regional Cities- Jacobs Engineering / 
NTA. 
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Appendix B 

Sponsorship Application Form  
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SPONSORSHIP APPLICATION DETAILS 

 
Contact Information 

Name of Company   _____________________________ 

Postal Address:    _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

Name of Contact Person:  _____________________________ 

Contact email address:   _____________________________ 

Contact telephone number  _____________________________ 

 
Proposed Sponsor Information 

Name of Proposed Sponsor Company _____________________________ 

Address     _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

     _____________________________ 

 

Product brand (or brands) proposed to be associated with bikes schemes: 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Please provide the identity of any associated advertising agency, if applicable: 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Which bike schemes do you wish to consider submitting a sponsorship proposal for in the next stage 
of this sponsorship competition and what order of preference?  Tick the relevant cities in the first column 
– all cities may be selected.  Insert 1, 2, 3 or 4 in the second column. 

Cities of Interest  Order of Preference  

          Galway 

            Cork 

          Limerick 

         Waterford  
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The following items may be provided on separate pages or in a separate document. 

Proposed Sponsor Company: 

Details of Proposed Sponsor Company including: 

  Information on the nature of the company’s business; 

  Nature of company (e.g. public limited company, unlimited company, etc); 

 Details of where the company is registered;   

 General description of corporate structure relating to the company proposing to provide the 
sponsorship (parent company, subsidiary, etc) ; and 

 Details of the product brand (or brands) proposed to be associated with bikes schemes 
including a description of the brand(s) values and how they align with, or are not in conflict 
with, the objectives and attributes of the bikes schemes. 

 

Experience 

• Please provide information of your experience of previous significant sponsorship arrangements 
in the public domain. 

 

Ethics 

• Please provide a statement that defines your ethical code of practice. 

 

Special Requirements 

• Please indicate: 

o Any preferences in relation to the means of advertising products or services on the 
bikes; 

o Any preferences in relation to the means of advertising products or services at bike 
docking stations; 

o Your views on whether the colour of the bicycles should be included in the sponsorship 
contract; and 

o  Any other particular requirements.   

(Please note that the Authority reserves the right to determine the final permitted 
arrangements and does not commit to accepting any indicated preferences.)    

 

Term and Conditions 

• Please indicate your view of the optimum length of the sponsorship contract. Please indicate 
any other conditions you may wish to bring to the Authority’s attention. 
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Signature: 

 

 

Print name of signatory: 

 

 

Capacity or authority of signatory:  

 

 

Dated the ____________________________day of_____________________________2012  
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