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Background:
Why Electric Cargo Bikes?

> Urban Freight Lab (UFL)
— Dr. Anne Goodchild
— Unique to UW
> They're pretty neat!
— Niche
— Underappreciated




Background:
Electric Cargo Bikes Are Not New

> Electric cargo bikes (e-cargo bikes) are already
used in Europe and Asia
— Mostly city centers
— Multi-purpose
> Many observed benefits
— Less air pollution
— Safer for pedestrians

> Benefits align with North American policy
goals

— Canada and USA want to lower emissions
— Vision Zero




Background:
Purpose

> Filling a gap in research
— Not a literature review, case-study, or White Paper
— As it exists on the ground

> Starting point for further analysis
— Not in-depth
— Surface level but wide scan
— Encourage more questions than answers




Methods:
Consulting an Industry Expert

> Dr. Giacomo Dalla Chiara
— Researcher at Urban Freight Lab

> (Gave eight examples as starting point:

— B-Line in Portland

— New York City's e-cargo bike pilot

— Boston Delivers Pilot

— UPS Seattle e-cargo bike pilot program

— UFL micro-hub and e-cargo bike pilot

— Colorado's e-cargo bike incentive program
— Montreal's partnership with Colibri

— North Vancouver's e-cargo bike library
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Analysis:
Results Were Diverse

> 36 different programs, pilots, and large-
scale use-cases
— State/Province wide incentives
S MELRIEES
— Government and Private Companies

> Broken down three ways:
— Scale

— Administrative Body
— Intervention Type

Start Government
Name (Citation)* |Location Year |Admin Body |Scale Intervention(s)

B-Line (T1) Portland, OR Independent

UW Mail Delivery |University of

(T2) Washington | 2017 [Independent |Neighborhood [N/A

UPS Cargo E-Bike [Downtown

Pilot Program (73) |Seattle, WA | 2018 [Independent |Neighborhood |[N/A

Commercial Cargo Infrastructure,

Bicycle Pilot New York, regulatory, awareness

(T4)(T5)(T6) N 2019 |Government |City creation, and incentive

Colibri Micro-hubs Infrastructure,
Montreal, QB| 2019 |Government |City regulatory, incentive

o)

'w York State Law |New York
Updates (74)(76) City, NY 2020 |Government |State/Province|Regulatory
Seattle microhub Uptown Academic

delivery pilot (78) Seattle 2020 |Study Neighborhood |Infrastructure
FedEx ebike pilot

(T9) Toronto, ON | 2020 |Independent |City

USPS E-Cargo Bike

Pilot (T10)(T11) AZ,FL, USA| 2020 [Independent |City

Municipal Pedal-

Assist Cargo Bike

Pilot (T12) Madison, WI | 2020 |Independent |City

Purolator (7'/3) Independent |National




Analysis:
Scale

> Where is the activity happening?
— In cities

> Some State/Province level
> National program is a company

Scale

Neighborhood

City
Metro Region
State/Province

National




Analysis:
Administrative Body

> Who is investing in e-cargo
bikes?
— Government

> Surprising amount of
‘independent’ programs
— No government intervention

> Study out of the UFL

Administrative Body

Government
Independent

Academic Study

Count

26




Analysis:
Intervention Type

> Not including ‘independent’
programs

— 27 of 36 programs

— One program can have multiple
interventions

> Typology drawn from literature
review

— Policy recommendations
— Literature synthesis

10

Typology

Incentive

Infrastructure

Regulatory

Awareness Creation
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Analysis:
Intervention Type

> |ncentive
— Rebate/tax credit
> |nfrastructure
— Exclusive curb space, micro-hubs
> Regulatory
— Legally define e-cargo bikes
> Awareness Creation
— Increase public knowledge

Typology

Incentive

Infrastructure

Regulatory

Awareness Creation
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Analysis:
Intervention Type

> Only the New York City Pilot has all four

> Montreal has three
— Infrastructure, regulatory, incentive

> Four others have two

> |ncentives often for personal use
— 15/22 are subsets of e-bike programs

> New York State and Ontario: only non-city regulations
> None at national level
> |nterventions line up with literature recommendations
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Analysis:
Other Trends

> \Very young industry
— 31/36 started 2020 or later
— Oldest is from 2009

> (ities with the most activity are already bike friendly and dense
— Montreal, New York, Portland
— Lines up with literature
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Conclusions:
Small, Young, but Growing

> Most activity administered and located in cities
— No national attention

> Broad range

— Government/Independent
— Large/Small

> Most activity in last 5 years
> Not much data out there on effectiveness (yet)
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Conclusions:
Two Paths Forward

> More State/Province and National involvement

— Compared to EVs
> Little attention if any national attention
> No large-scale strategies or target policies
> No dedicated funding sources

> More small scale uses

— “Low hanging fruit”

— Low cost, niche, independent

— Proof of concept

— UW mail system, Seattle Downtown Ambassadors,
and City of Maddison employees
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