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Summary 

Apart from motorised car traffic and public transport, non-motorised transport (NMT) is 
the third pillar of passenger transportation. In urban traffic, it accounts for a high share of 
undertaken journeys as the Swiss household survey shows in respect of traffic behaviour. 
This pre-feasibility study provides an overview of traffic data and of the position of eco-
nomic benefit measurement in NMT which is largely based on the evaluation of data 
(Household Survey 2010) and numerous surveys. 

The current level of knowledge and research concerning the economic benefit measure-
ment of non-motorised transport was acquired and analysed in a comprehensive study of 
literature. The theoretical part also comprises an evaluation of existing traffic demand da-
ta concerning non-motorised transport including generalised costs from the data set of 
the Household Survey 2010. Communal and cantonal specialised authorities were sur-
veyed in relation to the determined and estimated traffic and non-traffic impact of NMT 
projects. 

A substantial amount of traffic demand data is available. However, it is partly not possible 
to harmonise it and, therefore, it is suited to model-type mapping of NMT only in a limited 
fashion. The reasons to walk and cycle are more complex than for other means of 
transport. Modelling the traffic demand of NMT plays a minor role so far, both in theory 
and practice. 

The survey yielded that predominantly specific NMT projects (e.g. bicycle parking facili-
ties and bicycle lanes) are realised. The information from the cantonal and municipal 
planning offices corresponds to the insights gained from literature – in particular in rela-
tion to the implementation of individual types of projects and their traffic impacts. Accord-
ing to the opinion of the experts surveyed, the economic benefits may be best measured 
in large projects, however, also in those having a wider impact, e.g. street redevelop-
ment. 

The investigated literature provides proposals to determine the scope of NMT projects 
and to acquire their economic benefits. However, these approaches predominantly con-
cern bicycle traffic and are often based on common economic evaluations for projects of 
motorised car traffic thus ignoring specific NMT aspects. An essential benefit of NMT is 
that it is part of a space-saving utilisation concept for high-density settlement areas in 
which it stands for simple, efficient and socially integrating mobility.  

An impact assessment model could be developed which differentiates the impact for 12 
pedestrian and 25 bicycle projects according to the categories of induced traffic, shifted 
traffic and route choice and which provides impact intensity magnitudes. The fairly con-
crete project assessments from literature and the survey can serve as rough indications 
for establishing and checking the plausibility of an impact assessment model to determine 
traffic impacts. The current level of knowledge permits sorting and allocating projects ac-
cording to their impact, however, not according to their scope.  

The pre-feasibility study has created delimitations and fundamentals for non-motorised 
transport which constitute an important step towards standardised impact chains of non-
motorised transport projects. A proposal was also developed as to which benefits of the 
non-motorised transport are considered relevant and to which extent they are quantifiable 
or monetisable from the perspective of the researcher.  

The stated preference surveys and case studies proposed for the main study are still re-
quired since the evaluation of literature, data and the expert interviews show that the cur-
rently available material is not sufficient for model assessments of non-motorised 
transport. The main study has to create the required empiric principles to enable the 
measurement of the benefits of non-motorised transport. 
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2 Comments 1

 

• •

Jan van der Horst  •  

If investing in cycling proves so benefiient in money units, one could ask why the
investment rate is so lagging behind f.i. compared with car and public transportation.
One of the causes seems to be that the investor sees only the costs and may only
calculate, not see, the benefits.
Furthermore, the benefits are only calculated in very wide ranges, which does not
enhance the credabilty of the outcome.
Thirdly, investing in cycling infrastructure might be very cheap per unity of surface, but the
needed effort is nevertheless tremendous because so many kms of cycling routes per sq.
surface are needed or endangered. Hence, any investment program still seems to be
insufficient.
In spite of those hindrances, improvements in the cycling network are nowadays obvious,
so there is hope for the future. I wish the ecf all the best!

  

• •

EuropeanCyclistsFederation    •  

Hi Jan,

Thank you for your comment and your good wishes. I absolutely
agree that the wider economic and societal benefits of investments in cycling
infrastructure have not always been fully taken into account in the past when
making investment decisions. Also, research on how to measure and monetize
them. is still ongoing. At ECF, we aspire to take up the results of this research and
to inform policy-makers and society as a whole about the benefits of cycling in
order to make the case for more investments and improved cycling infrastructure.

Kind regards,

Holger Haubold at ECF
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