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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Bike share is a relatively inexpensive and quick-to-implement transportation option that can deliver a variety of mobility, economic, 

health, safety, and quality of life benefits. When combined with other modes of transportation and other investments in cycling, bike 

share can provide a fundamental shift in the way people move about and make decisions on transportation. 

To this end, the Genesee Transportation Council (GTC) commissioned this study to explore the feasibility of implementing a bike 

share system throughout Rochester and the surrounding area. GTC, local and regional stakeholders, with feedback from the public, 

developed a preliminary set of system goals and objectives for the system.  

1. Goals and Objectives 
The team has defined two types of goals for the system: Policy Goals and Financial Goals. The Policy Goals are the reasons why the 

system will exist – the fundamental drivers. The Policy Goals should match the desires of the community. The Financial Goals will 

need to support the Policy Goals for the program. 

1.1 Policy Goals 

 Mobility: Offer additional transportation options for residents of, students and employees in, and visitors to Rochester 

 Equity: Increase equitable and affordable access to public transportation 

 Economic: Increase the attractiveness of Rochester as a place to live, work, visit and do business 

 Bicycling: Increase the amount of bicycling in Rochester and improve air quality and safety of cycling as a result. 

 
1.2 Financial Goals  

Create a public-private program that is financially viable and can meet the Policy Goals by: 

 

1. Seeking a public-private partnership to maximize private sector funding for a bike share system that will meet the stated 

Policy Goals. 

2. Utilizing a combination of user revenues, sponsorship, other revenues, and, if necessary, some local public assistance to fund 

ongoing operations. 

3. Ensuring that the Policy Goal of Equity has its own source of funding to maximize success and impact. 

4. Creating and maintaining a contract structure whereby the program owner and operator (if applicable) are both financially 

incentivized for a financially sustainable program. 

5. Planning for and ensuring sustainable capital and operational funding for program growth and ongoing equipment 

replacement. 

6. Seeking grant funding or other large, one-time funding sources for capital investment. 

7. Clearly communicating program performance and effectiveness to stakeholders and the public. 

 

2. Feasibility Recommendation 
Based on these guiding principles and through a comprehensive analysis of population and employment trends; evaluation of existing 

plans and regulations; review of existing conditions; and a comprehensive stakeholder and public engagement process, the 

implementation of a bike share program in and around Center City Rochester has been found to be FEASIBLE. The larger region 

between its outlying villages and small cities, and excluding the City of Rochester and several inner ring suburbs, is rural in nature, 

which is not conducive to bike share implementation. There are, however, areas in which small satellite bike share systems may be 

feasible. Within the Rochester TMA, these areas include (but are not limited to) the Villages of Brockport, East Rochester, Pittsford, 

and Fairport, the RIT Campus, activity centers in the Towns of Greece and   Brighton, and the City of Canandaigua. 

 
The biggest opportunities for bike share in the City of Rochester are: 

 High population density throughout significant portions of the City. 

 Young demographics in the potential initial launch areas. 

 Diverse income levels and significant minority populations with an opportunity to make bike share accessible to these 

populations and improve access to jobs and services. 

 Strong stakeholder support and potential sponsorship opportunities. 

 University and college populations, and supportive administrations. 
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 Downtown revitalization, including a new transit center. 

 Significant access to transit throughout the City. 

 Strong community groups for partnerships. 

 

The biggest challenges for bike share in the City of Rochester are:  

 Lack of a complete network of bicycle infrastructure in the City. 

 Few sources and destinations for visitors in the core of the Center City. 

 Small, but growing, bicycle culture. 

 Poor neighborhood connectivity in some areas. 

 Some streets are not bicycle friendly.  

 

3. System Service Area and Phasing 
A quantitative demand analysis was performed based on an assessment of mapped data representing residential population and 

employment density, key attractions, equity, bicycling, transit and public input.  From these inputs, the project team identified areas of 

the region most likely to support bike share to develop a proposed phasing plan, shown on Figure ES-1 and Figure ES-2. 

As shown on Figure ES 2, it is expected that the core area of the City of Rochester (Central Rochester) and parts of the adjoining 

Town of Brighton will support a significant bike share network. There are also a number of smaller communities in the region that 

may be candidates for smaller satellite bike share systems in the future. These areas could include but not be limited to Brockport, 

Canandaigua, East Rochester, Fairport and Greece, as well as the Rochester Institute of Technology (RIT) campus, as shown in 

Figure 1.  

Bike share is expected to have the most success in Central Rochester and as such it is recommended that the Central Rochester system 

launch first. However, if and when the satellite communities have the interest and funding to launch, there is nothing to preclude them 

from launching in parallel with the Central Rochester system. 

The Central Rochester system is shown on Figure ES-2 and was divided into four deployment phases beginning with the downtown 

core and expanding into adjacent neighborhoods. System phasing was broken into manageable sizes that would be small enough to 

allow the system to be implemented quickly but large enough to foster ridership and grow support for the system.  

The size of each phase (i.e., the number of stations, docks and bicycles in each) was developed based on typical station densities and 

station sizes observed in peer cities and are summarized in Table ES-1. Station densities will be higher in the downtown core and 

become less dense as the system expands into other areas of the city.  

 

Table ES-1: Proposed Phasing Area and Station Density for a Central Rochester Bike Share System 

 

 
 

Area 

(sq. miles) 
Stations 

Station Density 

(Stations / sq. mi.) 
Docks Bicycles 

Phase 1 3.2 25 7.8 425 250 

Phase 2 5.8 25 4.3 425 250 

Phase 3 5.4 25 4.6 425 250 

Phase 4 8.3 25 3.0 425 250 

TOTAL 22.7 100 4.3* 1,700 1,000 
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Figure ES-1: Potential Satellite Service Areas 
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Figure ES-2: Proposed Phasing (City of Rochester) 



ES-6 

4. Governance and Structure 
A key decision in establishing a bike share system is to create a governance structure for the program, and decide who will own and 

who will operate the system.  The project team evaluated three potential business model options that could be appropriate for the 

Rochester area: regional agency-owned and privately operated system, city-owned and privately-operated system and non-profit 

owned and/or managed system. Advantages and disadvantages of each were evaluated, but no single model was chosen. However, it is 

recommended that based on this study, one organization take responsibility for holding the extensive conversations required to 

identify the correct model and set it on its way to implementation. 

5. Financial Analysis 
The financial analysis for this study includes a five year evaluation of expected program costs and revenues starting from six months 

before system launch, a typical timeline for equipment manufacture and installation. It includes numerous inputs. Where these 

variables were unknown, information was gathered from membership, ridership and financial data for the comparable systems chosen 

for this study. 

Equipment costs from existing smart dock and smart bike systems were used, in addition to system startup and station installation 

costs to estimate capital funding required to start the bike share system. In addition, operating costs were estimated using per-docking 

point estimates from comparable bike share systems. Finally, revenue and ridership were estimated using the following rate table and 

membership and ridership metrics from comparable systems: 

 

Table ES-2: Suggested Fee Schedule for Rochester Bike Share 
 

Access Fee 

Usage Fees 

0-30 min. 
Additional Half 

Hours 

Annual $85 
$0.00 $4.00 

24-hour $8 

 

Other pricing structures should be considered, e.g., a monthly fee instead of annual membership (a model similar to cell phone plans) 

and / or a “per ride” trip fee similar to how transit is priced. Nevertheless, for this analysis, the traditional pricing structure has been 

assumed as there is significant data to support related membership and ridership assumptions using this structure. 

Using the inputs above, the pro-forma was prepared to forecast membership, ridership, capital and installation costs, annual operating 

costs and system revenues, as shown in Table ES-3. 
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Table ES-3: Forecast Membership, Ridership, and Financial Performance for Phases 1-4 of the Rochester Area 
Bike Share Program 

 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5-Year Total 

Stations 25 25 44 88 100 100 

Bikes 250 250 438 875 1,000 1,000 

Docks 425 425 744 1,488 1,700 1,700 

Membership and Ridership 

Annual Members 662 809 1,690 3,717 4,304  

Casual Members 10,778 11,975 22,753 45,505 47,900  

Annual Member Rides 17,146 33,636 57,745 127,040 179,076 414,643 

Casual Member Rides 22,633 25,148 47,780 95,561 100,590 291,711 

Total Rides 39,778 58,783 105,526 222,601 279,666 706,354 

Trips per Bike per Day 0.58 0.64 0.66 0.70 0.77 0.69 

Operations 

Bike Share Operating Costs $392,337 $538,810 $971,204 $2,000,681 $2,355,088 $6,258,120 

Revenues 

Bike Share Revenue $205,270 $235,784 $460,431 $950,743 $1,038,579 $2,890,809 

User Fee Recovery 52% 44% 47% 48% 44% 46% 

Operations Fundraising Need 

Total Operating Fundraising 
Need 

$(187,067) $(303,025) $(510,773) $(1,049,938) $(1,316,508) $(3,367,311) 

Per Bike Per Year $(748) $(1,212) $(1,167) $(1,200) $(1,317) $(1,197) 
 

A summary of the five year funding need for implementation of the four phase bike share system in the Rochester area is shown in 

Appendix B, and includes: 

 Capital and Installation Costs: $2.5 million for smart bike or $5.0 million for smart dock over the five years, which includes 

capital, installation, system startup, and pre-launch administrative costs for the non-profit. 

 Operating Costs: $540,000 per year on the Phase 1 system and $2.4 million per year on the full Phases 1-4 system to 

operate. This includes operating costs and system upkeep. 

 Revenue: $215,000 per year for the Phase 1 system, and $930,000 per year for the full Phases 1-4 system earned in 

membership sales and trip fees, for a total of $2.6 million during the first five years of operation. 

 Fundraising Need:  

o Capital: for smart bike, $890,000 in year 1, $690,000 in year 3 and $1.4 million in year 4 if the proposed roll-out 

schedule is to be maintained. For smart dock, $1.4 million in year 1, $1.2 million in year 3 and $2.5 million in year 4. 

o Operations: netting out the system revenue, $3.3 million over five years for the expanding system. For the Phase 1 

system only, $1.4 million over five years with approximately $300,000 per year, or $1,200 per bike per year. 

 

6. Implementation Considerations 
6.1 Smart Dock versus Smart Bike 

An analysis comparing the advantages and disadvantages of these two technologies was undertaken for the study. No specific choice 

is recommended. However, it is strongly recommended that in the procurement process, the system owner should create an open set of 

technical requirements to allow for responses from both smart bike and smart dock vendors. 

6.2 Social and Geographic Equity 

During the stakeholder and public process, it was emphasized that a bike share system in Rochester should be designed to serve a 

large cross-section of the population outside the Center City core. The system map reflects this goal. 

To achieve the goal of equity for Rochester, some existing strategies used in other cities should be employed, and some new ones 

implemented, including 

 Locating stations in lower income and minority communities: the recommended system map includes weighting of census 

tracts with high proportions of low-income and non-English speaking populations. The proposed phasing plan includes 

approximately 70 percent of Phase 1 stations in these areas and approximately 50 percent of Phase 1-4 stations in these areas. 

 Providing subsidized discounted memberships for qualified people. 
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 Increasing access to those without credit cards. 

 Dedicating a budget for marketing and outreach, as well as identifying local champions and community organizations as 

partners in this program. 

 Creating a jobs program associated with the bike share system. 

 

7. Implementation Timeline 
Following is a potential implementation timeline for a bike share system for Rochester, showing a total timeline to launch of Phase 1 

of approximately 18 months: 

 
Table ES-4: Potential Implementation Timeline 

 

Critical Path Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Decision on governance structure and funding plan                   

Identify funds for system installation, equipment and 
operations 

                  

Develop procurement documents                   

Issue Request for Proposals for equipment and/or 
operations 

                  

Award and sign contract for equipment and/or 
operations 

                  

Site planning and community outreach                   

System manufacture, preparation for operations, 
installation and launch  
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