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The proposed project is to add a shoulder and curb, gutter and 
sidewalk for pedestrian use and to provide a walking route to the 

elementary school.

3775 West to 3525 West

Project Cost –
$ 1,142,300

Funds Request –
$ 1,064,966

Plain City – 1975 North Widening – Construct Sidewalk
Project Type – Safe Routes to School 

Recommended Funding $ 300,000



Install 2 pedestrian signals in existing mid-block crosswalks. There's 
There has been 1 pedestrian fatality at State Street and 400 W. 

Location two has seen a large increase in pedestrian and vehicle 
traffic near the Davis County Legacy Event Center. The project is 
needed to increase safety for pedestrians at these crosswalks.

400 West and 950 West

Project Cost –
$ 318,100

Funds Request –
$ 296,565

Farmington City – State Street & Clark Lane – Pedestrian Crossings
Project Type – Capital Improvement 

Recommended Funding $ 200,000



The north side of SR 225 is fully improved from Main St. to Lagoon 
Dr. except for a 100' gap which requires asphalt, curb & gutter, 

sidewalk, and additional ROW at 326 West Park Lane.  The project 
will improve the street on the north side, and provide pedestrian 

access from Lagoon Dr. to the bus stops on SR 106. 

326 West Park Lane

Project Cost –
$ 76,200

Funds Request –
$ 71,041

Farmington City – East Park Lane Road – Construct Missing Sidewalk
Project Type – Capital Improvement 

Recommended Funding $ 71,041



Cottonwood Heights – 2700 East Sidewalk Project
Project Type – Safe Routes to School

Major sidewalk gap exists on the east side of 2600 East  between South 
of Toni Circle (7635 S.) to Bridgewater Drive (7655 S.). Existing crossing 

is at a dangerous location on 2600 East. Proposed sidewalk will 
relocate crossing to safer location.

Project Cost –
$ 415,400

Funds Request –
$ 363,038

7550 South to 7655 South

Recommended Funding $ 363,038



Salt Lake County – Kearns Metro Township – Northwest Ave Sidewalk
Project Type – Safe Routes to School

5415 South to 5570 South

Project Cost –
$ 208,000

Funds Request –
$ 193,918

Construct sidewalk, curb, and gutter on the west side of Northwest Avenue 
from 5415 S to existing sidewalk at about 5570 S.  Sidewalk will improve 

safety of access for students walking from the southeast quadrant of Kearns 
to the railroad crossing at 5415 S and on to Kearns High School and Kearns 

Olympic Park and Oval.

Recommended Funding $ 193,918



UTA – Bus Bike Rack Expansion
Project Type – Capital Improvement 

All 2006-2012 model year UTA buses have racks that hold two bikes. 
System-wide, this is about 145 buses. These are often filled and biking 

passengers are turned away. New UTA buses have racks that 
accommodate three bikes. These funds will pay for 35 (the estimated 
number of these buses attributable to the Ogden Layton Urbanized 
Area) 3 spot racks to replace existing 2 spot racks on current fleet. 

Project Cost –
$ 91,200

Funds Request –
$ 85,026

Salt Lake Urbanized Area

Recommended Funding $ 33,198



Millcreek City – 3300 South Sidewalk Safety
Project Type – Bike and Ped

2600 East to 2700 East

Construct sidewalk, curb and gutter on the north side of 3300 S. There 
is little to no shoulder and pedestrians are often seen walking in the 
travel lane. Sidewalk here is identified as a critical need in the Walk 

Millcreek Plan (2015) and 3300 S Sidewalk Safety Study (2016).

Project Cost –
$ 429,500

Funds Request –
$ 400,423

Recommended Funding $ 400,423



Project Sponsor - Project Name
Location

1 Farmington City – SR-106 (Main Street) – Reconstruct & Minor Widening
 Park Lane to Shepard Lane

2 UTA – Ogden-WSU Bus Rapid Transit (Construction)
Ogden Intermodal HUB (23rd/Wall) and McKay Dee Hospital (48th/Harrison)

3 Kaysville/ Farmington – West Davis Corridor – New Facility
West Davis Corridor to Shepard Lane & I-15

4 South Ogden – 40th Street & Chimes View – Reconstruct w/ Minor Widening
Riverdale Road to Washington Blvd

5 North Salt Lake – Main Street - Reconstruction
Center Street to 350 North

6 Ogden City – Polk Avenue Sidewalk Project
Franklin Avenue to 36th Street
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3 Types of Bike Share



3 Types of Bike Share

1. Docked
(Station Based)



3 Types of Bike Share
2. Smart Bike

(Station Based with Virtual Options)



3 Types of Bike Share

2. Smart Bike
(Station Based with Virtual Options)

Can be locked at a standard bike rack for an additional 1-time charge of $1-$2



3 Types of Bike Share

3. Dockless “Chinese Style”
(Bike is left anywhere and not attached to anything)

Seattle



Dockless “Chinese Style” Bike Share
(Bike is left anywhere and not attached to anything)

Seattle: 2018



Dockless “Chinese Style” Bike Share
(Bike is left anywhere and not attached to anything)

Dallas: 2018



3 Primary Differences Between Dockless
Bike Share & Other Bikes Shares



How is Dockless Bikeshare Different?

1. For-Profit Motive instead of Non-Profit/Transit

Non-profits and transit agencies prioritize safety, quality and longevity. 
The goal is ridership and long-lasting behavioral change.

Non-profit and transit organizations don’t over-promise or cut corners 
to maximize profit or generate private investment. Because their goal 
isn't a buyout or quick ROI.



How is Dockless Bikeshare Different?
2. Bikes are Lower Quality / Disposable                               

(1 Year Life Span)
Chinese police gathered 10k+ damaged or illegally parked bikes after companies ignored city requests.



How is Dockless Bikeshare Different?
2. Bikes are Lower Quality / Disposable (>1 Year Life Span)

Below: Discarded Ofo Bikes in China



How is Dockless Bikeshare Different?
3. Bikes Are Left Anywhere

Seattle 2018



Community Frustration: USA

Traditional & Social Media



Washington DC



Washington DC



Charlotte



Social Media













(Fort Worth, Texas)



Community Frustration: Neighborhoods



Community Frustration: Neighborhoods



Community Frustration: Neighborhoods



Written by Josh Horowitz: 8.27.17



Written by Josh Horowitz: 8.27.17



Warnings from Experts



Portland Transportation Division Analysis:       
120 Bikes from Seattle’s Dockless Systems

 17% were unrideable due to damage

 Another 39% had significant safety/maintenance issues             

 Only 44% were in fair/good condition



Seattle & DC Dockless Field Study:
233 Bikes in 8 Neigborhoods

(139 Bikes in 4 Seattle Neighborhoods +94 Bikes in 4 DC Neighborhoods)

 30% of bikes were parked illegally 

 20% chance of user not being able to find a bike using app 
(bikes show up on app that aren’t there)

 108%-221% more bikes in an area than app advertised     
(bike inventory/management and permitting issue)







National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) Response: Dockless Bike Share

“Rogue companies have launched, uninvited, in U.S. cities with flimsy 
equipment and limited or no public notification, posing significant safety risks 
to the public, and fully divorced from larger transportation planning and 
municipal needs.”

“Photos from cities in China, where rogue systems are already in place, show 
junk heaps of broken bikes. People who have used the bikes in the U.S. report 
that they are of poor quality and often unsafe.”

“These companies have shown that they are not serious about providing 
bikes as a real mobility option for people. Instead, their actions suggest that 
they are more interested in media attention and a quick buyout. Such fly-by-
night operations put the public at risk.”



“you see a lot of very questionable, non-economic behavior that will probably 
end badly, especially for investors.”

“what we are seeing is non-economic behavior and a race for scale that is 
fueled by hype and enabled by easy access to money. That is not unheard in 
hot new tech sectors, but bike-sharing just seems a particularly extreme version 
of this.” Jeffrey Towson, Professor of Investments, Beijing University







Primary Risks Associated with 
Dockless Bike Share



Dockless Bikeshare Risks

1. Lower Quality Equipment (Safety Risk)
Dockless companies have publicly stated that the life of their bikes is 1-2 
years. For comparison, Bcycle bikes are manufactured by TREK and have a 
5-year warranty but are anticipated to last 10.

In effort to keep costs down, dockless companies are purchasing less 
expensive parts with shorter life-spans, including brakes that are 41% less 
expensive than the average non-profit or transit agency bike share.



Dockless Bikeshare Risks

2. Decreased Safety Inspection Standards
By manufacturing cheaper bikes with exposed wires (no shroud), V-
brakes, plastic pedals, thinner cables, grips that can be removed by 
hand and utilizing parts that can be dismantled with common tools, 
increased safety checks are necessary to ensure public safety.

Dockless companies have reduced safety inspections to reduce labor.

GREENbike SLC’s safety standard is that every 14 days each bike 
receives a 34-point safety inspection. Dockless companies are typically 
using a 20-point inspection every 30-days. That’s a -53% decrease in 
safety inspection rates and a -41% decrease in the level of inspection.



Dockless Bikeshare Risks

2. Decreased Safety Inspections Standards: Dallas Example

“I tested 6 percent of the entire Spin fleet 
today, with a failure rate of 67 percent”

“I unlocked the Spin and prepared to 
mount it — only to discover that the 
handlebars could spin 360 degrees without 
moving the front wheel. Totally non-
functional bike. Totally the wrong kind of 
spin.”

“after we paid for the bikes, he discovered 
that his (bike) suffered from the same 
malfunction as the first Spin I’d rented. I 
wound up walking to lunch, pushing the 
second Spin I’d rented.”

D (Dallas) Magazine, August 2017



3. Over Saturation to Create Reliability

An inspection of 983 Ofo bikes in 6 cities found that 31% 
of the bikes  were damaged or stolen for private use.

In one city, 55% of  the bikes shown on the app were 
stolen for private use.

http://www.scmp.com/news/china/society/article/2085751/chinas-bike-sharing-boom-puts-pressure-planners



Dallas: 2018
4. Public Right of Way (Esthetics)



5. Deposits



5. Deposits



5. Deposits



6. High Risk Business Model



6. High Risk Business Model



6. High Risk Business Model



6. High Risk Business Model



7. Environmental Impact
With bikes designed to last 1-year, millions of bikes and their associated parts 
are being thrown away every year. Picture below from Chinese waste facility.



8. History of Providing Misleading or False Data

Aurora’s Dockless Bike Share Quickly 
Attracts More Riders Than Denver Bcycle
By David Sachs l Dec 13, 2017

Correction: Aurora Dockless Bike Share Not 
Even Close to Out-Performing Denver Bcycle
By David Sachs l Dec 13, 2017



8. History of Providing Misleading or False Data



8. History of Providing Misleading or False Data



9. Dockless Is Generating Fewer Rides (with free rides) 

DC: Capital Bikeshare (CaBi) vs. Dockless Companies)
Source: NACTO & DDOT
NACTO Webinar Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=peXxf6_Zr2c

CaBi Bikes in Oct: 1,944
CaBi Rides Per Bike Per Day in Oct: 5.6
Dockless Bikes in Oct: 1,403
Dockless Rides Per Bike Per Day in Oct: 1.0

Colorado: Denver Bcycle vs. Aurora Dockless Companies
Source: Denver Bcycle Annual Report & City of Aurora
Link: https://denver.streetsblog.org/2017/12/15/correction-aurora-dockless-bike-share-not-even-close-to-out-performing-denver-b-cycle/

Denver Bcycle Bikes in Oct: 750
Denver Bcycle Rides Per Bike Per Day: 1.3
Dockless Bikes in Oct: 750
Dockless Rides Per Bike Per Day: 0.2

Dallas LimeBike
Source: LimeBike & Dallas Observer
Link: http://www.dallasobserver.com/news/can-dallas-bike-share-make-money-10220014

Avg LimeBikes in Dallas Aug-Dec: 1,500 – 1,900
Rides Per Bike Per Day: 0.3 – 0.4

Seattle Dockless Companies
Source: NACTO Webinar / Seattle DOT / Seattle Permit
Avg Dockless Bike in Seattle (July 7 – Dec 17): 4,083 – 6,250 (10k on street as of Jan 2018)
Avg Rides Per Bike Per Day: 0.3 – 0.5

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=peXxf6_Zr2c
https://denver.streetsblog.org/2017/12/15/correction-aurora-dockless-bike-share-not-even-close-to-out-performing-denver-b-cycle/
http://www.dallasobserver.com/news/can-dallas-bike-share-make-money-10220014


9. Dockless Is Generating Fewer Rides (with free rides) 



10. Diversion of Public Resources

Public right of way being cleared by police in China



Written by Johnny Simon: 3.22.18

70,000 bikes had to pulled from city streets after a 
dockless bike share company went bankrupt. 



Written by Johnny Simon: 3.22.18

70,000 bikes had to pulled from city streets after a 
dockless bike share company went bankrupt. 



Written by Johnny Simon: 3.22.18

70,000 bikes had to pulled from city streets after a 
dockless bike share company went bankrupt. 



11. Poor Treatment of Workers



11. Poor Treatment of Workers
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11. Poor Treatment of Workers



11. Poor Treatment of Workers



Dallas: 2018

12. Danger to the Disabled



12. Danger to the Disabled



13. Loss of Community Control



14. For-Profit Companies Erode Community Trust & Goodwill



14. For-Profit Companies Erode Community Trust & Goodwill



14. For-Profit Companies Erode Community Trust & Goodwill



15. Can’t Control Where The Bikes Go



15. Can’t Control Where The Bikes Go



16. Addressing Equity



17. User Data



And now… SCOOTERS
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