Bicycle policy must be part of the explanation
Big differences in bicycle use in 50,000 plus municipalities
According to CBS data, bicycle use varies in each town. This applied in the 1980s and 1990s too, when the percentage of bicycle journeys in 48 municipalities with populations between 50,000 and 200,000 varied from 10% to almost 40%. These differences still seem to apply and can only partially be explained by differences in the size and composition of the population, the location in relation to other towns, economic characteristics and the quality of the local public transport, for example. Simple figures give clear indications that municipal traffic policy, and thus bicycle policy, also affects the extent to which people cycle in a municipality. 
On the internet (www.statline.cbs.nl) key figures from CBS research into mobility behaviour (OVG) are available. Due to differences in the calculation method, it is difficult to compare this data with OVG figures in older publications. However, they can be used to compare bicycle use in 1995/96 and 2000/01. The necessary care and nuances must be applied, however, because of the limited reliability of OVG figures for smaller municipalities. Armed with this knowledge, Table 1 was drawn up in order to study the development of bicycle use in all kinds of journeys for the 61 municipalities with over 50,000 inhabitants.

Little change
Table 1 shows the development in the number of journeys by bicycle over five years. In general, not much changed in any municipality in those five years. This corresponds with the situation in the Netherlands as a whole: a very slight decline in bicycle use. In most of the municipalities (37 of the 61), the change in bicycle use is between plus and minus two percentage points. In view of the care with which these figures were used, this is equivalent to ‘no change’. In eleven municipalities, bicycle use has increased by more than two percent and in thirteen municipalities it has increased by two or more percent. For the lowest bicycle use, the possible explanations seem to be obvious. For example, in Sittard-Geleen, Heerlen and Kerkrade, it can probably be explained by the combination of the hilly landscape and the regional culture. In Rotterdam, The Hague and also Almere, the relatively strong position of local public transport and the composition of the local population undoubtedly play a role. Furthermore, the following regions have municipalities with a strong and relatively new commuter function: Capelle aan den IJssel, Amstelveen, Almere, Lelystad, Haarlemmermeer, Purmerend, Leidschendam-Voorburg, Spijkenisse.

Policy of influence
Leaving aside the bottom regions of Table 1, there are still big and inexplicable differences in bicycle share and bicycle use: from around 22% in Bergen op Zoom (number 45) to around 37% in Zwolle (number 1). These differences constitute a clear signal that the traffic policy in force can be effective. Why otherwise a bicycle share of 36% in Leiden and only 27% in Delft, another old city in the Randstad conurbation with a similar population size? Why only 22% in ’s Hertogenbosch and Arnhem, but 32% in Apeldoorn and Enschede, four towns with an almost equal number of inhabitants? The impression that policy really plays a role is reinforced by the finding that in municipalities which already had a high score, the bicycle share also seemed to have increased most. The differences with the low scoring municipalities only seem to have become greater.

[image: image1.png]Tahel 1. Aantal inwoners per 1 januari 2002 en het aandeel verplaatsingen per fiets
door inwoners (in %), in gemeenten met meer dan 50.000 inwoners, 1995/'96 en 2000/01,
gerangschikt naar fietsaandeel in 2000701
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Differences between provinces

Although this is about differences in bicycle use at municipal level, things become clear if the differences between the twelve provinces are considered. See Table 2.

[image: image2.png]Tabel 2. Aandeel verplaatsingen per fiets door inwoners (in %), naar provincie, 1395796 en
2000701, gerangsohikt naar fietsaandeel in 2000/01

provincie ‘aandeel verplaatsingen per fets verscil
door inwoners (%)
193579 2000701
Overijsel ug 08 01
Friesland a0 04 08
Graningen 310 00 1
Zesland 284 85 01
Gelderland 279 80 01
Utrecht %8 74 08
Drenthe %9 73 04
Noord-Halland 254 56 02
Noord-Brabant g 5 04
Zuid-Halland 232 1) 03
Flevaland 278 26 00
Limburg 199 197 02

Bron: wpwstatine chsal




The differences in bicycle share between provinces are much smaller than the differences between the 50,000 plus municipalities. Limburg scores low due to the very low bicycle use in South-East Limburg, Flevoland (still a commuter province) because inhabitants generally travel much longer distances. Furthermore, in the strongly urbanised provinces and particularly in South Holland, the relatively good public transport probably plays an important role in explaining the lower bicycle share. Between the other provinces, the differences in bicycle share are fairly slight: between 25 and 31%.

Fietsbalans

A much stronger signal that bicycle use really is related to municipal traffic policy can be derived from the results of the project Fietsbalans (Bicycle Balance) conducted by the Fietsersbond (cycling association). After analysing the data of 60 municipalities, there seemed to be a strong correlation between the Fietsbalans score, which reflects the quality and the results of the bicycle policy of the municipality, and the bicycle share in all journeys to 7.5 km**. See Figure 1.
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In Figure 1, the bicycle percentage is set against a Fietsbalans score: the unweighted average of nine quality aspects of the Fietsbalans, excluding bicycle use. A municipality which generally fulfils the norm for all aspects has an fbscore 0. The rearguard is formed by municipalities with an fbscore of around -18. The link in the figure is clear and statistically significant: the higher the fbscore, the higher the bicycle use. I.e.: there seems to be a clear link between the bicycle share and the intensity and the quality of the bicycle policy. In itself, the analysis says nothing about the direction of the connection. Good bicycle policy can result in more bicycle use, but conversely, it can also be the case that high bicycle use forces a municipality to create good bicycle policy. From the historical study into bicycle use, culture and policy (pages 14-16), it appears that the link between bicycle policy and bicycle use is not a question of causal one-way traffic: better bicycle policy results in more bicycle use. The relationship can also be reversed. And it is likely that over the years in many municipalities there has been a spiral of mutual influence of bicycle policy and bicycle use.
DL

* Fiets wint terrein op korte afstand, article in the Masterplan Fiets-edition Fietsverkeer, number 13, February 1997

** Van Boggelen, Otto (December 2000), Goed gemeentelijk beleid doet fietsgebuik fors groeien: verklaringen voor de mogelijke groei van het

fietsgebruik, www.fietsbalans.nl
Source: Fietsverkeer no 7, October 2003, pages 17-19.

Figure 1. The percentage of journeys by bicycle of all journeys up to 7.5 km, set against the Fietsbalans score
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Table 2. Percentage of bicycle journeys by inhabitants (in %) according to province, 1995/96 and 2000/01, according to bicycle share in 2000/01
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Table 1. Number of inhabitants per 1 January 2002 and the percentage of bicycle journeys by inhabitants (in %) in municipalities with over 50,000 inhabitants, 1995/96 and 2000/01, according to bicycle share in 2000/01
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