
 
1 

APPENDIXES 

APPENDIX 1: CHRONOLOGY OF GEOGRAPHICAL EXPANSION OF OFO 

Yeas, month City 1 Country 

2015 Beijing  

2016 April Shanghai  

September  Hangzhou  

November Shenzhen  

December Guangzhou; Chengdu, Xiamen, Kunming,   

December Silicon Valley, San Francisco  

2017 January Tianjin, Wuhan, Nanjing, Hefei, Suzhou  

February  Singapore  

February Nanning  

March Wuxi,  Qingdao,  Zhuhai  

March  Cambridge   

April Stanford University   

April Guilin  

June  Dalian  

July Bangkok  

August  Malacca, Kuala Lumpur, Putrajaya, Cyberjaya, Penang, Melacca, 
Bangi 

 

August  Seattle  

August Oxford  

September Chennai, Pune, Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Coimbatore, Delhi  

September Lisbon  

September Vienna  

                                                
1 Not all the Chinese cities are mentioned 
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September Tokyo  

September London  

September Almaty  

September Ramat Gan 
 

September Phuket  

September Prague  

September  Budapest  

September Milan, Varese  

September Moscow  

September Rotterdam, Amsterdam  

September Groningen  

October Washington, DC  

October Sydney  

October Madrid  

November Granada  

December Hong Kong  

December Paris  

2018 January Busan  

March San Diego  

Source: (LinkedIn 2017) and author 
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APPENDIX 2: RESULTS OF QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 
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2 Q6:  Respondents using the shared bikes were warned not to answer this question. However, 2/8 “other” 
answers belong to those who use shared bikes, creating statistical error. 
 



 
6 

3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
3 Q5 shows that 24/42 respondents use shared bikes, while the total number of answers in Q7 and Q8 are 37 
and 36, respectively. The discrepancy happened due to the following reasons. 1)Lack of attention 
(respondents were warned not to answer Q8 in case they use a private bike. However, 2 respondents ignored 
the warning, creating a statistical error.) 2) Several respondents answered Q7 and Q8 based on their past 
experience, being currently private bike riders. 



 
7 

4 
 
  

                                                
4 Q8: 11,11% of “other” platforms is a statistical error. Out of 4 respondents, who answered “other”, 2 use 
both platforms and 2 use a private bike. 
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5 Q8 shows that 22 respondents use ofo, while the total number of answers in Q10 is 26. The discrepancy 
happened due to the reason, that several respondents answered Q10 based on their past experience, being 
currently either a private bike riders, either a Mobike riders, either being users of both platforms. 
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APPENDIX 3: INTERVIEW WITH JAKUB DITRICH  

Jakub Ditrich is the managing director of a Prague based company AGOGS, designing 
and producing electric bikes and CEO of ecolo.cz, shared e-bike platform operating in 
Prague 7 using its own AGOGS brand bikes. 
1)Please, shortly describe your responsibilities at ofo company. 
A year ago ofo set Prague as its next target in Europe. The company was searching for a production base in 
Prague and contacted me. I was responsible for the ofo pilot campaign in Prague that started in September 
2017.  
2)In your opinion, what is the main goal of ofo?  
It is definitely not to make money, but to expand its business worldwide. In particular case of Prague, the 
main motivation was, that, unlike other European cities, there is no bike-sharing at all here. There are only 
couple of companies too little to count, compared to ofo or Mobike scale in China. There were recently two 
bike-sharing tenders, but they were cancelled. So, it was a great opportunity for ofo, on the one hand. 
On the other hand, it has been always believed, that Prague is incompatible with bike-sharing, mostly 
because of city planning and well-developed transportation system. But I strongly disagree. Every city is 
compatible with bike-sharing, in my opinion. And the challenge was to show that bike-sharing works in 
Prague. You just need to know how to make it work. Ofo has a good experience in entering European cities, 
so it new how to make it work. The pilot was very successful. 
3)Do you know, what were the main challenges of ofo in past, what are they 
currently and in the future? And how ofo has solved/is going to solve them? 
I cannot say anything about ofo in other countries, as the pilot is over and I am not working for the company 
anymore. 
 The main challenge in Prague was to make a contract with a city hall, to be able to operate legally and 
successfully. Unfortunately, this challenge wasn’t overcome. Ofo failed to reach the municipal department 
responsible for bike sharing. That is why ofo decided not to develop in Prague but to merge this destination 
with several other countries into a regional department, the center of which is now is Warsaw. At the 
moment, there are no ofo bikes in Prague. 
4) What is the main innovation ofo is bringing to society? 
It is clearly a freedom of station less bike-sharing. It is something that didn’t exist in the world so far, and I 
personally was impressed when first heard about ofo. Besides, this model enables ofo to take down the costs 
for deployment, both for users and the company.  
5)In your opinion, what are the main strengths and weaknesses of ofo?  
The cheapness of ofo bikes is a double-edged sword. It can be seen as both strength and weakness, depending 
from what side you look at it. On the one hand, cheap bikes are evidently good for the company’s operation, 
as it saves cots. It is clear if you compare it to Mobike for example, whose bikes are 5 times more expensive 
in European cities. On the other hand, the result is that in half of a year ofo bike is so used that it is 
impossible to ride it anymore. That’s how bikes cemeteries are created, because it is just impossible to track 
all the old bikes and to renew them timely. Mobike bikes on the contrary are more durable. 
6) As far as I know, Mobike is currently the main competitor of ofo in China. 
Is the situation the same in the other counties? If no, please name the main 
competitor in your county.  

Yes, exactly. Mobike is the main and only competitor of ofo, as they are the only platforms at the moment 
who are successfully attracting investors and aiming at global expansion. 
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7) Why do you think ofo is better than the its competitors?  

Ofo is the best at rising money from investors. It rarely happens, that a cheap start up attracts so many 
investors and collect billions in such a short period of time. This is it. I personally doubt that service that ofo 
provides is better in in case of its competitors.   
8)  Do you know, what are ofo’s plans for 2018? What countries is it going to 
expand to? What improvements and new activities ofo is planning?  
I personally do not know about the company’s future plans. Probably it will initiate new steps in the region 
under the Warsaw leadership. But in my opinion, ofo should seriously think about switching to E-bikes. I 
believe this is the model that will succeed in Prague and other similar cities without any difficulties and 
doubts. Will ofo do this? This is a question.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


