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Methods
A data cleaning in the initial data set from the questionnaires (N=10 722 persons) was carried out applying the following criteria.
1) Respondents that do not provide in the baseline questionnaire any answer regarding the bicycle type used were removed from the dataset (158).
2) Respondents that reported contradictory answers regarding bicycle type use and frequency of use were additionally removed (1 112). 
· Respondents that on one hand stated in the baseline questionnaire that they do not use any e-bike but on the other hand reported frequency of use with this transport mode higher than zero.
· Respondents stated in the baseline questionnaire that they are non-cyclists and reported frequency of use or with e-bike or bicycles higher than zero. 
· Respondents that stated in the baseline questionnaire that they are e-bikers or cyclists and reported zero frequency of use or with such vehicles. 
3) Assignment of bicycle type user category was carried out at the baseline and adoption of new bicycle types along the longitudinal study was not considered. Therefore, respondents that reported divergent answers regarding bicycle type use and stage duration were additionally removed (50)
· Respondents that stated that they do not use e-bike at the baseline questionnaire but reported e-bike trip durations in travel diaries (at the baseline or in follow-ups).
· Respondents that stated that they do not use any bicycle at the baseline questionnaire but reported bicycle trip durations in travel diaries (at the baseline or in follow-ups).
4) To exclude the case of adoption of new bicycles types during the survey, respondents that reported divergent answers regarding bicycle type use and travel durations from the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ) were additionally removed (74).
· Respondents that stated in the baseline questionnaire that they do not use any e-bike but reported GPAQ travel minutes by e-bike higher than zero.
· Respondents stated in the baseline questionnaire that they are non-cyclists and reported GPAQ travel minutes by bicycle higher than zero.
· Respondents that stated in the baseline questionnaire that they are e-bikers or cyclists and reported zero GPAQ travel minutes using these transport modes. 
As a result of the data cleaning in the data set of the questionnaires remained 9 335 persons.

In the data set of the travel diary (N = 76 986 trips) a data cleaning was carried out applying the following criteria:
1) Invalid trips from the travel diary were dropped (30 883 trips) based on previous work (1). Trips were consider invalid if: a) trip information did not include duration, distance, transport mode and trip purpose, b) reported duration and distance were outliers. Missing information in invalid trips was manually added if possible to keep as many valid trips as possible.
2) Trips of persons dropped in the data cleaning of the questionnaires (see above) were excluded from the data set of the travel diary (5 550 trips).
After the data cleaning in the travel diary 40 553 trips remained in the data set.
[bookmark: __UnoMark__1248_955414697][bookmark: __UnoMark__1257_955414697]Furthermore, it should be mentioned that values of GPAQ-related variables were recoded and invalid MET minutes estimations were dropped (58 432 in all, baseline and follow-up, questionnaires) following the guidelines of WHO (2) and based on previous work (3). 
Results
Table 1 shows the answer to e-bike specific question among for different age groups. 


[bookmark: _Ref394213995]Table 1 E-bike specific questions by age group
	
	 
	Below 30 years
	 
	30-49 years
	 
	50-60 years
	 
	Above 60 years
	 
	

	Variable
	 
	Value (CI)
	N
	 
	Value (CI)
	N
	 
	Value (CI)
	N
	 
	Value (CI)
	N
	 
	P-value

	Transport mode substituted in e-bike trips

	Motor vehicle
	 
	20% (0%; 44%)
	4
	 
	25% (18%; 33%)
	44
	 
	28% (20%; 38%)
	35
	 
	21% (9%; 38%)
	10
	 
	0.368

	Public transport
	 
	
	
	 
	18% (10%; 26%)
	31
	 
	15% (6%; 24%)
	18
	 
	9% (0%; 25%)
	4
	 
	

	Bicycle
	 
	40% (16%; 60%)
	8
	 
	20% (13%; 28%)
	35
	 
	22% (13%; 31%)
	27
	 
	28% (15%; 44%)
	13
	 
	

	Other
	 
	
	
	 
	2% (0%; 10%)
	3
	 
	1% (1%; 1%)
	1
	 
	2% (2%; 2%)
	1
	 
	

	None
	 
	5% (5%; 5%)
	1
	 
	2% (0%; 10%)
	3
	 
	6% (20%; 38%)
	8
	 
	4% (24%; 53%)
	2
	 
	

	Combination of modes
	 
	35% (16%; 60%)
	7
	 
	33% (26%; 41%)
	58
	 
	28% (20%; 38%)
	35
	 
	36% (9%; 38%)
	17
	 
	

	Total
	 
	100%
	20
	 
	100%
	174
	 
	100%
	124
	 
	100%
	47
	 
	

	Main motivation to start riding an e-bike

	Less effort (than cycling or walking)
	 
	30% (10%; 53%)
	6
	 
	27% (20%; 35%)
	47
	 
	24% (16%; 34%)
	30
	 
	26% (13%; 41%)
	12
	 
	0.148

	Faster (than traditional bike, public transport or car)
	 
	25% (5%; 48%)
	5
	 
	26% (18%; 33%)
	45
	 
	22% (14%; 31%)
	27
	 
	26% (13%; 41%)
	12
	 
	

	Need or desire to travel longer distances
	 
	35% (15%; 58%)
	7
	 
	20% (13%; 28%)
	35
	 
	29% (21%; 39%)
	36
	 
	19% (6%; 35%)
	9
	 
	

	Environmental considerations
	 
	
	
	 
	5% (0%; 13%)
	9
	 
	6% (0%; 15%)
	7
	 
	4% (0%; 20%)
	2
	 
	

	Health considerations
	 
	
	
	 
	7% (0%; 15%)
	13
	 
	12% (4%; 22%)
	15
	 
	21% (9%; 37%)
	10
	 
	

	Other
	 
	10% (5%; 48%)
	2
	 
	14% (7%; 22%)
	25
	 
	7% (0%; 17%)
	9
	 
	4% (0%; 20%)
	2
	 
	

	Total
	 
	100%
	20
	 
	100%
	174
	 
	100%
	124
	 
	100%
	47
	 
	

	Helmet when e-biking

	No
	 
	70% (55%; 92%)
	14
	 
	34% (28%; 42%)
	60
	 
	40% (31%; 49%)
	49
	 
	51% (38%; 67%)
	24
	 
	0.007

	Yes
	 
	30% (15%; 52%)
	6
	 
	66% (59%; 73%)
	114
	 
	60% (52%; 70%)
	75
	 
	49% (36%; 64%)
	23
	 
	

	Total
	 
	100%
	20
	 
	100%
	174
	 
	100%
	124
	 
	100%
	47
	 
	

	N = sample size. CI = confidence interval. P-value of the four groups was calculated using ANOVA test for continuous variables and Chi-square test for categorical and binomial variables.
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