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1‘as a private company, we have a 
duty to ensure our revenues cover 
our costs since unlike some operators 
we do not use taxpayer money to 
help balance our books. 
Unfortunately the circumstances in 
Manchester have not made this 
possible…’
Mobike, September 2018



• Bike share, attitudes and physical activity
• (Bauman, A., Crane, M., Drayton, B. A., & Titze, S. (2017)

• Datafication of bike share users
• Behrendt, F. (2016). Why cycling matters for Smart Cities. Internet of 

Bicycles for Intelligent Transport. Journal of Transport Geography, 56, 157-
164. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2016.08.018;
and Spinney, J., & Lin, W.-I. (2018). Are you being shared? Mobility, data 
and social relations in Shanghai’s Public Bike Sharing 2.0 sector. Applied 
Mobilities, 3(1), 66-83. doi:10.1080/23800127.2018.1437656.

• New people cycling, shifts from car to bike share
• BikePlus (2017) Public Bike Share Users Survey Results 2016

• Little evidence in current academic literature
• Attracting people who do not cycle 
• Replacing car journeys 
• Use in combination with public transport 
• In relation to active travel

• Research question: whether, to what extent, and in what forms, can bike share 
contribute to an overall increase in the number of people cycling and the 
number of journeys they make? 

Bike Share



• Stakeholder workshop
• 2270 responses to online 

survey in June & July 2018
• 27 phone interviews

in July 2018

The
Study

Bike Share Study  - DRAFT NOT FOR PUBLICATION   35

www.salford.ac.uk/shusu

Appendix A: Methodology
Within the evolving research context discussed in 
Chapter 2, this study seeks to situate experience of bike 
share within the more established literature on cycling 
and active travel. Ultimately it asks whether, to what 
extent, and in what forms, bike share can contribute 
to an overall increase in the number of people cycling 
and the number of journeys they make. Can bike share 
therefore help to create healthy and environmentally 
sustainable cities? This can be broken down into the 
following questions: 

ȫ! Who is using bike share in Greater Manchester?

ȫ! How does use of bike share fit within existing transport and 
travel patterns?

ȫ! How do people find the experience of using bike share?

ȫ! What factors affect uptake of bike share?

ȫ! How could, or are, smart technologies changing travel 
behaviour?

The study comprised three elements:

ȫ! A stakeholder workshop

ȫ! An online survey

ȫ! A set of telephone interviews.

Stakeholder workshop
The stakeholder workshop, held in June 2018, drew 
together academics from the University of Salford 
and practitioners from organisations with an interest 
in increasing cycling and active travel in Greater 
Manchester. The aim was to set a research agenda for 
cycling, with particular focus on bike share. Activities 
involved group discussions to visualise an ideal future for 
travel in Greater Manchester; what policies, initiatives 
could help to achieve this future; and what research 
would be needed to support these activities. The 
workshop helped the research team to conceptualise 
a broad agenda for cycling research in the medium and 
longer term and, in the shorter term, to discuss elements 
of the online survey used in this study. More detail is 
given in Appendix B.

Online survey
The survey was conducted using an online platform. It 
was designed by the research team, including British 
Cycling, and piloted by volunteers from the workshop. 
The questions are provided in Appendix C, and the 
distribution of the sample in Appendix D. It was issued on 
14th June and ran until 24th July, with 2270 responses 
received during this period. 

A volunteer sample was sought, with the criteria that 
respondents were 16 or over and had lived in, worked 
in or visited Greater Manchester over the preceding 
12 months. Respondents were recruited through a 

range of social media channels. Twitter, Facebook and 
Linked In were used proactively to seek out relevant 
groups and individuals who were likely to complete the 
survey and share the information with their followers or 
friends. Although the scope of the study did not allow 
for a representative sample to be ensured, researchers 
targeted a range of different populations within Greater 
Manchester and were careful not to limit this exercise 
to people who already regularly cycle. Examples of 
email lists were University of Salford staff and students, 
local authority staff lists, and British Cycling members 
in Greater Manchester. The researchers linked tweets, 
primarily through hashtags, to relevant occasions and 
news items relating to cycling, transport and health such 
as Clean Air Day, Bike to Work Day, North West Velofest, 
the Greater Manchester HSBC Let’s Ride, and various 
news stories including the launch of the Beelines cycle 
network plan. Leaflets were given out at relevant events 
and left at shops and community centres.

Respondents were offered the opportunity to be entered 
into a prize draw to win £200 and this was intended 
to both increase participation and diversify it, by giving 
people not otherwise interested in cycling an incentive 
to take part. Whilst recognising that it is people who 
already cycle who are most likely to respond to a survey 
on cycling, it is reassuring to see that people who cycle 
rarely or never are also represented. 

Interviews
A set of qualitative phone interviews was carried out 
with the aim of building on gaps and interesting findings 
from the survey. Following an initial analysis of the survey 
results, respondents who had answered yes to being 
involved in further research were screened based on 
their responses. A diverse sample was selected (see 
Appendix D), with the intention of reflecting a diversity of 
demographic groups including age, gender and ethnicity, 
as well as different levels of cycle ownership and use and 
bike share use. All interviewees either lived or worked in 
Greater Manchester. 

Social media promotion
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Many people want to cycle more 
than they do and some find bike 
share an attractive way to begin 
cycling or build cycling into their 
journeys.
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‘Louise’ uses bike share to make shopping 
easier. In order to avoid traffic she parks her 
car at the university and takes a Mobike into 
town. 

‘Elizabeth’ mostly uses Mobike to get to work. 
Walking to work takes 30 minutes, and bike 
share cut that journey down to 15 minutes.

‘Jack’ uses bike share to get to the leisure 
centre, which is about a 40 minute walk away. 
When the distance gets a bit too far, he thinks 
this is when walking becomes unattractive and 
bike share can offer something. 

‘Tom’ combines bike share with the train. He 
likes how he can use the bikes for a one way 
journey. 



Bike share use in Greater 
Manchester has been low so far; 
only a minority have used it or see 
themselves using it in the future.
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815 (36%) ‘AVOIDERS’

haven’t used bike share 
and would not see 
themselves using it

958 (42%) ‘DECIDERS’
 
haven’t used bike share 
and would see 
themselves using it 

497 (22%) ‘USERS’
 
have used bike share
(468 would use again)

Of 2270 respondents to the online survey:

Bike share use over preceding 12 months and intention to 
use over subsequent 12 months.



Fortnightly or more 2%

Weekly or more 1%

Users (22%)

Deciders 42%  
Less than once month 16%

 Avoiders 36%
 

Once a month 4% 

36% 42%

Question 6 ‘How often have you used bike share over 
the past 12 months?’ (Avoiders and Deciders determined 
with Question 16 ‘How likely is it that you would use 
bike share in the next 12 months?’)

‘Never’ (Avoiders and Deciders 78%)



Bike share has been used for a 
range of trip purposes, primarily for 
fun and recreation as well as for 
journeys to work, study and leisure 
and entertainment.

3
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1%

5%

15%

22%

28%

28%

32%

35%

35%

53%

1%

6%

16%

22%

30%

27%

36%

33%

34%

58%

1%

4%

14%

22%

25%

31%

25%

38%

38%

43%

Getting to a place of worship

Accessing health care (e.g. doctor, dentist or hospital)

Visiting friends or family

Getting to shops

Travelling as part of work (e.g. to meetings during the working day)

Getting home

Tourism

Getting to leisure or entertainment facilities

Getting to work or study

Fun or recreation

For what purpose have you used bike share in the last 12 months / could you foresee yourself using bike 
share? Select all that apply. (Q 6, 16, 10 & 23)

Bike share trip purpose

3.4  What was bike share being used for?

Figure 16 gives the trip purposes for which respondents 
have used or would use bike share, with respondents 
asked to select up to three. It shows that fun or 
recreation, getting to leisure or entertainment facilities 
and getting to work or study are the more prominent 
across the sample and this also applies to the Users and 
Deciders when viewed separately. However, Deciders 
were more likely than Users to give fun, recreation and 
tourism as a reason for using it than Users. Answers on 
trip purposes were similar between males and females. 

The interviews further illustrated the diversity of trip 
purposes and included commuting to work, cycling 
to meet friends, or cycling home in the evening. As 
discussed, changes in the geofence area and the fact 
that it was eventually restricted to a relatively small area 
meant that trips tended to be of a relatively practical, and 
short nature, getting from A to B. This meant that bike 
share was likely replacing journeys that might otherwise 
be taken on foot, or by taxi, lasting anywhere between 
5-20 minutes and covering up to 2 miles across the city. 
Earlier in the period of time Mobike was operating in 
the conurbation, people had been commuting between 
Manchester and Salford, but changes in the geofence 
had made this difficult without incurring fines.

Whilst the restriction on the city centre may have been 
limiting, one person identified bike share as a way of 
saving time when in the city centre, again reflecting the 
prominence of spontaneity: ‘Usually I’m running late 
and thinking, I could either run through town or just 
get on a bike and go’ (Interviewee 1, User). 

Additionally, people who commute into the city centre 
on their own bike see Mobike as an opportunity to travel 
around the city during work hours, without needing to 
continually lock and unlock their own bikes during the 
day. This also resolves any security concerns around 
leaving their own bike locked up in the city centre 
for a significant amount of time. For those who get 
changed from specialist cycling clothing into work attire 
when arriving at work, Mobike’s chainless design is 
advantageous, interviewees recounted, since it means 
the bikes can be ridden in work clothes, without any fear 
of oil or dirt getting on clothes.

 Whole Sample  Users Deciders



Although a diverse set people use 
bike share, it is males and younger 
age groups who are most likely to 
have used, or see themselves 
using, bike share.
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Female

Male

36%

35%

46%

40%

14%

17% 5%

Gender and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 28)

Avoiders Deciders Users: 
Less than 
once a 
month

Users: 
Once a 
month

Users: 
Fortnightly 
or more 
often

Users: 
Weekly 
or more 
often



20%

25%

33%

39%

52%

59%

54%

41%

42%

43%

37%

33%

14%

23%

19%

14%

10%

8%

5%

8%

4%

5%

16-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65 plus

85

86

87

88

89

Age group and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 29)
Avoiders Deciders Users: 

Less than 
once a 
month

Users: 
Once a 
month

Users: 
Fortnightly 
or more 
often

Users: 
Weekly 
or more 
often



Bike share has predominantly 
replaced walking trips, although 
there is evidence of and potential 
for using it in conjunction with 
public transport and car use.
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When you have made journeys using bike share in the last 12 months, which of the following modes of 
transport would you have otherwise used / see yourself using? Select all that apply. (Qs 6, 16, 11 & 24)

Modes of transport replaced by bike share

non-existent, weight attached to the use of private cars 
here, whether as passenger or driver, would imply lower 
potential for modal shift away from these journeys: it is 
this shift that would arguably have the greatest impact 
in terms of reducing congestion and air pollution and 
boosting physical activity. 

In terms of combining bike share journeys with other 
modes (Figure 18), the weighting given to the modes 
is similar, although train has a much higher percentage 
(44%). This implies potential for bike share to be part of 
public transport journeys, potentially the ‘last mile’. That 
48% of Users have said they would combine it with train 
travel compared to 37% of Deciders may imply that there 
is more potential for this than has so far been realised. 
There is variance between male and female here: 48% of 
females across the whole sample selected combining bike 
share and train compared to 40% of males. Car travel 
also has a relatively low profile here but there is a clear 
difference between those who have actually combined 
car and bike share (12% of Users) in comparison to those 
who could see themselves doing so (27% of Deciders) 
and this, again, implies potential. 

Bike share with walking and cycling
Enjoyment was a factor in decision making around modal 
choice. An interviewee, who is used to cycling, saw bike 
share as a way of replacing walking for shorter journeys 
when they don’t have their bike with them. Enjoyment of 
cycling was a factor in their decision:

I’m not a big fan of walking. So if I’ve got a 15-minute walk 
and there’s a bike I can take, then I would take the bike 
every time. It’s not a speed thing. Maybe it’s not so much 
a speed thing as a time thing. Fifteen minutes walking is 
15 minutes wasted, whereas five minutes cycling is five 
minutes cycling. (Interviewee 21, User). 

Conversely, this interviewee’s decision was influenced 
by their enjoyment of walking ‘On the whole I prefer 
walking to cycling but it’s a nice easy route from home 
to work so I would cycle it on occasion if I had access 
to a bike’ (Interviewee 22, User). 

For people who own a bike, one of the appeals of bike 
share is the opportunity to take short trips (1-2 miles), or 
one way journeys, without needing to lock their own bike 
on the street: ‘I think I would probably prefer to take a 
bike share bike rather than my own bike because then 
I haven’t got the worry of locking it up’ (Interviewee 13, 
Decider). It is therefore useful for one-way journeys, such 
as the train station without having to worry about leaving 
their own bike locked up: 

 Whole Sample  Users Deciders

8%

13%

22%

24%

35%

38%

12%

67%

11%

12%

24%

18%

31%

35%

11%

64%

3%

14%

18%

35%

43%

43%

14%

73%

None of the above

Car (as passenger)

Car (as driver)

My own bike

Tram, Underground or other Metro

Bus

Train

Walking
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Which of the following modes of transport have you combined with bike share / could you see yourself 
combining with bike share in the last 12 months? Select all that apply. (Q 6, 16, 12 & 25)

Figure 17 - Modes of transport combined by bike share

no means non-existent, weight attached to the use of 
private cars here, whether as passenger or driver, would 
imply lower potential for modal shift away from these 
journeys: it is this shift that would arguably have the 
greatest impact in terms of reducing congestion and air 
pollution and boosting physical activity. 

In terms of combining bike share journeys with other 
modes (Figure 17), the weightings given to the 
modes were similar, although train had a much higher 
percentage (44%). This implies potential for bike share to 
be part of public transport journeys, potentially the ‘last 
mile’. That 48% of Users have said they would combine 
it with train travel in comparison to 37% of Deciders 
may imply that there is more potential for this than has 
so far been realised. There is variance between males 
and females: 48% of females across the whole sample 
selected combining bike share and train in comparison 
with 40% of males. Car travel also had a relatively low 
profile here but there was a difference between those 
who have actually combined car and bike share (12% of 
Users) in comparison to those who could see themselves 
doing so (27% of Deciders), and this, again, implies 
potential. 

Bike share with walking and cycling
Enjoyment was a factor in decision-making around modal 
choice. An interviewee, who is used to cycling, saw bike 
share as a way of replacing walking for shorter journeys 
when they don’t have their bike with them. Enjoyment of 
cycling was a factor in their decision:

I’m not a big fan of walking. So if I’ve got a 15-minute walk 
and there’s a bike I can take, then I would take the bike 
every time. It’s not a speed thing. Maybe it’s not so much 
a speed thing as a time thing. Fifteen minutes walking is 
15 minutes wasted, whereas five minutes cycling is five 
minutes cycling. (Interviewee 21, User). 

Conversely, this interviewee’s decision was influenced 
by their enjoyment of walking: ‘On the whole I prefer 
walking to cycling, but it’s a nice easy route from 
home to work, so I would cycle it on occasion if I had 
access to a bike’ (Interviewee 22, User). 

For people who own a bike, one of the appeals of bike 
share is the opportunity to take short trips (1–2 miles), or 
one-way journeys without needing to lock their own bike 
on the street: ‘I think I would probably prefer to take a 
bike share bike rather than my own bike because then 
I haven’t got the worry of locking it up’ (Interviewee 
13, Decider). It is therefore useful for one-way journeys, 
such as to the train station without having to worry 
about leaving one's own bike locked up: 

 Whole Sample  Users Deciders

5%

15%

16%

22%

31%

39%

44%

55%

4%

15%

11%

27%

36%

44%

48%

51%

7%

16%

6%

12%

22%

30%

37%

61%

None of the above

My own bike

Car (as passenger)

Car (as driver)

Bus

Tram, Underground or other Metro

Train

Walking



Bike share use must be understood 
in the context of the cycling 
environment.

Poor quality cycling environments 
can be off-putting, whether riding 
bike share or your own bike.
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Lucy hasn’t cycled since 
moving to Manchester.

Matthew thinks people 
are scared of the roads.



Access to bike share can reduce 
some of the known barriers to 
cycling, and gives people a chance 
to try cycling.

7
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Which of the following best describe your reasons for using bike share / why you would use bike share in 
the future? (Select up to 3.) Select all that apply. (Q6, 16, 7 & 22)

Reasons for using bike share

8%

9%

10%

13%

18%

19%

22%

27%

37%

41%

6%

5%

6%

11%

14%

23%

20%

31%

38%

38%

6%

5%

6%

11%

14%

23%

20%

31%

38%

38%

I do not have storage space at home

I want to try cycling

I do not cycle enough to buy my own bike

I want to have access to a bike when mine is broken

I am worried about my own bike being stolen

It is cheaper than other transport options

I don’t want to be stuck with a bike all day

I need to cycle in places away from my hometown or city

I want to use bike share in combination with public transport

It would be a spontaneous decision

3.3  Why was bike share being used?

To explore why people choose to use bike share:

ȫ! Users were asked why they had used bike share and;

ȫ! Deciders were asked why they could see themselves using 
bike share;

ȫ! Avoiders were not asked this question.

Both groups were asked to select from the same answer 
set and respondents were asked to select up to three 
options from a closed list, therefore enabling an element 
of prioritisation. The questions referred to the choice to 
use bike share specifically, rather than the more general 
decision of whether to cycle. 

Figure 15 shows that respondents gave a range of 
reasons, and a large number (41% of the sample) said 
that bike share was or would be a spontaneous decision. 
Wanting to combine bike share with public transport was 
also prominent (37%), as was cycling in another town or 
city (27%).

When viewed separately, there are differences between 
Users and Deciders. Deciders were more likely to refer 
to the spontaneity of the decision (43%) and express 
concern about their bike being stolen than those who 
had used it (20%). They were more likely to give as a 
reason that they do not cycle enough to buy their own 
bike (12%).

These differences should be interpreted with care. In part 
they indicate the difference between actual reasons (‘I 
have used bike share because’) and aspirational reasons 
(‘I would use bike share because’). However, they also 
represent two groups with different characteristics, and 
we have seen, for example, that users are more likely to 
be relatively young, male, and to cycle more often than 
the general population. Nevertheless, the differences may 
help us to understand how bike share might be marketed 
to a wider constituency. 

There was also some variance between males and 
females. Across the whole sample, females were more 
likely to say they do not cycle enough to buy their own 
bike (9% of females to 6% of males), that they want to 
try cycling (9% to 5%) and that they do not have enough 
storage space at home (7% to 4%). Males were more 
likely to emphasise other reasons: particular pronounced 
differences relate to the spontaneity of the decision 
(36% of males to 25% of females) and wanting to cycle 
in places away from their hometown or city (25% to 
14%). 

Conversations with the 27 interviewees, a subset of the 
online survey respondents, were used to explore in more 
detail the issues raised in the survey and are discussed 
below.

 Whole Sample  Users Deciders



Michael didn’t cycle 
before using Mobike.



The experience of using bike share 
can however intensify other 
barriers. The quality and design of 
bike share bikes can add to a 
sense of vulnerability on the road 
and it is therefore not necessarily a 
good introduction to cycling.
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6. Experiencing bike share
Concerns were raised about the condition of bike share bikes, 
comfort when riding them, and the experiencing of unlocking 
them. The quality of the bikes affected experiences of cycling 
and contributed to feelings of vulnerability on the road. The 
changes in the Mobike geofence over the period of operation in 
Greater Manchester caused confusion and reduced the potential 
for longer journeys, therefore limiting the potential user base.

People who have used bike share (Users) were asked to 
rate their level of satisfaction with elements of the bikes 
and the service, from 1 (low satisfaction) to 5 (high) 
(Figure 21). This question, like others did not differentiate 
between individual schemes or between docked and 
dockless. The interviews were able to explore these 
factors in more detail. 

Relatively high satisfaction was demonstrated for 
accessing bikes, including the distance to the bike and, to 
a lesser extent, finding a bike. There was also reasonable 
satisfaction for the registration and payment processes 
and the cost. What Figure 21 shows less agreement 
on, however, is the condition of the bikes, comfort 
when cycling, and the process of unlocking bikes: some 
dissatisfaction is expressed in relation to these.

When asked if their use of bike share had affected their 
cycling activity generally, the majority reported that they 
did not change their level of activity (70% of Users), 
20% cycled a ‘little more than before’ and 5% ‘a lot 
more than before’. A small number had actually reduced 
their cycling activity (2%) or stopped completely (5%). 
Those that had said their frequency of journeys by bike, 
including but not limited to bike share, over the past 
12 months had been ‘monthly’ were the most likely to 
report that they cycle more as a result of using bike 
share. Those who cycled ‘daily or most days’ were the 
least likely to say they cycle more than before. Those 
who cycled ‘occasionally’ and ‘rarely’ also reported some 
increases in cycling activity. 

On the most recent occasion you used bike share, 
on a scale from 1 to 5 how satisfied were you with 
the following aspects? Where 1 is dissatisfied, 5 is 
satisfied. (Q14)

1 2 3 4 5

The cost of the bike share

The payment process

Registration (if applicable)

Using an app or website (if applicable)

Finding a bike

Unlocking / undocking the bike

Returning or locking up the bike after use

Distance to get to the bike

Comfort when cycling

Condition of the bike

Facility for storing luggage

8%

17%

6%

5%

8%

18%

13%

19%

8%

12%

15%

10%

15%

13%

24%

10%

9%

24%

29%

23%

30%

30%

29%

32%

31%

25%

37%

33%

33%

20%

37%

48%

45%

53%

29%

36%

22%

43%

50%

23%

13%

27%

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Rating satisfaction with bike share



Use and usability of bike share 
varies across age, gender, cycling 
experience as well as personal 
characteristics such as height. 
There is a need to consider, and 
mitigate, the implications of this for 
social exclusion.

9
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?5. Deciding on bike share
The decision to use bike share was influenced by a number of 
factors. Being able to find the bikes in set places around the city 
(as seen in docked systems) was attractive, but so was being 
able to leave a bike anywhere when it is finished with (as seen in 
dockless systems). Having to pay with a smartphone and being 
unable to rent a helmet made some people less likely to use bike 
share. These preferences varied across gender, age and ability.

Respondents were asked whether a set of specific 
characteristics affected the likelihood of them using 
bike share. The question was designed to tease out 
differences between docked and dockless without using 
these relatively technical and likely unfamiliar terms 
(Figure 19).

One characteristic of dockless systems is the use of 
smartphones. Across the whole sample, it is notable that 
most respondents (73%) said they were more likely to 
use a service that could be accessed by smartphone, 
with a small minority (6%) saying they would be less 
likely to use a service for that reason. However, a larger 

minority (18%) were less likely to use a system where a 
smartphone was the only way to access it, with a slight 
majority (51%) saying this would have no effect. This may 
reflect a risk of social exclusion for those who do not 
have smart phones, mobile data allowances, or storage 
space for Apps.

The flexibility to leave bikes anywhere was important to 
many respondents (69%), as was knowing that bikes 
would be in set places around the city (80%). This gets 
to the heart of the difference between docked and 
dockless and may imply that the former is more attractive 
at the start of the journey and the latter at the end. 

18%

4%

10%

4%

6%

39%

29%

51%

17%

52%

27%

21%

56%

59%

31%

80%

38%

69%

73%

5%

12%

Less likely to use No affect More likely to use

Having to use a smart phone is access a bike

Being able to leave a bike anywhere in the city

Being able to pay for the bike without a smart phone

Knowing that bikes are in set places around the city

Being able to use a smartphone to find a bike

Not being able to hire a helmet at the same time as a bike

Only being able to pay by credit or debit card through a smartphone

To what extent do the following features affect how likely you are to use a particular bike share service? (Q26)

Preferences relating to bike share systems



Andrew would like 
to combine docked 
and dockless.



Changes in the operational area 
and conditions such as price can 
confuse and deter potential users, 
limit the extent of potential 
journeys, and even mean that 
those who have begun using bike 
share stop doing so.
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collaborative innovative approach to implementing and managing a cycle hire scheme in Greater Manchester. 
The principles of the MoU were:  

• Operator to have an appropriate number of staff in place to operate the scheme;  
• Data will be shared in a timely manner for monitoring purposes;  
• Operator to have a clear operational plan (including redistribution of bikes) in place; and  
• A customer platform and fair pricing system for users. 

The basics of operation, include users downloading the Mobike app and paying a deposit to sign up for an 
account, which is then used to find and reserve the bikes for use. The user scans a unique ‘Quick Response’ 
(QR) code on the bike to automatically release the smart lock on the bicycle and this commences the journey 
transaction, with the service costing 50 pence per 30 minutes. Parking the bicycle in an appropriate parking 
location and manually closing the lock ends the trip, making the bicycle available to other users. Each bicycle’s 
location is updated using the built in GPS tracker.  

The demonstrator began without a defined geographic limit, but this was revised to encourage responsible 
user behaviours and to allow the scheme to focus on achieving its objectives. Initially, a geofence boundary 
(Geofence 1) – commonly defined as a virtual geographic boundary that enables the software to trigger an 
alert when a mobile device enters or leaves a particular area – was introduced to the app, although this was 
only indicative as Mobike wanted to continue to offer riders as much convenience and flexibility as possible for 
their journeys. The geofence was revised and reissued two further times during the 6-month period, as the 
requirements of the scheme evolved. However, it should be noted that these revised geofence boundaries 
were introduced after the end date of the dataset period covered within this study. 

The extents of the three geofence boundaries introduced over time (Figure 4-2) are described below: 

• Geofence 1 – Includes the city centre, the Oxford Road corridor and much of Salford between the M602 
and the Manchester Ship Canal; 

• Geofence 2 – A 6km zone which concentrates use in the centre of Salford and Manchester; and 
• Geofence 3 – A 20km zone which is expanded to include Hulme, Old Trafford, the University of Salford 

and Broughton.  

 

Mobike Preferred Locations (MPLs) were also introduced (Figure 4-3), to encouraged users to park 
responsibly, although they could continue to park the bikes adjacent too public bicycle racks or at any public 
accessible location that does not obstruct the traffic flow of pedestrians or vehicles. The MPLs comprise of 
temporary vinyl signage only, and do not have any permanent infrastructure. Alongside this, a scoring system 
was introduced to encourage users to park their bikes responsibly and considerately, albeit this was towards 
the end of the demonstrator period. 

Changes in the geofence over the period Mobike’s operation 
in Greater Manchester (Geofence 1 - Black, Geofence 2 - 
Purple, Geofence 3- Blue)

Mobike App screenshot, 31st August 
2018

to consider if bike share schemes are to be a key part of 
urban transport systems. Within this evolving research 
context, this study seeks to situate experience of bike 
share within the more established literature on cycling 
and active travel.

Ultimately this study asks whether, to what extent, and 
in what forms, bike share can contribute to an overall 
increase in the number of people cycling and the number 
of journeys they make. 

2.5  Bike Share in Greater Manchester

Manchester is the home of British Cycling, and it is 
perhaps fitting that Manchester is the first city outside 
Asia to host dockless bikes. Manchester has recently 
developed some new transport infrastructure including 
along Oxford Road and the Wilmslow Road corridor. Chris 
Boardman, the Greater Manchester Cycling and Walking 
Commissioner, has reported that residents drive for many 
journeys that could easily be cycled or walked27 and has 
recently begun consultation on a new conurbation-wide 
cycling and walking network consisting of over 1000 
miles of routes28. It is in this context that this chapter 
discusses bike share in Greater Manchester. 

Dockless Bike Share arrived in Greater Manchester in late 
June 2017 when Mobike, a Chinese dockless bike share 
company, introduced approximately 1000 dockless bikes 
into Manchester and Salford29. This was Mobike’s first 
foray outside of Asia and saw Manchester become the 
first city in Europe to host the company’s conspicuous 
orange bikes on the streets. It has since launched in 
London, Newcastle and Oxford. In September 2018 
Mobike announced that it was withdrawing its service 
from the city region. 

As well as opportunities to hire bikes on a longer-term 
basis, there are two other bike share schemes available in 
Greater Manchester, although these operate at a smaller 

scale with localised pickup and dropoff points. Bike & Go 
is a docked bike scheme scheme available at participating 
train stations across the North West and Merseyside, and 
the Brompton Bike Hire scheme, which allows users to 
hire a Brompton bike from Manchester Piccadilly train station. 

Mobike bikes have airless tyres, purported to reduce 
maintenance costs, and a fixed shaft drive. Mobike 
initially planned to run the scheme as a six month 
trial. When the bikes were first put on the streets of 
Manchester the cost was set at £0.50 per half hour, 
with half an hour being the maximum expected time a 
user would take to complete a short city-centre journey. 
Being dockless, the bikes could be deposited anywhere 
although Mobike did establish preferred bike parking 
areas when they first rolled out the scheme to make 
locating them easier in the city centre.

The refundable deposit was initially set at £49 and people 
subscribed via a smartphone App. The built-in GPS 
showed where available bikes were located. Parking tips 
were provided to customers to encourage considerate 
parking - for example to ensure pedestrians’ access was 
not blocked, and to leave enough room for other bicycles 
if parking near a bike rack. 

2.6  Geofencing

Once established, Mobike then added around 30 more 
preferred parking areas before developing a geofence 
within which bikes could be left. The geofence was an 
area within which customers could pick up and leave 
a bike. It was permissible to cycle the bike outside 
the geofence provided it was returned to within 
the geofenced area. Initially the geofence included 
Manchester and Salford but by June 2018 it had been 
reduced to Manchester city centre . 

At its peak Mobike reported that it had 2,000 bikes 
on the streets of Manchester and Salford30. However, 
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to consider if bike share schemes are to be a key part of 
urban transport systems. Within this evolving research 
context, this study seeks to situate experience of bike 
share within the more established literature on cycling 
and active travel.

Ultimately this study asks whether, to what extent, and 
in what forms, bike share can contribute to an overall 
increase in the number of people cycling and the number 
of journeys they make. 

2.5  Bike Share in Greater Manchester

Manchester is the home of British Cycling, and it is 
perhaps fitting that Manchester is the first city outside 
Asia to host dockless bikes. Manchester has recently 
developed some new transport infrastructure including 
along Oxford Road and the Wilmslow Road corridor. Chris 
Boardman, the Greater Manchester Cycling and Walking 
Commissioner, has reported that residents drive for many 
journeys that could easily be cycled or walked27 and has 
recently begun consultation on a new conurbation-wide 
cycling and walking network consisting of over 1000 
miles of routes28. It is in this context that this chapter 
discusses bike share in Greater Manchester. 

Dockless Bike Share arrived in Greater Manchester in late 
June 2017 when Mobike, a Chinese dockless bike share 
company, introduced approximately 1000 dockless bikes 
into Manchester and Salford29. This was Mobike’s first 
foray outside of Asia and saw Manchester become the 
first city in Europe to host the company’s conspicuous 
orange bikes on the streets. It has since launched in 
London, Newcastle and Oxford. In September 2018 
Mobike announced that it was withdrawing its service 
from the city region. 

As well as opportunities to hire bikes on a longer-term 
basis, there are two other bike share schemes available in 
Greater Manchester, although these operate at a smaller 

scale with localised pickup and dropoff points. Bike & Go 
is a docked bike scheme scheme available at participating 
train stations across the North West and Merseyside, and 
the Brompton Bike Hire scheme, which allows users to 
hire a Brompton bike from Manchester Piccadilly train station. 

Mobike bikes have airless tyres, purported to reduce 
maintenance costs, and a fixed shaft drive. Mobike 
initially planned to run the scheme as a six month 
trial. When the bikes were first put on the streets of 
Manchester the cost was set at £0.50 per half hour, 
with half an hour being the maximum expected time a 
user would take to complete a short city-centre journey. 
Being dockless, the bikes could be deposited anywhere 
although Mobike did establish preferred bike parking 
areas when they first rolled out the scheme to make 
locating them easier in the city centre.

The refundable deposit was initially set at £49 and people 
subscribed via a smartphone App. The built-in GPS 
showed where available bikes were located. Parking tips 
were provided to customers to encourage considerate 
parking - for example to ensure pedestrians’ access was 
not blocked, and to leave enough room for other bicycles 
if parking near a bike rack. 

2.6  Geofencing

Once established, Mobike then added around 30 more 
preferred parking areas before developing a geofence 
within which bikes could be left. The geofence was an 
area within which customers could pick up and leave 
a bike. It was permissible to cycle the bike outside 
the geofence provided it was returned to within 
the geofenced area. Initially the geofence included 
Manchester and Salford but by June 2018 it had been 
reduced to Manchester city centre . 

At its peak Mobike reported that it had 2,000 bikes 
on the streets of Manchester and Salford30. However, 



David bought his 
bike after using 
Mobike.

Jennifer no longer 
used Mobike when the 
geofence changed.



• Greater Manchester context.
• Many people see a role for bike share, but 

the take up is similar to cycling.
• Opportunities for ‘last mile’
• It can help with transport and health 

challenges, but so far has had little impact. 
• Bike share does not necessarily get new 

people into cycling, and there is a risk of 
social inclusion.

• There are advantages to aspects of 
docked and dockless systems.

• The cycling environment is all important.

Implications
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