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815 (36%) ‘AVOIDERS’

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

958 (42%) ‘DECIDERS’
 
have not 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:

3. Using Bike Share

1  Deciders are defined as respondents who answered question 16 ‘How likely is it that you would use bike share in the next 12 
months?‘ With an answer of 1 or more. 

Bike share use has been relatively low, but comparable to cycling 
levels in Greater Manchester. People who have used bike share 
are more likely to be younger and male. Those who already 
owned a bike were more likely to use bike share, but those who 
relied on a car for their regular journeys were less likely to. Using 
bike share tended to be a spontaneous decision, and fun or 
recreation were the most common trip purposes. Bike share has 
been used in conjunction with other modes of transport.

3.1  Describing the sample

2270 individuals responded to the online survey. In order 
to examine the differences between those who have and 
those who have not used bike share, we divide the sample 
using the following colour-coded system (Figure 6):

ȫ# Avoiders are the 815 people (36% of the sample) who told 
us they had not used bike share and could not see them-
selves using it. 

ȫ# Deciders are the 958 people (42% of the sample) people 
who told us they had not used bike share but said that they 
could see themselves doing so1.

ȫ# Users are the 497 people (22% of the sample) who reported 
that they had used bike share in the preceding 12 months.

ȫ# Additionally, we refer to Non-users as Avoiders and Deciders 
together.

In addition to statistics and charts from the survey, we 
use quotations from the qualitative interviews that were 
carried out with 27 of the survey respondents. These are 
labelled with the numbers of the interviewees, on whom 
more information is provided in Appendix D.

Throughout the report we use ‘pen portraits’ to 
illustrate particular perceptions and experiences. These 
are intended to provide an illustration rather than 
be representative of the sample. Here, pseudonyms 
have been used to protect the confidentiality of the 
interviewees.

An overview of how the study was carried out is included 
in Appendix A. Figure 6 - Bike share use over preceding 12 months and 

intention to use over subsequent 12 months.
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There is a wealth of academic research on barriers to 
cycle use which are often centred on the quality of 
infrastructure and personal safety19. Research on bike 
share itself is less established. A recent review of bike 
share schemes’ ability to influence a population’s physical 
activity levels showed that such schemes could help 
develop a pro-cycling culture in specific cities, as well 
as changing attitudes towards cyclists, especially if they 
are part of a pro-cycling strategy20. As yet, there is little 
evidence of whether bike share has attracted individuals 
who were not already cycling, whether people have used 
it to replace car journeys, and in what ways it is being 
used in conjunction with public transport. A number 
of recent studies of bike share have focussed on the 
datafication of the user rather than on the affordances 
and challenges of bike share schemes in relation to active 
travel, conversion to cycling or reductions in car use21. 

Academic researchers anticipate that significant 
changes in mobility in the medium term will include 
bike share alongside other technology-driven changes 
such as automated vehicles and the increase of smart 
travel.  However, the potential impact of dockless 
schemes remains difficult to assess and the issues 
relating to their take-up are particularly challenging to 
separate from wider barriers to cycling. Whilst bike share 

may help to overcome some of the commonly recognised 
barriers to cycling, such as cycle ownership, storage, and 
carriage on public transport, it may introduce additional 
barriers, such as access to digital technology, whilst 
having little if any effect on wider deterrents such as 
traffic levels.

In 2016, Bike Plus22 surveyed 800 bike share users in 
England, Wales and Scotland and compared the resulting 
data with those for 3000 users surveyed by Transport for 
London. They found that 50% of people using bike share 
were new to cycling, that people shifted from car use to 
bike share as well as making journeys in conjunction with 
buses and trains, and that a higher proportion of women 
were using bike share than were cycling using owned 
bikes. 

Recent studies suggest that bike share has not realised 
its potential to improve health and wellbeing23 and that 
further comparative research is needed24. Additionally, 
it has been shown that the high costs of implementing 
and running bike share schemes have put some cities off 
investing in them25. Dockless bikes go some way towards 
addressing this, especially when they are operated 
by private companies. However, this has led to many 
schemes being operated without public licensing26. This is 

Figure 1 - Woman using bike share in Paris, one of the first docked schemes

Bit.ly/bikeshareinmcr



Capability Theory 
Personal conversion 
factors

(internal to the 
person)

Metabolism, physical condition 
(disability or fitness), sex, reading skills, 
intelligence, skills (eg learned to ride a 
bike)

Social conversion 
factors

(factors from society)

Public policies, social norms, practices 
that discriminate, societal hierarchies, 
power relations (class, gender, race, 
caste etc)

Environmental 
conversion factors

(the physical and 
built environment) 

we extend this to 
include the virtual 
environment

Geographical location, climate, 
pollution, proneness to earthquakes, 
presence / absence of seas, oceans, built 
environment, stability of buildings, 
roads, bridges, means of transportation 
and communication

• Sen (1985) – ‘doings and 
beings’ or ‘functionings’

• Capability – the ability to 
achieve a functioning

• Conversion factors – the 
differing capacities or 
powers people have to 
convert means into 
capabilities or 
functionings

• Personal
• Social
• Environmental



Conversion Factors illustration

environmental conversion factor

social conversion factor

personal conversion factor

environmental conversion factor

social conversion factor

personal conversion factor



Bike Share Use

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%)



Who is using bike share?

8  Bike Share in Greater Manchester

Sustainable Housing and Urban Studies UnitSustainable Housing & Urban Studies Unit

Fortnightly or more 2%

Weekly or more 1%

Users (22%)

Deciders 42%  
Less than once a month 16%

 Avoiders 36%
 

Once a month 4% 

36% 42%

Figure 7 - 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%)

Female

Male

36%

35%

46%

40%

14%

17% 5%

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

50%

46%

28%

43%

43%

31%

33%

49%

31%

53%

35%

40%

41%

40%

45%

44%

49%

41%

37%

36%

43%

48%

9%

8%

23%

10%

12%

13%

19%

12%

26%

12%

4%

5%

5%

5%

6%

Bolton

Bury

Manchester

Oldham

Rochdale

Salford

Stockport

Tameside

Trafford

Wigan

Outside Greater Manchester

3.2  Who has been using bike share?

Social groups
The majority of respondents had not used bike share in 
the preceding 12 months, and those who had done so 
used it rarely. Those who had used bike share were more 
likely to be male and to be younger. They were more 
likely to own their own bike and to travel by a mixture of 
modes of transport rather than just relying on a car.

Figure 7 to Figure 13 show how often respondents 
reported that they had used bike share, from never to 
weekly or more often. In each of these charts, those who 
said ‘never’ are split into Avoiders – those who have not 
used and would not use bike share – and Deciders  – 
those who have not used it but indicated that they would 
use it.

Some 78% of survey respondents had not used bike 
share. Most of the people who had used bike share had 
used it less than once a month (357 respondents, 16% 
of the sample, 72% of Users), whereas 84 (4% of the 
sample, 17% of Users) had used it once a month, and the 
remaining 47 (2% of the sample, 10% of Users) had used 
it once a fortnight or more (Figure 7).

The majority of those who had used bike share had used 
only dockless bikes (50% of Users) as opposed to only 
the docked type (23%) and 24% had used both versions. 
When asked which they had used most recently, 69% 
had used dockless and 28% docked bikes.

Awareness about the availability of bike share remained 
relatively low. Some 40% of the sample were aware of 
a bike share scheme being available where they lived 
(47% of respondents who lived in Greater Manchester 
said this), 48% of the sample were aware of a scheme 
being available where they worked (56% of respondents 
working in Greater Manchester said this), and 32% were 
aware of a bike share scheme being available in a town or 
city they visited regularly.

Males were more likely to have used bike share (Figure 
8): 25% of males who responded to the survey had 
used bike share, whereas 18% of females had. However, 
Figure 8 also indicates that females are more likely to be 
Deciders than males: they see themselves using bike 
share in the future.

Bike share use and potential use were related to age. 
The age groups 25 34 (45% of the sample) and 35–44 
(35%) were the most likely to say they had used bike 

Figure 8 - Gender and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 28)

Figure 9 - Age group and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 29) Figure 10 - Residence and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 32)
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share, whereas those between 55 and 64 (11%) and over 
65 (8%) were comparatively less likely to have done so 
(Figure 9). The youngest age group, (16–25) were the 
most likely to be Deciders.

Our figures do not imply a clear relationship between 
bike share use and household income, ethnicity or 
employment status, although bike share users were 
more likely to be employed full-time: 71% of Users in 
comparison with 66% of non-users and 63% of the 
whole sample. Bike share use varied across Greater 
Manchester, with those living in Manchester, Stockport 
and Trafford most likely to say they had used bike share 
and those living in Bury and Wigan least likely. One 
possible reason is the former are the central areas or 
close to where the scheme was implemented. Note that 
these are the areas of residence of the respondents, not 
the places where they used bike share (Figure 10). 

Quarterly research by British Cycling and GfK with a 
representative national sample has consistently shown 
that the majority of people (around 55% of over-16s) 
do not cycle and that the figures are different for men 
(61%) and women (47%). They have found that 12% of 
the population cycle at least once a week all year round 
whereas 9% cycle at least monthly. The use of bike share 
is therefore similar to overall rates of cycling: the majority 
do not use it at all, a minority cycle frequently, and more 
men cycle than women. 

Transport activity
There is a suggestion that the modes of transport an 
individual has access to, or makes regular use of, has a 
bearing on bike share use. Some 23% of respondents 
who owned a bike had used bike share, in comparison 
with 17% of those who had access to a bike and 14% 
of those who neither owned nor had access to a bike 
(Figure 11). Figure 12 shows that those who had made 
their regular journeys by car only were more likely to have 
never used bike share (88% of all) in comparison with 
those who had used a mixture of modes including cars 
(80%) or did not use a car for regular journeys (74%). 
Those whose regular journeys were only made by car 
were the least likely to see themselves using bike share.

Respondents were asked how often on average they 
had made a journey by bike over the preceding 12 
months (Figure 13). Generally, the more frequently they 
had cycled, the more likely they were to use bike share. 
However, the people who cycle monthly were the most 
likely to use bike share (36% of the cohort), and to use 
bike share once a month, which may imply that most of 
their cycling journeys were bike share. It may also be the 
case that those who cycle weekly and fortnightly already 
have the bike they need for those journeys.

Figure 11 - Access to bike and bike share use (Q6, 16 & 38)

Figure 12 - Car use and bike share use (Q 6, 16 & 40)

Figure 13 - Frequency of cycling and bike share use 
(Q 6, 16 & 42)
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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)

Figure 14 - Reasons for using bike share
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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 14 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 were differences between 
Users and Deciders. Deciders were more likely to refer 
to the spontaneity of the decision and express concern 
about their bike being stolen than Users. They were 
more likely to give as a reason the fact they do not cycle 
enough to buy their own bike.

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



Reasons for using bike share
• ‘It definitely made it much easier for me to get started. I 

was using them for quite a while because I had quite a 
restricted budget for getting a bike.’ (I2, user) 

• ‘There’s quite a lot of crime around our way in terms of 
bikes getting nicked. We’ve heard of a shed broken 
into and bikes stolen before’ (Interviewee 2, User) 

• ‘An excellent way of getting around the city during or 
after the working day when I cannot store my own bike 
at the destination’ (survey comment). 







Barriers to bike share

• ‘I always feel reasonably safe in Manchester. I 
find junctions on big main roads a little bit hairy. 
I will sometimes hop off and use the pedestrian 
crossing. It often seems just as quick. I will do 
that now and again, but I mostly feel fairly safe 
on the roads in Manchester.’ (I11)

• ‘Using any kind of bike for me depends on the 
whole of the journey being separated from 
other road traffic.’ (survey comment)



The Bikes

• ‘The bikes are heavy, and the fixed gear is far 
too low, so when riding, it's impossible to get a 
decent speed, and you just end up sweating 
from spinning your legs so much, but still going 
REALLY slow.’ (survey comment)

• ‘The bikes are so terribly cumbersome to ride 
that I feel they're a bad advert for cycling for 
people who might be using them to trial using 
cycling to get about the city.’ (survey comment) 



Preferences for bike share
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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 schemes 
without using these relatively technical and probably  
unfamiliar terms (Figure 18).

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 (80%), as was knowing that bikes 
would be in set places around the city (69% ). This gets 
to the heart of the difference between docked and 
dockless schemes and may imply that the former are more 
attractive at the start of a 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)

Figure 18 - Preferences relating to bike share systems

Less likely to use No effect More likely to use



Helmets

• ‘No access to a helmet is extremely unsafe, I 
don’t have my own bike so I sometimes think of 
using one but I don’t want to carry a helmet 
with me ‘just in case’

• ‘I am unsure that I would use the system 
spontaneously as it would not be likely that I 
had a helmet with me.’ 



Spatial distribution
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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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collaborative innovative approach to implementing and managing a cycle hire scheme in Greater Manchester. 
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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 
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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 
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the geofenced area. Initially the geofence included 
Manchester and Salford but by June 2018 it had been 
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At its peak Mobike reported that it had 2,000 bikes 
on the streets of Manchester and Salford30. However, 



Conclusions

• (As it currently stands) use of and interest in bike share 
varies across gender, age, mode availability and to 
some extent income.

• How a bike share system, and its bikes, is designed 
and operated can limit participation by some parts of 
the population.

• Authorities therefore have opportunities to make bike 
share more inclusive.

• Pertinent issues include helmet provision, smart phone 
use, geofencing and cycle infrastructure.

• Bike share use must be understood in the context of 
the cycling environment – it modifies rather than 
overhauls opportunities for cycling.


