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Abstract 

This paper reports on an online survey of 2,000 English adults, designed to inform the debate about 

the potential for wider adoption of e-micromobility modes, such as e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-

scooters. It shows that, by 2023, take-up was already greater than for electric cars, with 11% of 

households owning at least one of those vehicles and 9% of adults using one at least once a month. 

On average, users were more likely to be male, young, well-educated urban dwellers, but findings 

also suggested relatively high take-up by people with children, greater appeal to women than 

conventional cycling, and the potential to appeal to a wider range of age groups over time. Use of e-

micromobility was associated with more varied mobility strategies, and lower levels of frequent car 

use. Over 50% of adults were interested in trying out vehicles, and evidence from other UK trials and 

existing users suggests that being able to trial vehicles may be key for purchase decisions. On balance, 

non-users were broadly positive (or neutral) towards these modes, though with particular concerns 

arising around the safety of e-scooters and their relationship with pedestrians. Cost, fear of theft, 

difficulties with storage and parking, unsafe road environments and lack of confidence cycling all 

emerged as key barriers. Users of e-micromobility were less likely to be sedentary and more likely to 

be meeting physical activity targets than non-users, highlighting important synergies with other 

active travel modes (i.e. walking and cycling), but any measures to increase uptake need to find ways 

to ensure that different active travel modes can safely coexist. 

Key points:  

• 11% of households owned an e-bike, e-cargo bike and/or e-scooter; 9% of adults were using one 

at least monthly. 

• 47% of users were using a car 3+ times a week, compared to 55% of non-users, even though 

levels of car ownership were similar. 

• Over 50% of adults were interested in trying out an e-bike, e-cargo bike and/or e-scooter, either 

for a few minutes in a park or via a free monthly loan. 

• 60% of non-users thought e-scooters were dangerous to use in local neighbourhoods compared 

to less than 40% for e-bikes and e-cargo bikes. 

• On average, e-micromobility users were undertaking more active travel than non-users, utility 

cyclists and frequent walkers. 

Keywords: micromobility; e-micromobility; e-bikes; e-cargo bikes; e-scooters; cycling 
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While conventional motor vehicle electrification is supported by governments worldwide as a 

solution to decarbonise transport and mitigate climate change, assessments indicate that this alone 

will be insufficient to deliver the required emission reductions to achieve climate targets (UK Climate 

Change Committee, 2023). Improvements in fuel efficiency in recent decades have been counteracted 

by other trends – in particular, the average size of cars has grown (Brand et al., 2024) – and traffic 

levels are increasing again after COVID-19 (DfT, 2025a). Therefore, there is a need to transition to the 

adoption of smaller vehicles, comprising not only smaller private cars but also other modes such as 

micromobility and active travel. 

Electric micromobility (denoted as e-micromobility) takes a number of forms, from 1 to 4-wheel 

small electric vehicles “that can typically be manoeuvred by one human without motor assistance, at 

least for short distances” and that are ‘micro’ in terms of  “energy demand, ..environmental impact 

and... the use of road space, compared to automobile-based transportation” (Behrendt et al., 2023, 

p27; SAE, 2019). Such vehicles include e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters. These modes are 

considerably less energy intensive to use (given their lower weights and speeds), and, in most 

scenarios, have the potential to achieve emissions reductions (see section 2 for caveats). In addition, 

they often have the potential to increase physical activity in line with other forms of active travel, 

thereby delivering important co-benefits (Bourne et al 2022, Cook et al 2022, Larrington-Spencer 

2024).  

With important exceptions (De Ceunynck et al., 2021, Mesimäki & Lehtonen, 2023), existing 

studies have often focused on specific modes; shared schemes; and evidence from current users. Yet 

understanding the experience, perceptions and attitudes of the wider population, and how use of 

particular modes or schemes influences general mobility patterns, is key for understanding 

differences between early adopters and others, and the scope for increasing future uptake (Rogers, 

2003, Talke & Heidenreich, 2014).  

Therefore, this paper reports on new national survey data for England. This has involved a series 

of detailed questions about experience of, and opinions on, e-bikes, e-scooters, and e-cargo bikes, 

together with broader information about mobility patterns and attitudes, as part of assessing the 

viability of future take-up of e-micromobility options and the likely effects on car use. Specifically, it 

addresses the research questions: 

• What is the current prevalence of e-micromobility ownership and use in England? 

• Who are the users of (different forms of) e-micromobility? 

• How does use of e-micromobility affect general mobility patterns? 

• What are the attitudes and barriers towards e-micromobility currently evident in the 

wider population and what do these suggest about the potential for (e-)micromobility to diffuse more 

widely? 

Insights from England are relevant, both because take-up of e-micromobility modes is 

substantially less than in many other European countries, and because there are various other data 

sources which augment the survey findings.  

2. Literature Review 

In this section, we provide a (necessarily brief) overview of the current evidence about e-

micromobility in the UK, followed by a somewhat more detailed summary of the evidence on the 3 

key modes considered in our survey – e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters. 

2.1. The Status of e-Micromobility in the UK 

As already highlighted, the UK lags behind many other countries in its take-up of e-

micromobility (Visavadia, 2025). E bikes make up only 9% of UK bike sales compared to over 50% in 

places like Germany, The Netherlands, Austria and Belgium (Irons, 2025), and, unlike the situation 

in other countries, there have been no grants for individual purchase.  In 2022, sales of only 4,000 e-

cargo bikes were reported in the UK, compared with 70,000 in France and 90,000 in Germany 

(Garadis, 2023). Moreover, e-scooters are not legal to ride except as part of city trials (Gov.uk, 2025), 

unlike the situation in other parts of Europe (Urbetter, 2023). Meanwhile, media debate is often highly 

polarised. To some, these modes put the fun back into travel, expanding opportunities for people 
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with mobility problems (particularly older people) and offer an environmental solution (see, for 

example, Businessmile 2023, Delaney 2020, Walker 2022, Nicholas 2024). For others, they provide a 

getaway mode for criminals, represent a serious hazard to pedestrians and constitute a death trap for 

transporting children (see, for example, Simons 2023, Laver 2025, Walsh 2025, Monaghan 2025). One 

specific issue has been the media misrepresentation of electric motorbikes as e-bikes, and prominent 

stories about battery fires, which are rarely, if ever, caused by batteries from reputable manufacturers 

(BA, 2023, The Electric Bike Alliance 2024, Eland 2025, Sutton 2024). Given the extreme debate, it is 

difficult to understand what public opinions about these modes actually are, and whether there is 

anything unique about the UK context which means they are less likely to be successful here.  

One source of overview information is the Department of Transport’s ‘Transport and 

Technology Tracker’ (Marshall et al, 2023, 2024), which has been running since 2017, and includes 

questions on e-cycles and e-scooters. Different waves have used different methodologies and 

questions – with the latest comprising an online survey of 7091 people aged 16+ 1 . Findings are 

summarised in Table 1.  

In the T&T Tracker, respondents are also asked to select from a list of advantages and 

disadvantages for the two modes. For e-cycles, key advantages are seen as being less effort to use, 

enabling people to travel further and faster. For e-scooter use, the top two advantages are seen as 

speed and convenience. For both, environmental reasons also rank relatively high. In terms of 

disadvantages, for e-cycles, cost, theft, risk of battery fire, needing to recharge the battery and bikes 

being heavy all rank highly. For e-scooters, safety, including risk to pedestrians, danger in using on 

busy roads, and lack of proper regulation are seen as the key issues. 

These findings complement a range of insights from mode specific research, which are discussed 

further below.  

Table 1. Key findings from the UK Department for Transport’s Transport and Technology Tracker. 

 Wave 10 (Dec 

22) 

Wave 11 (Dec 

23) 

Wave 12 

(Sep-Oct 24) 

% who have at least heard of e-cycles 93 94 92 

% who know a ‘great deal/fair amount’ about e-

cycles 

25 26 26 

% using an e-cycle at least annually 8 10 9 

% using an e-cycle at least monthly 5 6 4 

% of non-owners ‘fairly or very likely’ to purchase 

an e-cycle in the next 12 months  

3 5 3 

% ‘fairly or very likely’ to use an e-cycle share 

scheme in their area  

12 11 12 

% who have at least heard of e-scooters 98 98 95 

% who know a ‘great deal/fair amount’ about e-

scooters 

31 32 26 

% owning an e-scooter 2 2 2 

% using a shared e-scooter at least annually 7 7 4 

% of non-owners ‘fairly or very likely’ to purchase 

an e-scooter in the next 12 months  

4 4 2 

2.2. E-Bikes  

Of the three e-micromobility modes that our survey explored in depth, e-bikes are the most well-

established and researched. Early research suggested that they were particularly appealing for older 

 
1 Comparisons with our survey (using the 2023 wave, which matches best with our survey timing) suggest 

that the views of car owners may be slightly over-represented ,as the share of people with access to a 

household car is relatively high (87% in wave 11, compared to 80% in our survey and 78% in the National 

Travel Survey 2023). However, its findings are still of interest. 
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people, although more recent studies suggest a greater appeal to younger adults (Melia & Bartle, 

2022; Simsekoglu & Klöckner, 2019, Rérat, 2021). Studies also suggest a higher share of women use e-

bikes than conventional bikes, though they may still be less likely to use them than men (Fyhri & 

Fearnley, 2015; Møller et al., 2024; Rérat, 2021). In places where they are becoming more widespread, 

the socio-demographic characteristics of users are typically becoming less distinct, as they appeal to 

a wide range of people (Zhang et al, 2025) 

Melia and Bartle (2022) identify the main motivators to use as being benefits to health and 

wellbeing, particularly in the context of aging, ill health or disability; improving fitness; fun and 

exploration; widening transport options; and pro-environmental attitudes coupled with interest in 

reducing car-use. Being able to readily undertake longer journeys, to potentially travel faster and to 

overcome hills are also key. Factors discouraging e-bike purchase and use include: cost of initial 

purchase; space, storage and security concerns (including fear of theft); lack of parking opportunities; 

weight; size; and manoeuvrability around physical obstacles on cycle paths, such as steps and narrow 

gates. Many of these factors are also identified by other commentators (Behrendt et al., 2021; Philips 

et al., 2024; Rérat, 2021).  

E-bikes have also been shown to have positive environmental impacts. Based on information 

about area type, local car-use patterns, the geodemographics of the population (including their 

physical capability) and the whole lifecycle emissions of different modes, Philips et al (2022) have 

estimated that substituting car travel for e-bike use could save 24.4 MtCO2 per annum in England, 

equivalent to 38% of all car travel in 2022. McQueen et al (2020) calculated that reaching a 15% e-bike 

mode share (by distance) in the US city of Portland could reduce CO2 emission from passenger 

transport by 12%. Meanwhile, car use reductions have been shown in a variety of trials and studies 

(Cairns et al, 2017, Fyhri et al 2016, Gioria 2016, McArthur et al 2018, McQueen et al 2019, Wolf & 

Seebauer 2014, Hiselius & Svenssons 2014, Bourne et al  2020). A recent review also suggests that 

their use can be associated with a range of health benefits (Bourne et al, 2022). 

In the UK, CoMoUK’s data indicates that about 7% of British people have ever used a shared e-

bike with 4% doing so in 2023/24, and that current fleets are 70% electric-assist (CoMoUK,2025). 

Meanwhile, the most substantial UK intervention on e-bikes has been the national e-cycle 

programme, which ran between March 2022 and December 2023, delivering 3,619 one-month-free e-

bike loans and 13,900 training sessions in four UK locations (Steer, 2024). Loan participants were 

more likely to be male (55% vs 49% nationally), less likely to be from a white background (67% vs 

82% nationally) and more likely to be relatively young (48% aged 25-44 compared with 27% 

nationally). There was a broad distribution of income levels, and 51% were working full time. A 

higher share of women and older people took part in the training sessions. By the end of the loan 

period, 7% people had bought an e-cycle, and 33% said they were more likely to buy one (whilst 23% 

said less likely). For those completing the training, the proportion of respondents stating they were 

‘likely’ or ‘very likely’ to purchase an e-cycle increased from 58% to 72% after training. However, this 

fell to 45% one month later. The most common reason cited for why participants were unlikely to 

purchase or continue to use an e-cycle was the cost (73%). Other barriers mentioned included security 

concerns, storage issues, and whether there was fit for-purpose cycling infrastructure. A range of 

benefits were reported from participation in the programme, including mental health benefits. 

2.3. E-Cargo Bikes 

E-cargo bikes are still niche, with most of the literature looking at their use in logistics 

(Narayanan & Antoniou, 2022). However, there is a small but growing body of research on domestic 

use, including Riggs 2016, Riggs & Schwartz 2018, Becker & Rudolf 2018, Boterman 2018, Bjørnarå et 

al. 2019, Thomas 2021, Bissel & Becker 2024, Marincek et al. 2024a+b and Philips et al 2025. 

In a recent synthesis, Carracedo & Mostofi (2022) concluded that in terms of socio-demographic 

determinants, personal e-cargo bike users were more likely to be upper or middle class, male, in their 

late thirties or early forties, educated to degree level, existing cyclists, and in households with 

children and cars. In work post-dating this synthesis, Marincek et al. (2024a) found similar 

characteristics, but noted that, in Swiss sharing schemes, there were significant proportions of cargo-

bike-sharers who were under 30 and had relatively low incomes. In addition, 46% of their cargo bike 
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owners did not own cars. Bissel and Becker (2024) reported that over half of their German cargo-bike-

sharers were in households without cars. Moreover, although many studies have found a male bias, 

the potential appeal of e-cargo bikes to women has also been highlighted– for example, 43% of e-

cargo bike sharers in Bissel & Becker (2024) survey were female; Riggs and Schwartz (2018) reported 

that women were more likely to use cargo bikes for trips with children than men; and Marincek et al. 

(2024a) noted that, although two-thirds of their survey respondents were male, 79% of cargo bike 

owners shared them with other family members. Others have noted their appeal to parents of young 

children (Bjørnarå et al., 2017, Boterman, 2020, Thomas 2021). Carracedo & Mostofi (2022) report that 

motivations for e-cargo bike use include lower total costs of ownership compared with car use; social 

aspects including physical and mental health benefits; and environmental concerns, and these are 

echoed in many of the later studies. 

Research has also suggested that e-cargo bikes can substitute for car use. Specifically, Riggs 

(2016) found a substantial reduction in the proportion of e-cargo bike owners listing car as their 

primary travel mode after purchase, with associated reductions in car trips. Reductions in car trips 

were also reported from trials in Norway (Bjørnarå et al., 2019), e-cargo bike sharers in Germany and 

Austria (Becker & Rudolf, 2018) and Swiss e-cargo bike owners (Marincek et al, 2024b). Bissel & 

Becker (2024) and Marincek et al (2024b) also report on reductions in car ownership from e-cargo bike 

use.  

Work on e-cargo bikes in the UK has been limited, although there have been successful grants 

offered for businesses (Anderson, 2025). In related work for this project (Philips et al 2025), e-cargo 

bikes were lent to 49 households in UK suburbs. Household usage varied considerably, but, overall, 

participants averaged 38-42km per week, and indicated that over half of the distance travelled would 

otherwise have been made by car. 10 households (20%) had purchased one a year later, and 32 (65%) 

said that participating in the trial had made their household ‘somewhat’ or ‘much’ more likely to buy 

an e-cargo bike (with 6 saying somewhat or much less likely). Meanwhile, barriers to use were similar 

to those for e-bikes, including cost, fear of theft, difficulties with storage and lack of appropriate 

infrastructure. 

2.4. E-Scooters 

There has been the explosion in e-scooters around the world and there is a growing body of 

research on their use and their users. Much of this is focused on shared schemes, though with various 

studies looking at both shared and private use, and concluding that there are often substantial 

differences – for example, in frequency of use, and the nature of mode substitution 

In a recent review of studies, Badia & Jenelius, (2023) concluded that two-thirds of shared e-

scooter users are male, with a mean age of 30-35, slightly higher than average salary and a university 

degree. Similar characteristics have been found in other studies, albeit some suggestion that private 

e-scooter owners may be slightly older (Oostendorp & Hardinghaus, 2023; Laa and Leth 2020). 

Private e-scooter users often use them more for commuting trips, while users of shared scheme are 

more likely to use them for leisure (Badia & Jenelius, 2023, Oostendorp & Hardinghaus, 2023). Badia 

& Jenelius (2023) conclude that reasons for use comprise “the perceived playfulness and novelty… 

the convenience derived from shorter travel times and the flexibility of door-to-door trips… a 

secondary motivation is the lower pollution of vehicles” (p. 821). Meanwhile, they report that barriers 

to use are, above all, perceived (and actual) safety, whilst other factors include weather, limited 

availability of scooters, lack of knowledge of how to ride or prevailing regulations, price and payment 

methods.  In 2021, Canadian research by Mitra & Hess suggested that 21% of adults would consider 

using e-scooters for some of their current trips, with, on average, positive perceptions of their health, 

environment and efficiency impacts. Buehler et al (2021) report on before-and-after surveys of an e-

scooter scheme in the US, finding that stated intention to ride before system launch was greater than 

actual ridership, with the greatest drop-off for older age groups and women, but, at the same time, 

perceptions about the scheme were more positive among non-riders after system launch 

The environmental impacts of e-scooters are an issue of debate in the literature. The short life 

span of early (shared) e-scooters and the often relatively high mode shift from walking, cycling and 

public transport have been raised as concerns (Hollingsworth et al. 2019; Mitra and Hess 2021; 
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Sanders et al. 2020). However, e-scooters can also encourage public transport use if they facilitate the 

first or last mile of the trip, and some studies suggest that American e-scooter schemes and private e-

scooters substitute for a higher share of car trips than studies of shared schemes elsewhere suggest 

(Badia & Jenelius 2023; Laa and Leth 2020; Oostendorp and Hardinghaus 2023). Moreover, some 

recent studies suggest potential net benefits, not least due to improvements in the longevity of shared 

e-scooters and more efficient operational procedures (Chaniotakis et al., 2023, Cazzola & Crist 2020, 

ITF 2024).  

In England, CoMoUK’s latest data suggests that 3.7 million people (6%) have ever used a shared 

e-scooter and 2% actively did so in 2023/24, with three-quarters of these users also using shared 

cycles. The Department for Transport has commissioned two major pieces of research on e-scooters, 

whose findings largely reflect those in the wider literature. In 2020, 4,046 adults aged 16+ in Great 

Britain were interviewed (Kantar 2021). 90% were ‘aware’ of e-scooters, whilst 53% claimed to have 

some degree of knowledge (15% knew a lot or a fair amount and 38% knew a little). Levels of 

knowledge and interest were higher amongst males, younger respondents, those living in urban 

areas, and those from higher social grades. In that survey, 7% reported that they had ever used an e-

scooter. If legal and available, 9% of respondents thought it was likely that they would buy an e-

scooter and 15% said it was likely that they would hire one. Safety was seen as the overriding 

disadvantage among respondents, cited by 53%.  

In July 2020, e-scooter city trials started in England, and were evaluated at the end of 2021 (Ove 

Arup & Natcen, 2022), with activities including evaluation of 14.5 million trips, together with surveys 

of 6,864 users and 3,620 residents living in trial areas. 71% of users were male, and 74% were aged 

under 35. Motivations for use included time and cost savings, convenience and enjoyment, with e-

scooters generally deemed quicker than users’ alternatives. 29% said that they were motivated to 

choose e-scooters over other modes because they were better for the environment. The novelty factor 

initially attracted new users but became less important over time. A recurring motivation among 

female participants was that using an e-scooter was safer than walking home at night in the dark. In 

December 2021, 21% of trips were reported to substitute for private transport (car, van or taxi), 9% 

would not have been made, whilst the remainder replaced walking, cycling or public transport use. 

Over the study period, the share of utility trips and the proportion substituting for car use increased.  

In the residents’ survey, 43% had either tried an e-scooter or were interested in doing so, though 

the share was dependent on age. Women and older people were more likely to express safety 

concerns, and e-scooters were perceived as more of a safety risk than either bicycles or e-bikes, by 

pedestrians, drivers, and cyclists alike. Although most e-scooter users reported feeling safe on e-

scooters, with their confidence growing over time, the majority also considered them less safe than 

all other modes of transport, with the exception of mopeds and motorcycles.  

However, at that time, only 4% of resident survey respondents felt that e-scooter use should be 

illegal. Around half (51%) of residents saw e-scooters as a positive addition to their local transport 

system, with similar proportions agreeing that e-scooters were good for the environment (56%), that 

they were a good alternative to other forms of transport (52%) and that their local area was well-

suited to e-scooter use (44%). There was some indication that views were becoming more negative 

over time, and that older age groups were less positive. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Survey Instrument 

As part of the ELEVATE research project (Philips et al. 2024; 2025), a survey was designed to 

investigate the use, perceptions, and attitudes of the adult English population towards e-

micromobility. The questionnaire was composed of 7 main sections. First, three successive sections, 

shown in randomised order, for e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters respectively, enquired about 

people’s use, ownership and attitudes towards each mode. Then, respondents were asked about their 

ownership, use and hire of other transport modes. The fifth section asked more general attitudinal 

questions relating to travel and the environment. Section 6 asked a series of questions about physical 

activity, taken from the WHO’s GPAQ questionnaire (WHO 2021). Finally, socio-demographic 

characteristics were collected.  
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At the start of each e-micromobility section, a short description of the mode was given including 

a cost estimate and 1 or 2 pictures (see Table 2). A first question asked respondents if they owned the 

mode or accessed it in another way, and then their intention to purchase (another) one. Three 

questions were then formulated differently for owners and non-owners about affordability, ease of 

storage and risk of theft. Then, respondents were asked how frequently they used the mode, if they 

knew anyone personally who regularly used one and if they would like to try one. They were also 

asked four opinion questions. Finally, seven statements asked about their attitudes towards use on a 

5-level Likert scale, together with a “don’t know/prefer not to say” answer choice. These questions 

were asked in the conditional for non-users of the mode (defined as those not using it at least once a 

month). Users received an additional question about car substitution. 

Table 2. Description of e-micromobility modes (e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters) provided in the survey 

to respondents. 

E-bikes 

 

 

E-cargo bikes 

 

 

E-scooters 

 

 

An e-bike, or electrically-

assisted bike, is like a 

conventional bike or 

cycle, but it is assisted by 

a motor when you pedal. 

It can (only) be ridden 

where you can ride a 

standard pedal cycle. 

Costs vary, but a new e-

bike might typically cost 

£1,000 - £2,000. 

An e-cargo bike is an electrically-

assisted cycle that is purpose-

built to carry more cargo than a 

conventional bike. There are 

many types. The ‘bike’ may have 

2, 3 or 4 wheels and include 

storage at the front or back, 

capable of transporting other 

people or shopping. It can (only) 

be ridden where you can ride a 

standard pedal cycle. Costs vary, 

but a new e-cargo bike might 

typically cost £3,000 - £6,000. 

An e-scooter is a 2-wheeled 

scooter, designed to carry one 

person in a standing position, 

which is fitted with an electric 

motor. Owning an e-scooter is 

legal, and a new one might 

typically cost £300 - £600. 

However, only e-scooters that are 

part of specific city schemes can 

be legally ridden on public roads. 

These scooters can (only) be 

ridden where you can ride a 

standard pedal cycle. The city 

schemes mostly involve on-street 

hire, although some include 

personal hire. 

 

3.2. Data Collection and Analysis 

The survey was disseminated online by the market research company YouGov Plc through their 

panel. It ran from 31st May to 18th July 2023. Active sampling was conducted, aiming to ensure 

representativeness across region, age, gender, ethnicity and social grade - see Table A1 in Appendix 

for a comparison of survey respondent characteristics with  2021 Census data (Office for National 

Statistics 2021) and National Travel Survey data (Department for Transport 2023). Responses were 

received from 2,000 English adults. YouGov provided weighting to provide full representativeness 

for the characteristics listed. However, unweighted data have been used in this paper, on the basis 

that the match between the sample and the other data sources was relatively good, and because the 

use of weights risked distortion to some of the smaller sub samples considered (such as e-cargo bike 

users).  Although not used for sampling, the survey was paused after initial launch and checks were 

made on the shares of frequent cyclists and car owners responding, in case the initial survey 
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description unintentionally led to an over-representation of frequent cyclists or non-car-owners. In 

fact, it was the opposite - our survey captured a smaller share of frequent cyclists, and a slightly 

higher share of car owners, compared with the National Travel Survey, reducing concerns about 

possible bias.  

Statistical analyses have been performed in R (R Core Team 2021). Descriptive statistics are 

reported. Column headings give the total number of people in each category, but do not always give 

the sample size then used to calculate the proportions below, as ‘don’t know / prefer not to say’ 

responses were excluded from calculations, unless stated. Pearson’s Chi-squared tests and t-tests 

were conducted for bivariate comparisons on categorical or continuous variables respectively, and 

reported effect sizes are measured with Cohen’s d. For the 5-point interval scales, ‘don’t know’ 

responses have either been removed, or merged into the neutral responses where applicable.  

Differences between independent groups have been assessed with the Wilcoxon Rank Sum test. Most 

statistical relations were tested, but only headline results are shown for conciseness. Many of the 

statistical tests relate to a specific group and their inverse (e.g. e-bike users compared with non-ebike 

users). 

As well as users of e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters (defined as those using each of these at 

least once a month), we have created other groups of mobility users for analysis purposes. 

Specifically, we have defined e-micromobility users (also denoted as emm) as those using an e-bike, 

an e-cargo bike or an e-scooter at least once a month, and non-users as those who don’t. Utility cyclists 

have been defined as anyone cycling for transport at least once a month on any kind of bike (including 

e-cycles). Finally, ‘frequent walkers’ have been defined as people walking at least three times a week 

anywhere ‘for 20 minutes of more without stopping’ and ‘frequent car users’ have been defined as 

people using a car at least three times a week. There is some overlap between many of the groups 

(with the exception of the e-micromobility users and non-users). In particular, 62% of all e-

micromobility users were also monthly utility cyclists, whilst 34% of utility cyclists were also e-

micromobility users. 

4. Results  

In this section, we first discuss the adoption of three e-micromobility modes: e-bikes, e-cargo 

bikes and e-scooters. Then, we compare the profile of these e-micromobility users to non-users, active 

mode users and frequent car users. In section 4.4, we broaden the scope by assessing interests and 

the potential of e-micromobility in England. Finally, in the remaining three sections we look at 

attitudes, barriers, and opinions towards e-micromobility or transport in general.  

4.1. Levels of Adoption of e-Micromobility in England 

Ownership, use and knowledge of e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters are shown in Table 3. 

11% of households owned at least one of the three modes. E-bikes were the most commonly owned 

of the three modes and were also the most frequently used. While lower than for e-bikes, it is notable 

that 4% of respondents owned an e-scooter, since the use of privately owned e-scooters on roads and 

cycle lanes is not allowed in the UK 2 . Awareness of where to hire each of the three forms of 

micromobility was highest for e-scooters. There was considerable overlap in ownership and use of 

the three modes – for example, as shown in Table 5, 62% of people who used an e-scooter at least 

monthly also used an e-bike at least monthly. 

E-cargo bikes were the most niche, with 95% of people having never tried one and only 5% 

knowing someone regularly using one (compared with 28% for e-bikes). Analysis of comments made 

in the survey showed that many people had never even heard of e-cargo bikes before (Glachant et al. 

2025). Two-thirds of respondents did not know anyone using an e-micromobility mode regularly.  

Looking in more detail at frequencies of use, the data showed that 6% of respondents were using 

at least one of the three e-micromobility modes weekly with 9% doing so at least monthly. If including 

people cycling regularly, the proportion increased to 14% weekly, 21% monthly, and if including 

those walking for more than 20 minutes, the share rose to 76% weekly, 86% monthly. Hence, whilst 

 
2 For more information, see www.gov.uk/guidance/e-scooter-trials-guidance-for-users 
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micromobility modes are, individually niche, when combined with each other, and with other active 

travel, a much larger proportion of the population stands to benefit from policies which favour them. 

Table 3. Share of respondents who own, use, hire or personally know someone who uses the three e-

micromobility modes. 

 E-bike E-cargobike E-scooter 
Any of the 

three 

Own at least one in the household 167 (8.4%) 40 (2.0%) 83 (4.2%) 212 (11%) 

Use at least monthly 139 (7.1%) 55 (2.8%) 98 (5.0%) 185 (9.3%) 

Use at least once, less than monthly 144 (7.4%) 37 (1.9%) 144 (7.4%) 199 (10.0%) 

Use never 1,673 (86%) 1,864 (95%) 1,717 (88%) 1,616 (81%) 

Hire - know of a place to hire one 

within walking distance 
341 (18%) 97 (5.0%) 443 (23%) 589 (30%) 

Personally know someone who 

regularly uses one 
535 (28%) 89 (4.6%) 294 (15%) 675 (34%) 

Notes. Respondents who said ‘don’t know/prefer not to say’ have been removed from the calculated percentages. 

4.2. Socio-Demographic Profile of Different Groups of Mobility Users 

Table 4 considers the key socio-demographic characteristics of different mode use groups (whilst 

additional analysis was also performed relating to e-micromobility ownership). E-micromobility 

modes were being used more by men than women (p < .001). This gender difference was even 

stronger when considering utility cyclists compared to non-utility cyclists (p < .001). In contrast, 

frequent walkers and car users had a gender balance which reflected the general population. Men 

were more likely to be in a household that owned an e-bike than women (p = 0.017), whilst no 

significant gender differences were found for ownership of the e-cargo bikes or e-scooters (not least, 

perhaps, because people were asked about household ownership rather than personal ownership). 

In terms of age, (e-)micromobility users were more likely to be young, with over half being under 

35. Few users of e-cargo bikes and e-scooters were over 50 (<6.5%), while 25% of e-bike users were. 

Owners of e-micromobility modes were also significantly younger than non-owners for all modes (p 

< .001). This age difference was less strong for e-bikes (t = 5.34, p < .001,  d= 0.43) than e-cargo bikes 

(t = 12.8, p < .001,  d = 1.1) and e-scooters (t =10.78, p < .001, d = 0.86) as indicated by their larger effect 

sizes. Specifically, median values indicated that over half of e-bike owners were under 40, e-cargo 

bike owners were under 30 and e-scooter owners were under 35. 

Another key finding was that more than half of e-micromobility users had children in their 

household (increasing to 70% for e-cargo bike and e-scooter users), while this was not the case for 

cyclists and frequent walkers. This may partly be a reflection of the age biases for e-micromobility 

use. E-micromobility users, especially e-cargo bike users (p = .03) and e-scooter users (p = .005) were 

more likely to be located in urban areas compared to rural areas. Compared to non-users, e-

micromobility users were also more likely to be other than white, to be employed and to have a 

degree. 

We also compared the BMI of the different mode users, based on height and weight data stored 

by YouGov about their panel members, together with information asked about physical activity. 

These data showed that e-micromobility users, utility cyclists and frequent walkers were more likely 

to have a healthy BMI than their counterparts (although only the difference for frequent walkers, 

compared to non-frequent walkers, was statistically significant). They were also statistically 

significantly less likely to be sedentary for 8 hours or more and were more likely to be meeting 

physical activity guidelines (of 600 METS) 3 .  E-micromobility users were also, on average, 

 
3 One minute of moderate activity = 4 METS whilst 1 minute of vigorous activity = 8 METS (WHO, undated) 

MET figures are potentially high for all groups compared to other sources of data like the Active Lives Survey 
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undertaking 3 times the amount of active travel (defined to include use of e-bikes and e-cargo bikes4) 

as non-users, twice as much as frequent walkers, and 25% more than utility cyclists. (noting that there 

were some overlaps of membership between all of the groups5). Each category of e-micromobility 

user also included a higher share of people with a disability that their counterparts, potentially 

indicating the value of electrical assistance to people with mobility problems. 

Table 4. Socio-demographic profile of (e-)micromobility, active mode and frequent car users (i.e. mobility 

user groups). 
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 Sample size 2000 1753 185 139 55 98 343 1014 1042 

Gender p-value  <.001  .001 .031 .007 <.001 >.90 >.30 

Female 

999 

(51%

) 

906 

(52%

) 

66 

(37%

) 

49 

(37%

) 

18 

(35%

) 

33 

(36%

) 

118 

(35%

) 

510 

(51%

) 

515 

(50%

) 

Male 

955 

(48%

) 

820 

(47%

) 

108 

(61%

) 

82 

(61%

) 

32 

(62%

) 

56 

(61%

) 

219 

(65%

) 

487 

(48%

) 

516 

(50%

) 

Other 

22 

(1.1

%) 

17 

(1.0

%) 

4 

(2.2

%) 

3 

(2.2

%) 

2 

(3.8

%) 

3 

(3.3

%) 

2 

(0.6

%) 

11 

(1.1

%) 

5 

(0.5

%) 

Age 
p-value 

 < 

.001 
 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

18-24 

270 

(14%

) 

191 

(11%

) 

59 

(32%

) 

44 

(32%

) 

21 

(38%

) 

33 

(34%

) 

58 

(17%

) 

129 

(13%

) 

84 

(8.1

%) 

25-34 

297 

(15%

) 

233 

(13%

) 

48 

(26%

) 

35 

(25%

) 

21 

(38%

) 

31 

(32%

) 

58 

(17%

) 

125 

(12%

) 

123 

(12%

) 

35-49 

502 

(25%

) 

450 

(26%

) 

40 

(22%

) 

25 

(18%

) 

12 

(22%

) 

28 

(29%

) 

92 

(27%

) 

256 

(25%

) 

260 

(25%

) 

50-64 

480 

(24%

) 

449 

(26%

) 

23 

(12%

) 

20 

(14%

) 

0 

(0%) 

4 

(4.1

%) 

89 

(26%

) 

279 

(28%

) 

310 

(30%

) 

65+ 

451 

(23%

) 

430 

(25%

) 

15 

(8.1

%) 

15 

(11%

) 

1 

(1.8

%) 

2 

(2.0

%) 

46 

(13%

) 

225 

(22%

) 

265 

(25%

) 

 

(Sport England 2024), due to differences in survey methodology and administration, but should be internally 

comparable 

4 Respondents were not asked about minutes spent travelling by e-scooter, given the lack of clarity about the 

physical activity impacts of doing so.  

5 Note that each of the individual e-micromobility user groups – e-bike users, e-cargo-bike users and e-scooter 

users – had higher average active travel METS than e-micromobility users. This is because some of those 

undertaking the greatest amounts of active travel were included in all three categories, whilst those with 

relatively low active travel minutes were often only included in one.  
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Household 
p-value 

 < 

.001 
 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 .019 .030 

Child in household 

456 

(23%

) 

346 

(20%

) 

94 

(52%

) 

68 

(50%

) 

38 

(70%

) 

67 

(70%

) 

104 

(31%

) 

211 

(21%

) 

260 

(25%

) 

No child 

1511 

(77%

) 

1,388 

(80%

) 

88 

(48%

) 

68 

(50%

) 

16 

(30%

) 

29 

(30%

) 

232 

(69%

) 

794 

(79%

) 

774 

(75%

) 

Ethnicity 
p-value 

 < 

.001 
 <.001 <.001 <.001 .015 .011 

< 

.001 

White 

1,736 

(91%

) 

1,573 

(93%

) 

126 

(75%

) 

92 

(73%

) 

33 

(66%

) 

65 

(74%

) 

286 

(88%

) 

899 

(92%

) 

947 

(94%

) 

Other than White 

175 

(9.2

%) 

118 

(7.0

%) 

42 

(25%

) 

34 

(27%

) 

17 

(34%

) 

23 

(26%

) 

40 

(12%

) 

73 

(7.5

%) 

61 

(6.1

%) 

Area type p-value  .057  .2 .017 .003 .20 .03 <.001 

Rural 

394 

(20%

) 

359 

(20%

) 

27 

(15%

) 

22 

(16%

) 

4 

(7.3

%) 

8 

(8.2

%) 

60 

(17%

) 

209 

(21%

) 

262 

(25%

) 

Urban 

1,606 

(80%

) 

1,394 

(80%

) 

158 

(85%

) 

117 

(84%

) 

51 

(93%

) 

90 

(92%

) 

283 

(83%

) 

805 

(79%

) 

780 

(75%

) 

Income p-value  .10  .040 .001 .6 .056 <.001 <.001 

<£20,000 

381 

(26%

) 

319 

(24%

) 

44 

(33%

) 

36 

(35%

) 

19 

(50%

) 

22 

(31%

) 

57 

(22%

) 

170 

(22%

) 

143 

(18%

) 

£20,000-£49,999 

646 

(44%

) 

586 

(45%

) 

51 

(38%

) 

35 

(34%

) 

9 

(24%

) 

29 

(40%

) 

106 

(41%

) 

346 

(45%

) 

364 

(46%

) 

£50,000+ 

444 

(30%

) 

400 

(31%

) 

40 

(30%

) 

31 

(30%

) 

10 

(26%

) 

21 

(29%

) 

93 

(36%

) 

257 

(33%

) 

280 

(36%

) 

Employment p-value  0.013  .30 <.001 <.001 <.001 .028 <.001 

Employed 

1,135 

(59%

) 

993 

(59%

) 

122 

(68%

) 

86 

(64%

) 

45 

(83%

) 

76 

(80%

) 

235 

(71%

) 

603 

(61%

) 

659 

(65%

) 

Not employed 

793 

(41%

) 

702 

(41%

) 

57 

(32%

) 

49 

(36%

) 

9 

(17%

) 

19 

(20%

) 

94 

(29%

) 

381 

(39%

) 

355 

(35%

) 

Education p-value  .049  .040 .015 .022 <.001 .004 .054 

Degree or equ. 

1,014 

(54%

) 

895 

(53%

) 

106 

(63%

) 

83 

(65%

) 

36 

(69%

) 

61 

(68%

) 

205 

(63%

) 

561 

(57%

) 

557 

(55%

) 

5 GCSE passes or equ., no 

degree 

704 

(37%

) 

638 

(38%

) 

49 

(29%

) 

36 

(28%

) 

10 

(19%

) 

22 

(24%

) 

107 

(33%

) 

341 

(35%

) 

373 

(37%

) 

Fewer or no qualifications 

165 

(8.8

%) 

145 

(8.6

%) 

13 

(7.7

%) 

9 

(7.0

%) 

6 

(12%

) 

7 

(7.8

%) 

13 

(4.0

%) 

75 

(7.7

%) 

74 

(7.4

%) 

BMI p-value  .60  .6 .2 .6 .060 <.001 .011 
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Healthy BMI 

646 

(40%

) 

571 

(40%

) 

64 

(42%

) 

49 

(42%

) 

22 

(49%

) 

33 

(42%

) 

134 

(45%

) 

379 

(44%

) 

324 

(37%

) 

Unhealthy 

983 

(60%

) 

874 

(60%

) 

90 

(58%

) 

68 

(58%

) 

23 

(51%

) 

45 

(58%

) 

167 

(55%

) 

477 

(56%

) 

556 

(63%

) 

Disability p-value  .12  0.063 <.001 .10 .037 <.001 .001 

Activities limited a little or 

a lot by disability 

595 

(31%

) 

516 

(30%

) 

64 

(36%

) 

51 

(38%

) 

28 

(52%

) 

36 

(39%

) 

88 

(26%

) 

228 

(23%

) 

282 

(28%

) 

Activities not limited by 

disability 

1,327 

(69%

) 

1,180 

(70%

) 

113 

(64%

) 

83 

(62%

) 

26 

(48%

) 

57 

(61%

) 

247 

(74%

) 

751 

(77%

) 

736 

(72%

) 

Sedentarity p-value  <.001  .002 .15 .032 .009 .004 0.1 

Sedentary for up to 8 hours 

a day 

1,063 

(70%

) 

915 

(69%

) 

120 

(85%

) 

91 

(84%

) 

33 

(80%

) 

58 

(82%

) 

212 

(77%

) 

567 

(74%

) 

575 

(72%

) 

Sedentary for more than 8 

hours a day 

445 

(30%

) 

415 

(31%

) 

22 

(15%

) 

17 

(16%

) 

8 

(20%

) 

13 

(18%

) 

64 

(23%

) 

201 

(26%

) 

220 

(28%

) 

Physical activity  p-value  <.001  <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Average MET for active 

travel per week 
1,825 1,538 4,778 5,402 8,309 6,311 3,818 2,383 1,374 

Physical activity  p-value  .002  .001 .023 .007 <.001 <.001 .80 

Achieve 600 MET per week 

1,369 

(78%

) 

1,204 

(79%

) 

142 

(89%

) 

109 

(91%

) 

41 

(93%

) 

73 

(91%

) 

280 

(93%

) 

821 

(95%

) 

712 

(78%

) 

Don't achieve 600 MET per 

week 

376 

(22%

) 

325 

(21%

) 

17 

(11%

) 

11 

(9.2

%) 

3 

(6.8

%) 

7 

(8.8

%) 

20 

(6.7

%) 

45 

(5.2

%) 

199 

(22%

) 

Notes. For gender, only male versus female characteristics are compared, given low count for ‘Other’; for METS active 

travel, Wilcoxon rank sum test is used instead of Chi-square. P-values indicate significance either between users and non-

users, or between members of each group and their inverse – e.g. e-bike users and non e-bike users. 

4.3. Mobility Profile of Different Groups of Mobility Users 

All respondents were asked about how often they were using a range of different transport 

options. For each mobility user group, Table 5 shows the share who were using different transport 

modes regularly. 83% of e-micromobility users were in a household with access to a car, compared 

to 81% of non e-micromobility users, and 82% of e-micromobility users were travelling by car at least 

once a month. However, they were significantly less likely to be frequent car users. Specifically, 62% 

of e-micromobility users were using a car at least once a week, compared with 72% of non-e-

micromobility users, a statistically significant difference (χ2 emm = 6.84, p = .009) and 47% were doing 

so 3+ times a week, compared with 55% (χ2 emm = 3.30, p = .06). Compared to non-users, e-

micromobility users were also significantly more likely to use other transport modes monthly, 

including buses (51% vs 32%), trains (45% vs 24%), taxis (39% versus 15%) and mopeds (26% vs 2.4%); 

p < .001 in each case. In contrast, e-micromobility users were less likely to walk frequently, with 46% 

walking at least 3 times a week for 20 minutes or more without stopping, compared to 53% of non-

users (p =.015), though with a similar share of both groups walking at least once a month for at least 

20 minutes.  

Interestingly, the same was not true for utility cyclists, who were more likely to be frequent 

walkers than the general population. It is hard to know whether this indicates that e-micromobility 

modes are more likely to substitute for walk trips than conventional bikes, or because conventional 
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cycle trips are more likely to be undertaken in diverse environments where walking may be a more 

appropriate mode in some situations.  

Table 5. Mobility profiles of different mobility user groups. 
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 n= 

2000 

n= 

1753 
n= 185 n= 139 n= 55 n= 98 n= 343 

n= 

1014 

n= 

1042 

w
h

o
 a

re
 u

si
n

g
 a

t 
le

as
t 

[m
o

n
th

ly
] 

…
 

car 

(monthly) 

1,542 

(79%) 

1,374 

(79%) 

145 

(82%) 

110 

(82%) 

40 

(78%) 

70 

(77%) 

271 

(80%) 

795 

(79%) 
— 

car 

(3+/week) 

1,042 

(53%) 

944 

(55%) 

84 

(47%) 

66 

(49%) 

13 

(25%) 

34 

(37%) 

170 

(50%) 

541 

(54%) 
— 

taxis 

(monthly) 

330 

(17%) 

254 

(15%) 

70 

(39%) 

52 

(38%) 

33 

(62%) 

48 

(51%) 

86 

(25%) 

183 

(18%) 

121 

(12%) 

moped 

(monthly) 

92 

(4.7%) 

42 

(2.4%) 

47 

(26%) 

41 

(31%) 

27 

(50%) 

33 

(35%) 

55 

(17%) 

37 

(3.7%) 

46 

(4.5%) 

bus 

(monthly) 

676 

(34%) 

559 

(32%) 

92 

(51%) 

68 

(50%) 

33 

(61%) 

54 

(56%) 

164 

(48%) 

401 

(40%) 

207 

(20%) 

train 

(monthly) 

525 

(27%) 

424 

(24%) 

81 

(45%) 

65 

(48%) 

33 

(61%) 

49 

(52%) 

146 

(43%) 

337 

(33%) 

202 

(20%) 

cycle 

(monthly) 

343 

(18%) 

223 

(13%) 

115 

(62%) 

99 

(71%) 

38 

(69%) 

49 

(50%) 
— 

212 

(21%) 

170 

(16%) 

cycle 

(3+/week) 

118 

(6.0%) 

82 

(4.7%) 

34 

(18%) 

31 

(22%) 

7 

(13%) 

9 

(9.2%) 

118 

(34%) 

81 

(8.1%) 

52 

(5.0%) 

walk 

(monthly) 

1,684 

(86%) 

1,502 

(87%) 

156 

(88%) 

118 

(89%) 

49 

(92%) 

86 

(91%) 

320 

(95%) 
— 

903 

(88%) 

walk 

(3+/week) 

1,014 

(52%) 

919 

(53%) 

81 

(46%) 

57 

(43%) 

15 

(28%) 

40 

(43%) 

212 

(63%) 
— 

541 

(53%) 

e-bike 

(monthly) 

139 

(7.1%) 
0 (0%) 

139 

(77%) 
— 

46 

(85%) 

58 

(62%) 

99 

(29%) 

57 

(5.7%) 

66 

(6.4%) 

e-cargo 

bike 

(monthly) 

55 

(2.8%) 
0 (0%) 

55 

(31%) 

46 

(34%) 
— 

42 

(45%) 

38 

(11%) 

15 

(1.5%) 

13 

(1.3%) 

e-scooter 

(monthly) 

98 

(5.0%) 
0 (0%) 

98 

(54%) 

58 

(43%) 

42 

(76%) 
— 

49 

(14%) 

40 

(4.0%) 

34 

(3.3%) 

Notes. ‘Monthly’ means ‘at least monthly’ and ‘3+/week’ means ‘at least three times per week’. 

4.4. Interest in, and Potential of, e-Micromobility Modes 

The survey asked ‘on a scale of 1-5, how interested would you be in...’ and then included ‘the 

opportunity to try out an e-[mode] for a few minutes in the local park’ and ‘the free loan of an e-

[mode] for a month’. Questions were asked for e-bikes, e-scooters and e-cargo bikes, and the ‘few 

minutes’ questions were also asked for a range of less conventional e-micromobility vehicles (each 

illustrated by a picture). Separately, people were also asked how likely their household was to buy 

the three types of e-micromobility in the next 12 months. Both questions on e-scooters clarified that 

this was in a context where it became legal to use e-scooters where conventional bikes can be ridden 

in the UK. Users were asked whether they were happy to be identified as a user of each mode, whilst 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 2 March 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202603.0076.v1

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.0076.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 14 of 30 

 

non users were asked if they could see themselves doing so regularly. People were also asked 

whether they thought people who were important to them would approve of them doing so. 

As shown in Table 6, there were remarkably high levels of interest in each mode among those 

who were not regular users – with 46% of non-users interested in trying an e-bike; 28% interested in 

trying an e-cargo bike, and 38% interested in trying an e-scooter. Taken together, of all non e-

micromobility users, 55% were interested in trying out at least one form of e-micromobility for a few 

minutes in a local park and 51% were interested in a free monthly loan. The proportions of non-users 

who saw themselves as a potential regular user were smaller, though at least 10% for all three modes 

(rising to 25% for e-bikes), and, for each mode, a higher share thought that people important to them 

would approve of them doing so. 

Among regular users, more than three-quarters were still interested in future opportunities to 

try them.  Likelihood of purchasing in the next 12 months was also remarkably high amongst 

existing users (45% for e-bike users, 64% for e-cargo bike users and 62% for e-scooter users), which 

was partly due to the fact that many users were not in households that owned these vehicles (23% of 

e-bikes users were in households that did not own e-bikes, 57% for e-cargo bikes and 52% for e-

scooters). Conversely, only a small proportion of non-user households (8%) said they were likely to 

purchase them (5% for e-bikes, 2% for e-cargo bikes and 4% for e-scooters). Taken together, these 

findings indicate the importance of being able to try out these vehicles as part of making purchase 

decisions and that many people might be interested in trial opportunities. 

Looking at levels of interest in these three modes in more depth, there were no significant gender 

or age differences in terms of interest in trying out these vehicles. However, the profile of people 

(users and non-users) stating they were likely to buy each micromobility mode was similar to that of 

the existing users - i.e. they were more likely to be young and male than average.   

Table 6. Interest to try e-micromobility, among people not using one, and people using one at least once a 

month, and their perceptions of the acceptability of doing so. 

 E-bike E-cargobike E-scooter One of the three 

 non-

users user 

non-

users user 

non-

users user 

non 

users users 

 n = 

1817 
n= 139 

n = 

1901 
n = 55 

n = 

1861 
n = 98 

n = 

1753 
n = 185 

Interest to try for a 

few minutes 

819 

(46%) 

106 

(78%) 

517 

(28%) 

45  

(85%) 

689 

(37%) 

78  

(85%) 

953 

(55%) 

163 

(89%) 

Interest to try for a 

month 

796 

(45%) 

104 

(76%) 

443 

(24%) 

45  

(83%) 

579 

(31%) 

81  

(85%) 

888 

(51%) 

163 

(89%) 

Likely to buy in 

next 12 months 

87 

(4.9%) 

62 

(45%) 

37 

(2.0%) 

35  

(64%) 

81 

(4.4%) 

59  

(62%) 

131 

(7.5%) 

102 

(55%) 

Happy with 

identity 

450 

(25%) 

98 

(71%) 

206 

(11%) 

26 

(47%) 

191 

(10%) 

60 

(61%) 

521 

(30%) 

133 

(72%) 

Important others 

would approve 

589 

(32%) 

95 

(68%) 

388 

(20%) 

33  

(60%) 

277 

(15%) 

61 

(62%) 

647 

(37%) 

125 

(68%) 

Notes. The first three questions asked: their interest in the opportunity to try an e-[mode] for a few minutes in a local park, 

the interest in the free loan of an e-[mode] for a month and how likely their household was to buy an(other) e-[mode]. The 

next two asked to agree or disagree with the statements “I see myself as the kind of person who might regularly ride a 

[mode]/I am happy to be identified as someone who rides a [mode]” and “People who are important to me (would) support 

me using a [mode]”. ‘Don’t know/prefer not to say’ options were excluded from the percentage calculations for the first three 

questions, but included in the latter two. For all variables and modes, differences between users and non-users were 

significant at p < .001. For the last two columns, users are defined as those using at least one of the three modes monthly, 

and the figures correspond to the composite results of them agreeing to the statement or being interested by at least one of 

the three modes. 
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Table 7 provides more information about interest in trying out a range of modes for a few 

minutes in a local park. Interest in all the modes considered was relatively high, comprising over 20% 

of the population for each mode, with the exceptions of the bike for carrying a wheelchair (13%) and 

the electric rickshaw (19%). Two-thirds of the respondents were interested in trying at least one of 

the 9 modes considered, and half were interested in trying at least one of the more uncommon modes. 

As in the table above, existing e-micromobility users were more interested in all modes than non-

users – for example, over 90% of e-cargo bike users or e-scooter users were interested in trying out 

an e-bike (p < .001).  Utility cyclists were also significantly more likely to be interested in trying out 

all of the modes listed (p < 0.001) than non-cyclists. However, frequent walkers were not (p = .30). 

Table 7. Interest in the opportunity to try different types of e-micromobility, for a few minutes in a local park, 

according to mobility user groups. 
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n= 

2000 
n= 1753 n= 185 n= 139 n= 55 n= 98 n= 343 

n= 

1014 

At least one of the 9 

modes 

1,286 

(66%) 

1,080 

(63%) 

172 

(93%) 

128 

(93%) 

54 

(98%) 

96 

(98%) 

279 

(82%) 

524 

(52%) 

E-bike 
942 

(48%) 

777 

(45%) 

144 

(80%) 

106 

(78%) 

49 

(92%) 

90 

(93%) 

224 

(65%) 

503 

(50%) 

E-cargobike 
577 

(30%) 

446 

(26%) 

112 

(63%) 

84 

(64%) 

45 

(85%) 

68 

(73%) 

148 

(44%) 

286 

(29%) 

E-scooter 
782 

(40%) 

638 

(37%) 

124 

(71%) 

94 

(71%) 

43 

(86%) 

78 

(85%) 

185 

(55%) 

413 

(41%) 

At least one of the 6 

unconventional modes 

994 

(50%) 

811 

(46%) 

152 

(82%) 

114 

(82%) 

51 

(93%) 

89 

(91%) 

238 

(69%) 

524 

(52%) 

A fold-up electric cycle 
640 

(33%) 

497 

(29%) 

120 

(67%) 

91 

(66%) 

40 

(75%) 

67 

(71%) 

196 

(57%) 

353 

(35%) 

An electric tricycle 
513 

(26%) 

399 

(23%) 

95 

(53%) 

71 

(53%) 

41 

(79%) 

62 

(65%) 

119 

(35%) 

246 

(25%) 

A side-by-side two 

seater electric cycle 

460 

(24%) 

356 

(21%) 

91 

(51%) 

68 

(51%) 

39 

(75%) 

64 

(69%) 

107 

(32%) 

229 

(23%) 

A two seater electric 

go-kart 

518 

(26%) 

413 

(24%) 

87 

(49%) 

69 

(53%) 

41 

(79%) 

59 

(61%) 

124 

(37%) 

242 

(24%) 

An electric rickshaw 
378 

(19%) 

292 

(17%) 

72 

(41%) 

54 

(41%) 

34 

(65%) 

52 

(56%) 

87 

(26%) 

170 

(17%) 

A specialist bike for 

carrying a wheelchair 

248 

(13%) 

160 

(9.3%) 

75 

(43%) 

62 

(47%) 

39 

(78%) 

57 

(61%) 

72 

(22%) 

103 

(10%) 

Notes. With the exception of frequent walkers, for all interest variables and mobility user groups, users were significantly 

more likely to be interested than non-users (p < .001). 

4.5. Attitudes and Opinions on e-Bikes, e-Cargo Bikes and e-Scooters 

Respondents were asked for levels of agreement or disagreement with a series of opinion 

statements relating to the e-micromobility modes, as shown in Table 8 and in Figure 3. In general, for 

all respondents, opinions were more favourable towards e-bikes than the other two modes, with over 

50% of non-users saying the Government should do more to support them. In addition, for all modes, 

users of the mode were more likely than non-users to have positive opinions on it, though these 

differences were greater for e-scooters than for the other modes. In particular, amongst non-users, 
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using e-scooters in their neighbourhood was seen as dangerous by more people (60%) than e-bikes 

(37%) or e-cargo bikes (39%). Non-users were also more likely to be neutral or say ‘don’t know’ when 

asked about whether modes should receive Government support, or how dangerous they are to use 

in the local neighbourhood. 

For all statements and modes, a higher proportion of younger adults were in favour of e-

micromobility than older adults. For example, support for e-scooters was significantly lower among 

adults over 50: 69% considered using them in their local neighbourhood to be dangerous (p< .001) 

and 48% did not think they should be legalised (p< .001), compared to adults aged less than 50 where 

50% considered using them dangerous and 29% did not think they should be legalised.  

Table 8. Opinions about the different modes, regarding their impact on the environment, their potential as 

an alternative to cars, whether the government should do more to support them (or legalise them in the case 

of e-scooters) and how dangerous they are to use in local neighbourhoods. 

n (%) agreeing that 

e-bike e-cargo bike e-scooter 

non-

users 
users 

non-

users 
users 

non-

users 
users 

Sample size 1817 139 186 55 1861 98 

using an [mode] is better for the 

environment than driving 

1,334 

(73%) 

111 

(80%) 

1,266 

(67%) 

42 

(76%) 

1,094 

(59%) 

75 

(77%) 

p-value .004  .12  .002  
[mode] can be a realistic alternative for 

some car journeys 

1,266 

(70%) 

107 

(77%) 

1,093 

(57%) 

32 

(58%) 

880 

(47%) 

68 

(69%) 

p-value .003  .40  < .001  
the Government should do more to 

support [e-bike; e-cargo bike] use; the 

Government should legalise [e-scooter] 

use 

947 

(52%) 

96 

(69%) 

783 

(41%) 

34 

(62%) 

538 

(29%) 

60 

(61%) 

p-value < .001  .003  < .001  
Using an [mode] is dangerous in my 

neighbourhood 

673 

(37%) 

51 

(37%) 

746 

(39%) 

26 

(47%) 

1,123 

(60%) 

47 

(48%) 

p-value .081 .081 .14 .14 < .001 < .001 

Notes. The table depicts the share agreeing with these statements. “Don’t know” responses to the statements are included 

in the percentage calculations. 
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Figure 3. a: Opinions of e-micromobility users about the mode they use: e-bike, e-cargo bike or e-scooters. 

For e-scooters, due to their different legal context in the UK, the third statement is different: “The Government 

should legalise private e-scooter use”. Percentages are only given on the chart if they are above 3%. 

 

Figure 3. b: Opinions of non-users of the modes regarding e-bike, e-cargo bike and e-scooters. For e-scooters, 

due to their different legal context in the UK, the third statement should be read as: “The Government should 

legalise private e-scooter use”. 

4.6. Barriers To access 

Table 9 and Figure 4 indicate responses to some questions about barriers to ownership of e-

micromobility vehicles. Affordability is one of the key barriers to ownership. Among non-owners, 

only 49% agreed they could easily afford an e-scooter; 38% an e-bike; and 24% an e-cargo bike.  
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Storage was also seen as difficult for 46% of non-owners in the case of an e-bike, 31% for an e-scooter 

and 69% for an e-cargo bike. Theft was also a worry, shared by at least two-thirds of non-owners for 

all three modes (see Figure 4). Among owners, theft was still a worry, although to a lower extent for 

e-scooters, possibly because owned e-scooters are small and designed to be easily taken inside a 

building for storage. While they already owned the mode, storage was still reported to be difficult 

for some, with 30% of e-bike owners and 55% of e-cargo bike owners agreeing that storing an e-

(cargo) bike at home is difficult.  

Table 9. Barriers to e-micromobility ownership, according to ownership. 

n (%) agreeing that 

E-bike E-cargo bike E-scooter 

non-

owner

s 

owner

s 

non-

owner

s 

owner

s 

non-

owner

s 

owner

s 

n = 

1812 
n= 167 

n = 

1934 
n = 40 

n = 

1894 
n = 83 

My household could easily afford to buy 

a [mode]/ the [mode] we own 

692 

(38%) 

103 

(62%) 

464 

(24%) 

24 

(60%) 

920 

(49%) 

47 

(57%) 

Storing a [mode] at my home would 

be/is difficult 

827 

(46%) 

50 

(30%) 

1,334 

(69%) 

22 

(55%) 

591 

(31%) 

39 

(47%) 

If I owned a [mode], I would worry / I 

worry about it getting stolen (at home or 

when out) 

1,286 

(71%) 

98 

(59%) 

1,275 

(66%) 

24 

(60%) 

1,244 

(66%) 

43 

(52%) 

Notes. Difference between owners and non-owners were not tested here, due to the differences in statement formulations. 

 

Figure 4. Views regarding affordability, storage and theft of e-bikes, e-cargo bike and e-scooter for non-

owners of each mode. 

4.7. General Attitudes of e-Micromobility Users and Non-Users 

Tables 10 and 11 and Figures 5a, 5b and 6 provide some insights on the attitudes of e-

micromobility users and others to car use, travel and related issues. These aimed to probe general 

interest in environmental issues and support for car use restrictions; to understand personal car 

dependence; and to understand other factors that might affect use and future take-up of e-

micromobility modes. 
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In terms of general interest in environmental issues, one striking finding is that, in line with other 

surveys, over 77% of all groups were somewhat, fairly or very concerned about climate change, with 

over half in the top two categories. Significantly higher levels of concerns were reported by cyclists 

and walkers (but not e-micromobility users). Concerns about air quality were also high, although this 

time, they were significantly higher for all the active travel groups compared to the population as 

whole. People were also asked about their opinion on “having more restrictions on car parking and 

car use, if it improved conditions for other road users like pedestrians and cyclists”. Generally, survey 

respondents were fairly evenly split into thirds (support, oppose, don’t know), although support for 

car restrictions policies was higher (over 50%) among all categories of active mode users6. 

To assess personal car dependence, those who had the option of a car were asked “if you had to 

make a new journey (of approximately 2-3 miles), would you use a car automatically, without really 

thinking about it”. The proportion agreeing was lower amongst utility cyclists, frequent walkers and 

e-cargo bike users (compared with non-utility cyclists, non-frequent walkers and non-e-cargo bike 

users respectively). Nevertheless, e-micromobility users did differ in their relationship to driving, as 

shown in Figure 6. Compared to e-micromobility users, a higher share of non-users drive (73% versus 

66%) and those drivers also had less interest in reducing their car use (63% compared to 84%). 

However, 22% of e-micromobility users would like to start driving, compared to 9% of non-users.  

People were also asked about whether better access to e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters 

would affect their day-to-day travel habits. About half of e-micromobility users indicated that better 

access meant they would make quite substantial or very substantial changes to their day-to-day travel 

habits, with a particularly high share of e-cargo bike users indicating this. These proportions were 

significantly higher than for non-users and also higher than for utility cyclists.  

Two other factors were explored which might be key to whether people use e-micromobility, 

and both are potentially important. First, people were asked about how confident they feel cycling 

on roads in their local area. On average, micromobility users (including cyclists) indicated that they 

were significantly more confident than non-users. However, at the same time, about half of current 

utility cyclists and e-micromobility users indicate that they are not fairly or very confident cycling in 

their local area. This highlights the crucial role that measures such as safer infrastructure, speed 

limits, cycling training and other measures have to play in enabling people to feel more confident 

about active travel in their local areas. Second, people were asked about their interest in new 

technologies. Levels of interest were significantly higher amongst e-micromobility users, but also 

frequent cyclists, highlighting that the ‘tech’ part of these vehicles may be a selling point for attracting 

future market segments.  

Table 10. Opinions of different user mobility groups. 
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Sample size 

200

0 

175

3 
185 139 55 98 343 

101

4 

104

2 

% who for a new journey would 

automatically use the car (if 

applicable) 

57% 
58% 

ns 
56% 

57% 

ns 

78% 

** 

68% 

ns 

41% 

*** 

46% 

*** 

68% 

*** 

 
6 Note that each of the individual e-micromobility user groups – e-bike users, e-cargo-bike users and e-

scooter users – had higher average support than e-micromobility users as a whole. This is because more 

positive people were more likely to be users of all three modes, whilst less positive people were less likely to 

be so.  
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% who support having more 

restrictions on car parking and car 

use, if it improved conditions for 

other road users like pedestrians 

and cyclists 

34% 
33% 

*** 
48% 

52% 

*** 

64% 

*** 

53% 

*** 

55% 

*** 

37% 

*** 

25% 

*** 

% feeling fairly to very confident 

about cycling on roads in their 

local area 

18% 
16% 

*** 
45% 

49% 

*** 

53% 

*** 

44% 

*** 

49% 

*** 

20% 

* 

17% 

ns 

% who are fairly to very concerned 

about climate change 
56% 

57% 

ns 
56% 

56% 

ns 

58% 

ns 

55% 

ns 

64% 

*** 

61% 

*** 

54% 

*** 

% who are fairly to very concerned 

about local air quality 
43% 

43% 

* 
49% 

53% 

** 

58% 

** 

51% 

* 

55% 

*** 

47% 

** 

38% 

*** 

% who are fairly to very interested 

in new technologies 
46% 

45% 

*** 
57% 

55% 

*** 

60% 

ns 

62% 

*** 

57% 

*** 

50% 

* 

48% 

ns 

% who, with a better access to an 

ebike, e-cargobike or e-scooter, 

would make quite to very 

substantial changes to their day-to-

day travel habits 

14% 
10% 

*** 

49% 

*** 

52% 

*** 

78% 

*** 

58% 

*** 

31% 

*** 

14% 

ns 

11% 

*** 

Notes. ‘Don’t know responses’ are included in the calculated percentages. On the question about habitual car use, non-car 

owners were removed (n= 290). P-values indicate significance either between users and non-users, or between members of 

each group and their inverse – e.g. e-bike users and non-e-bike users and is noted as: ns for p > .05, * for p ≤ .05, ** for p ≤ 

0.01, *** for p ≤ 0.001. 

 

Figure 5. a: Intensity of opinions of users and non-users of e-micromobility. 
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Figure 5. b: Positive and negative opinions of users and non-users of e-micromobility. 

Table 11. Car use and driving attitudes and habits for different mobility groups. 

 E
n

g
la

n
d

 

N
o

n
 e

m
m

 

u
se

rs
 

E
-m

ic
ro

 

m
o

b
il

it
y

 

u
se

rs
 

E
-b

ik
e 

u
se

rs
 

E
-c

ar
g

o
 

b
ik

e 
u

se
rs

 

E
-s

co
o

te
r 

u
se

rs
 

U
ti

li
ty

 

cy
cl

is
ts

 

F
re

q
u

en
t 

w
al

k
er

s 

F
re

q
u

en
t 

ca
r 

u
se

rs
 

sample size 2000 1753 185 139 55 98 343 1014 1042 

Don't know  / None of the above 128 84 14 10 3 3 17 35 34 

Share not driving 27% 27% 34% 32% 54% 43% 26% 29% 8% 

I do not drive, and have no 

interest in doing so 
63% 67% 35% 38% 39% 35% 54% 62% 51% 

I do not drive, but would like to 

start doing so 
37% 32% 65% 63% 61% 65% 46% 38% 49% 

Share driving 73% 73% 66% 68% 46% 57% 75% 71% 93% 

I drive, but try to minimise my 

car use 
64% 63% 82% 82% 87% 81% 80% 69% 58% 

I drive, and am not interested 

in reducing my car use 
36% 37% 18% 18% 13% 19% 20% 31% 42% 

Notes. Respondents were asked to choose from four statements about driving. A fifth statement: Don’t know / Prefer not to 

say / None of the above, has been removed from the given percentages. 

 

Figure 6. Attitudes towards driving and car use of e-micromobility users and non-users. 
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5. Discussion and Conclusions 

This paper outlines the results of a national survey designed to understand the experience and 

opinions of the general population in England towards electrically-assisted micromobility, 

particularly e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and e-scooters, and to situate those opinions within the wider 

context of their travel behaviour and more general attitudes. As highlighted in section 2, England 

lags behind many other European countries in take-up of such modes, which is partly due to policy 

decisions about their promotion and use. Results from this survey are intended to clarify whether 

politicians are simply reflecting antipathy by the general public towards such modes, and what scope 

there is for use of these modes to increase, given the need to switch to less energy intensive forms of 

travel due to the climate crisis. 

The first finding is that 11% of households owned at least one of these three forms of 

micromobility. 6% of the population used one at least weekly, 9% were doing so at least once per 

month and 19% had ever tried them.  Findings for e-cycles (where question wording enabled 

comparison) were reasonably consistent with those from the Department for Transport’s 2023 

Transport and Technology Tracker (Marshall et al, 2023) – with 7% of people in our survey using an 

e-bike at least once a month and 15% ever doing so, compared to 6% monthly and 13% annually in 

the T&T Tracker, suggesting the order of magnitude of our findings is reasonable. Levels of use of e-

cargo bikes were lower than for e-cycles (3% monthly), with e-scooter use being in between (5% 

monthly). CoMoUK’s research suggests 2% of people actively used a shared scooter in 2023/24, whilst 

our survey suggested 4% of households now own an e-scooter, indicating that the difference in values 

will partly be due to private use (despite it being illegal on public roads in the UK). Interestingly, the 

T&T Tracker suggests that levels of knowledge of electric cars/ vans are higher than for micromobility 

– with 47% of people saying that they knew a great deal or fair amount about them in 2023, compared 

to 26% for e-cycles and 32% for e-scooters. And yet, in August, less than 5% of cars in the UK were 

fully electric (ZapMap, 2025). Hence, levels of use of e-micromobility are likely to be higher than for 

electric cars7, even though they have not received the same policy promotion and many people do 

not feel well informed about them. This implies they potentially have a higher innate appeal (not 

least due to their lower costs), which policy makers need to consider. 

Second, our findings on demographics were consistent with many other studies (see, for 

example, Fyhri & Fearnley, 2015; Møller et al., 2024; Rérat, 2021, Melia & Bartle, 2022; Simsekoglu & 

Klöckner, 2019, Steer 2024, Carracedo & Mostofi 2022, Marincek et al 2024a, Badia & Jenelius 2023, 

Kantar 2021, Ove Arup & NatCen 2021). Specifically, we found that men were more likely to use 

micromobility modes than women (with 61% of users being male). Micromobility users were also 

more likely to be young, with over half being under 35, and to be living in urban areas (85% compared 

to 80% of non-users). Compared to non-users, e-micromobility users were more likely to have 

children in their household (52% vs 20%), to be employed (68% vs 59%), to have a degree (63% vs 

53%) and to be other than white (25% vs 7%). However, gender differences were less marked than for 

utility cyclists (of whom 65% were male), and the age, urban, employment and education bias was 

less strong for e-cyclists than for e-cargo bike users or e-scooter users. The lower level of gender bias, 

compared to utility cycling, highlights that the reduced effort required for e-micromobility use may 

mean that such modes can potentially be more inclusive than conventional cycling – and the high 

level of children present indicates the potential for household sharing of vehicles, a finding consistent 

with other work on e-cargo bikes (Riggs & Schwartz 2018, Marincek et al 2024a). As other studies 

have suggested (Zhang et al 2025, Rérat, 2021, Melia & Bartle 2021), with greater adoption, e-cycles 

can appeal to a wider variety of market segments over time, consistent with our findings for the lower 

biases for e-cycles (the most established of the three modes studied in England). In other words, 

although our findings confirm stereotypes – namely that e-micromobility modes are more likely to 

be used by young, male, well-educated urban dwellers – they also suggest relatively high take-up by 

 
7 The T&T Tracker does not contain a use metric that can be readily compared, and the relationship between 

share of the vehicle fleet, and proportion of regular drivers using them, may be complicated by shared 

household ownership.  
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families, greater appeal to women than conventional cycling, and the potential (for e-bikes at least) 

to appeal to a wider range of age groups as they become more widely adopted. 

Third, the survey results suggest that e-micromobility use is often associated with more varied 

mobility strategies. Although 82% of e-micromobility users were using a car at least once a month 

(compared with 79% of non-users), the proportion using cars 3+ times a week was smaller (47% vs 

55%), and a substantially higher share were making at least monthly use of buses (51% vs 32%), trains 

(45% vs 24%), taxis (39% versus 15%) and mopeds (26% vs 2.4%). However, there was potentially 

some substitution between e-micromobility and walking, as a smaller proportion were frequent 

walkers (46% vs 53%). As already highlighted, other studies have also suggested that use of e-

micromobility can reduce car use, including studies of e-bikes (Cairns et al, 2017, Fyhri et al 2016, 

Gioria 2016, McArthur et al 2018, McQueen et al 2019, Wolf & Seebauer 2014, Hiselius & Svenssons 

2014, Bourne et al 2020); e-cargo bikes (Riggs 2016, Bjørnarå et al., 2019, Becker & Rudolf  2018 and 

Marincek et al 2024b); and e-scooters, particularly those privately owned and/or being used in the US 

(Badia & Jenelius 2023; Laa and Leth 2020; Oostendorp and Hardinghaus 2023; Ove Arup & NatCen 

2022). 

Fourth, the findings suggest that there is considerable potential to increase use. Over 50% of 

people were quite or very interested in trialling them for free for a few minutes in a local park or via 

a monthly loan. Over 20% people were also interested in trialling some more unconventional 

micromobility modes (including fold-up e-cycles, e-tricycles or two-seater e-cycles). This high level 

of interest perhaps mirrors the high levels of participation achieved in the national e-bikes trial (Steer, 

2024), and the 43% of residents who either had, or were interested, in trying an e-scooter in UK cities 

where e-scooters were introduced (Ove Arup & Natcen 2022).  

High proportions of existing e-micromobility users often did not own their own vehicles, with 

55% saying they were likely to buy an e-bike, e-cargo bike or e-scooter in the next 12 months. (It 

should be noted that this figure included e-scooter users who would do so “if it became legal for 

privately owned e-scooters to be ridden where you can ride a standard pedal cycle”). 8% of non-users 

also said that they were likely to buy one of the three vehicles in the next 12 months (with the same 

question wording clarifying that this was if e-scooter use became legal). The much higher levels of 

purchase interest from existing users, and the general interest in trials, indicates the importance of 

trial opportunities as a way of enabling people to assess the value of a purchase. Previously, 

Mesimäki & Lehtonen (2023) also found that increased familiarity with light electric vehicles was 

associated with more favourable views concerning them. In the UK national e-bike trial, people who 

loaned bikes or who undertook training said they were more likely to buy one afterwards, although 

with that share then potentially affected by revealed costs (Steer, 2024). Equally, in recent loans of e-

cargo bikes to households, 20% went on to buy one, and 65% said that their household was 

‘somewhat’ or ‘much’ more likely to buy one after trying them (Philips et al, 2025).   

The potential benefits of owning and using e-micromobility modes are relatively well 

documented in the literature and include being able to travel further, faster and up hills with less 

effort, compared to other modes; potential physical and mental health benefits; perceived 

environmental advantages and fun  (Melia & Bartle 2022, Marshall et al, 2023, 2024, Steer 2024, 

Carracedo & Mostofi 2022, Badia & Jenelius 2023, Ove Arup & NatCen 2021). Consequently, our 

survey focused on more general attitudes, particularly amongst non-users, and showed that they 

often had positive views. Specifically, over half of non-users thought that each of the e-micromobility 

modes were better for the environment; 47% or more thought that they had potential to substitute for 

car use; and 29% or more thought that the Government should do more to support them. In addition, 

a high proportion of people were either neutral or said they didn’t know. This was in a context where 

the majority of non-users were somewhat, fairly or very concerned about climate change, and over 

two-thirds of non-user drivers said they would like to reduce their car use.  

However, views did vary by micromobility mode (together with levels of background 

knowledge). E-bikes were by far the best known (and supported) of the three, with 28% of people 

personally knowing a regular user and 15% having tried them. In contrast, e-cargo bikes were the 

least well known, with the equivalent figures being 5% and 5%. Meanwhile, for non-users, e-scooters 

generated more negative perceptions than the other two modes: compared to e-bikes and e-cargo 
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bikes, 60% felt they were dangerous to use in local neighbourhoods (compared to 37% and 39% 

respectively); only 47% agreed they were a realistic alternative to the car for some journeys (compared 

to 70% and 57%) and only 59% thought they were better for the environment than driving (compared 

to 73% and 67%). This may partly relate to the fact that they are illegal for private use and are more 

likely to be used illegally in pedestrian environments, as well as objective differences in their 

characteristics.   

Other barriers to ownership identified in this study were similar to those found in many others. 

People were concerned about the costs of e-micromobility modes. Amongst non-owners of each 

mode, only 49% agreed they could easily afford an e-scooter; 38% an e-bike; and 24% an e-cargo bike, 

and at least two-thirds would worry about their vehicle getting stolen if they bought one. Storage 

was also seen as difficult for e-scooters by 31% of non-owners; for e-bikes by 46% of non- owners and 

for e-cargo bikes by 69% of non-owners.  The safety of travel environments and personal confidence 

when cycling were also important, with concerns about the safety of e-scooters reflecting the wider 

literature, particularly in relation to pedestrian safety (Marshall et al 2023, 2024, Badia & Jenelius 

2023, Kantar 2021, Ove Arup & NatCen 2022). Other issues identified in the literature for e-bikes and 

e-cargo bikes include weight, manoeuvrability and parking (Melia & Bartle 2022, Behrendt et al., 2021; 

Philips et al., 2024, 2025; Rérat, 2021). Conversely, some commentators have highlighted that lower 

total costs of ownership may be a motivation for e-cargo bike purchase compared to car ownership 

(Carracedo & Mostofi, 2022). 

In terms of important differences between the attitudes of users and non-users, e-micromobility 

users were more likely to be concerned about local air quality (49% vs 43%), more likely to be 

interested in new technologies (57% vs 45%) and more likely to feel relatively confident cycling on 

roads in their local area (45% vs 16%). Hence, if policy makers want to increase uptake of these modes, 

clarifying the benefits for local air quality and the novelty of the technology may be important. The 

findings also highlight the value of cycle training to increase confidence in cycling, coupled with 

changes to local environments such as protected road space and reduced speed limits. 

Finally, the survey provides some insights into the relationship between e-micromobility, 

cycling and walking. Specifically, e-micromobility users were less likely than non-users to be 

sedentary for more than 8 hours, and more likely to be undertaking the recommended amount of 

physical activity each week. They were also, on average, undertaking 3 times the amount of active 

travel (defined to include use of e-bikes and e-cargo bikes) as non-users, twice as much as frequent 

walkers, and 25% more than utility cyclists. This suggests that use of such modes is often providing 

health benefits and should be seen as an important form of active travel (Bourne et al, 2022; Cook et 

al 2022, Larrington-Spencer 2024). Notably, those using e-micromobility and/or undertaking utility 

cycling at least once a month comprise 21% of the population. Adding in those who also walk 

frequently takes the total to 86% of the population. This highlights that making space for modes 

without major power would benefit the majority of people (even though many are also car users). 

However, there are also clearly some conflicts, particularly between pedestrians and e-scooter users. 

Hence, in allocating space for active travel, it is important that policy makers recognise that the speeds 

and needs of these different groups are not necessarily the same, or that speed capping for different 

vehicles is harmonised or other mechanisms are adopted to ensure that they can coexist successfully. 

In brief, our survey has shown that England has considerably greater potential to increase the 

use of e-micromobility modes. Barriers and advantages are largely the same as those for other 

countries; interest in being able to trial vehicles is high; and attitudes are, on average, positive. 

However, there are also a series of key issues that need addressing, including vehicle costs, theft, 

storage, cycle training and safer road environments, with additional measures needed to address the 

safety concerns of e-scooters. Given the critical need to move towards less environmentally damaging 

forms of transport, finding practical ways to safely increase uptake of these vehicles therefore offers 

a solution that might be both politically popular and practically effective. 
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Appendix A1. Socio-Economic and Transport Characteristics of Our sample 

Compared to National Statistics 

Table A1. Socio-economic characteristics of our sample compared to national statistics. 

Socio-economic variables Our survey 

n= 2000 

(Adults in England) 

Census 2021 

(% of the adult population in 

England) 

Gender  

Female 

Male 

Other 

Gender 

999 (50%) 

955 (48%) 

46 (2%) 

Sex 

52% 

48% 

 

Age 

18-34 

35-49 

50-64 

65+ 

 

533 (27%) 

494 (25%) 

478 (24%) 

449 (23%) 

 

28% 

25% 

25% 

23% 

Social Grade 

AB 

C1 

C2 

DE 

 

556 (28%) 

623 (31%) 

351 (18%) 

470 (24%) 

 

23% 

34% 

21% 

22% 

Region  

 

East Midlands 

East of England 

London 

North East 

North West 

South East 

South West 

West Midlands 

Yorkshire and the Humber 

 

 

186 (9.3%) 

225 (11%) 

298 (15%) 

100 (5.0%) 

261 (13%) 

329 (16%) 

206 (10%) 

200 (10%) 

195 (9.8%) 

 

 

8.7% 

11.2% 

15.4% 

4.7% 

13.1% 

16.4% 

10.3% 

10.4% 

9.7% 

Table A2. Transport characteristics of our sample compared to national statistics. 

Transport variables Our survey 

n= 2000 

(Adults in England) 

National Travel Survey (2023) 

(% of population in England) 
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Private car 

Travel monthly 

Travel weekly 

 

77% 

68% 

 

90% 

82% 

Local bus 

Travel monthly 

Travel weekly 

Surface rail 

Travel monthly 

Travel weekly 

 

34% 

21% 

 

26% 

11% 

 

34% 

21% 

 

24% 

9% 

Cycling 

Monthly 

weekly 

 

17% 

11% 

 

21% 

12% 

Private car (household ownership) 

own at least one car 

own more than one car 

 

79% 

33% 

 

78% 

34% 
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