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Conceptualising Micromobility:While micromobility has seen a significant rise of interest across 
policy, industry and academia, a detailed conceptualisation of it has so far been missing from the 
scientific literature. This paper develops a multi-dimensional conceptualisation of micromobility, in 
conjunction with a new socio-technical definition. To do so, it reviews related concepts; it analyses 
how the term micromobility has been used; and it critically engages with existing definitions most 
frequently cited in this literature. Building on these insights, we develop a multi-dimensional con-
ceptualization of micromobility. Our definition of micromobility covers a wide range of mobility 
options 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 use of road 
space, relative to automobility. According to our conceptualisation, micromobility modes comprise 
fully human powered, partially motor assisted and fully powered options. They typically do not 
exceed 25 kilometres per hour (or 45 for faster ones) and weigh (often significantly) less than 350 
kilogram, while often providing some (public) health benefits. Trip lengths are typically less than 
15 kilometres and daily distance travelled less than 80 kilometres. This new definition has relevance 
for future transport and mobility scholarship, as well as policy and evaluation. Advantages of a new 
and widely accepted definition and conceptualisation of micromobility could include more robust 
design standards, legislation, as well as evaluation metrics and methods, all leading to greater un-
derstanding of, and attention paid to, this form of mobility. This paper highlights the important role 
that micromobilities could play in moving beyond automobility, to create more sustainable and just 
mobility futures.  

Keywords: micromobility; sustainable transport; electric vehicles; active travel; LEV; socio-technical 
analysis 
 

1. Introduction  
The accelerating climate crisis and transport’s stubbornly high carbon emissions 

highlight the importance of reducing transport emissions (IEA, 2021). Micromobility is 
often put forward as a potential solution for lowering carbon emissions, alongside posi-
tive social and economic benefits, that can clearly help achieve a range of Sustainable De-
velopment Goals (United Nations, 2015). 

Industry analyst Dediu (Micromobility, 2017) is widely credited for coining the term 
micromobility in 2017. The term has gained currency very quickly over the last few years, 
in policy, industry and academic contexts, with multiple definitions and understandings 
of the term. However, a detailed conceptualization and broadly accepted definition are 
still missing. This paper complements the emerging body of literature on micromobility 
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that is largely based on empirical studies, by proposing such a conceptual approach. By 
doing so it explores new thinking on how to challenge (auto)mobility regimes and radi-
cally reduce carbon emissions. 

Some of the mobilities understood as micromobility, such as shared electric step 
scooters are a relatively new addition to our cities and have seen very fast adoption rates 
in some countries. Other modes, such as bicycles have been around for more than two 
centuries, and have gone through phases of mass uptake, followed by decades of margin-
alization and a recent boom and technical development (e.g. e-bikes). While some (e.g. 
cargo bicycles) used to be marginalized due to not ‘fitting’ into mainstream categories (see 
e.g. Cox, 2012), others, such as step scooters, wheelchairs, or mobility scooters were 
mainly used by young, old, or disabled people, and are largely absent from micromobility 
debates. It seems that the term ‘micromobility’ facilitates a shift in the perception of some 
of these mobilities. While it is important to challenge the “newness discourse” around 
micromobility, with many modes having long histories both in policy and academic de-
bates (Ploeger and Oldenziel, 2020; Dekker, 2021), a historic perspective is beyond the 
scope of this paper.  

The (re-)emergence of micromobility comes with many contestations, for example 
around road space and legislation, with associated safety debates. Conflicts between pe-
destrians and shared step-scooters are one example. Policy makers often scramble to pro-
vide frameworks, with responses often allocating small amounts of road/urban space, of-
ten in conflict with other micromobility modes such as walking or cycling. However, there 
are also more radical approaches, that re-allocate automobile infrastructure, with an ac-
celeration during Covid-19 in some places. Overall, the legal frameworks for micromobil-
ity vary, and are changing rapidly. 

Our conceptual approach to micromobility is broadly informed by a mobility studies 
perspective and therefore seeks “to address entire mobility systems logistical practices, 
energy cultures, and the way everyday practices are embedded in these larger socio-tech-
nical systems” (Sheller, 2018, p. xv). This paper’s main research question is thus: How can 
we best conceptualise micromobility in a socio-technical and multi-dimensional manner? 
To answer this question, the paper reviews micromobility-related concepts (section 2), 
analyses the emergence and use of the term micromobility in the literature (section 3), 
proposes a conceptualisation of micromobility with key characteristics/dimensions (sec-
tion 4) and contributes a new micromobility definition (section 5). 

2. Micromobility-related concepts  
This section reviews concepts that are closely related to micromobility: active travel, 

non-motorised transport, electric mobility, Light Electric Vehicles (LEVs), microcars and 
minimobility, multi-modal transport, shared mobility/Mobility as a Service (MaaS), and 
smart mobility. While they all have certain elements in common, none of these existing 
concepts covers the same ground. The limited amount of interaction between many of 
them (e.g. between active mobility and LEVs, or non-motorised transport and electric mo-
bility) leads to research, innovation and policy often happening in rather siloed ways. 
Similarly, whilst the term micromobility may facilitate debates across these concepts, the 
lack of broadly accepted conceptualisation and definition can exacerbate any confusion 
and misalignment across agendas. Our definition of micromobility, with its dimensions 
and characteristics (see sections 4 and 5), builds on these concepts and intersections be-
tween them, thus embedding micromobility within a broad set of literature, disciplines 
and policy agendas.  

2.1. Active Travel 
The term ‘Active travel’ comes from the public health field and covers modes that 

require some physical activity, such as walking and cycling. More recently, active mobility 
debates have included assisted modes such as electrically-assisted cycling (Sundfør, Fyhri 
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and Bjørnarå, 2020). The ‘active’ element of other modes of micromobility (such as e-step 
scooters), where users stand up rather than sitting down and push off to get started, is less 
explored in the literature. It is also important to note that a major mode of active travel – 
walking – is typically not included in micromobility definitions and debates. Rather, often, 
tensions are described, e.g. between pedestrians and e-scooters (Fitt and Curl, 2020).  

Whilst most active modes tend to be considered under the micomobility umbrella, 
depending on definitions (see below), micromobility can also include modes that do not 
include active travel, such as electric mopeds. Nevertheless, the physical activity and as-
sociated public health dimension are key for considering the societal and individual rele-
vance of (specific modes of) micromobility, while it is important to keep tensions, alliances 
and synergies between walking and (other) micromobilities in mind.  

2.2. Non-motorised Transport  
The concept ‘non-motorised’ transport/mobility has some overlap with ‘active’ de-

bates, e.g. in terms of focusing on walking and cycling. It comes from the transport field 
where it is used to group these modes for modelling purposes. It is a key concept in many 
transport policy debates such as within the UN (United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme, 2019). The term is complicated by the emergence of electrically-assisted modes 
such as e-bikes that are partially human-powered and (optionally) partially by an electric 
motor.  

2.3. Electric Mobility 
As many micromobility modes are (sometimes optionally) powered by an electric 

motor, wider debates on electric mobility are also relevant to this concept. Electric mobil-
ity is often conceptualised narrowly in terms of electric cars (Behrendt, 2018). Mapping 
the interactions between electric modes, whether 'micro' or otherwise (see definition be-
low) is likely to be an important prerequisite for the electric mobility agenda to be broad-
ened and accelerated. A switch to electric cars is also often regarded as the main route to 
reaching climate targets without re-thinking automobility, when this is unlikely to be suf-
ficient (Henderson, 2020). A broader, micromobility-inclusive understanding of electric 
mobility would have a better chance of reaching carbon reduction goals.  

2.4. Light Electric Vehicles (LEVs) 
The term Light Electric Vehicles (LEVs) covers many of the mobilities that are also 

discussed as micromobility, e.g. “electric bicycles, 3- and 4-wheelers, skateboards and Seg-
ways” (Hyvönen, Repo and Lammi, 2016, p. 258) while others define LEVs as being vehi-
cles that fall within the UNECE’s M1-category (Ewert et al., 2020) or the EC’s L (European 
Commission, 2022) that define the attributes of various categories of vehicles. These var-
ying LEV definitions do not cover fully human-powered vehicles such as bicycles, but 
some do include quite heavy vehicles. Adoption is uneven globally, with “considerable 
market share in Asia, [while] LEV sales in Europe are still very low” and research with a 
global perspective very much missing (Ewert et al., 2020, p.2) while “outdated” and “in-
accurate” regulations are currently a bottleneck (LEVA-EU, 2022). These concerns are 
largely shared by advocates for both LEVs and micromobility.  

2.5. Microcars and Minimobility  
Related, and somewhat overlapping with LEVs, there is a small, but a long-standing 

academic debate on micro-cars, “usually a two-seater two-door lightweight vehicle and 
less than 3m long” (Mu and Yamamoto, 2019). Some micromobility definitions would in-
clude such microcars. Moving away from the car element in the name, there is also a sug-
gestion to introduce the term minimobility “as an attempt to classify small vehicles larger 
than a bike or scooter and smaller than a car or shuttle that are largely e-powered”, mainly 
meant for short-to-medium distance urban trips (Riggs and Shukla, 2021, pp. 1020, 1023). 
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2.6. Multi-modal transport  
Micromobility is often used in conjunction with other modes such as public transport 

(Oeschger, Carroll and Caulfield, 2020). Therefore, research on multi-modal transport, es-
pecially with regards to integration with active modes, is of key relevance for micromo-
bility. The ‘first and last mile’ distance traditionally covered by walking and cycling can 
be extended by other micromobility options, or made possible for those less mobile, wid-
ening public transport opportunities. Micromobility definitions, research and policies 
should therefore include multi-modal elements, especially integration with public 
transport. 

2.7. Shared Mobility and Mobility as a Service 
Some forms of micromobility are available as shared schemes, especially bicycles and 

step scooters (docked and dockless). From a multidimensional approach to micromobility, 
equity issues (Dill and McNeil, 2021) from the shared mobility literature are especially 
relevant, for example, to understand actual and potential users, who do or do not have 
access to these modes and why, and what conflicts over public space and parking emerge 
(Petzer, Wieczorek and Verbong, 2020). Mobility as a Service (MaaS), where (one or sev-
eral) shared modes are made available via an app, including services such as wayfinding, 
booking, unlocking, etc. (Lyons, Hammond and Mackay, 2019; Hensher and Mulley, 2020) 
may or may not include micromobility. Unintended consequences of MaaS, such as fur-
ther social exclusion and focus on monetary rather than social goals (Pangbourne et al., 
2020) are also potentially relevant to micromobilities. 

2.8. Smart Mobility 
As many forms of micromobility include some digital/data element, especially 

shared schemes, the concept of smart mobility is pertinent, focusing on the use of Infor-
mation and Communication Technology (ICT) in mobility/transport, often in the context 
of smart cities. Emerging literature considers how to best approach the data elements of 
shared mobility (Shaheen and Cohen, 2019; Fischer, 2020; Transportation for America, 
2020) and MaaS (Cottrill, 2020). This literature critically interrogates smart mobility’s 
knowledge claims and assesses how value is extracted and what issues arise around sur-
veillance and privacy (Spinney and Lin, 2018; Petersen, 2019). Studies of smart mobility 
frequently draw on micromobility case studies (van Oers et al., 2020) and it follows, there-
fore, that considerations of the governance of smart mobility need to extend to micromo-
bility to ensure public value and avoid “locking the mobility system into transition paths 
which exacerbate rather than ameliorate the wider social and environmental problems 
that have challenged planners throughout the automobility transition” (Docherty, 
Marsden and Anable, 2018, p. 114). 

3. Use and Definitions of the term Micromobility  
To complement the micromobility-related concepts discussed above, this section 

shows specifically how the term ‘micromobility’ has been used in the academic literature, 
how the term is defined in this literature and discusses and compares the two non-aca-
demic definitions that are frequently used. 

3.1. Incidences and trends  
We searched Scopus with the following keywords: (1) ‘micromobility’, (2) ‘e-scoot-

ers’, (3) ‘e-bike OR e-bicycle’, and ‘shared AND bicycle OR bike’, on 6 July 2022. Figure 1 
shows the prevalence of these words in scientific papers in the (a) title, as well as in the 
(b) title, abstract and keywords.  
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Figure 1. The prevalence of terminology in title, abstract and keywords, and title only 

The results show that the term ‘micromobility’ is mentioned 123 times in the abstract, 
and 426 times in the title, abstract, and keywords. A sharp rise in academic papers took 
place in recent years: from 2015 to 2019 there was a maximum of one paper published 
with micromobility in the title, whilst in 2020 this rose to 12 and in 2021 to 45, and in 2022 
the count is already 25. A similarly sharp increase is for papers that used the term in their 
keywords and abstract. An earlier peak of the term (2004) was not transport related.  

A sharp increase in the number of published papers can also be observed for modes 
that are often associated with micromobility, such as e-scooters and e-bikes. The attention 
to e-bikes, shared bikes and e-scooters has so far all surmounted the attention to micro-
mobility, and, in the case of e-bikes and shared bicycles has risen over a longer time, ap-
proximately since 2010 and 2015 respectively.  

3.2. Use and definition of micromobility  
Next, the focus is on how the term ‘micromobility’ is used and defined in the scien-

tific papers identified above. The analysis is confined to those papers having micromobil-
ity in the title as compared to only in the keywords or abstract on the premise that they 
are likely to have a stronger focus on micromobility. Out of the 92 papers identified above, 
this analysis only considers publications in journals, in English, and for the transport con-
text, and excludes one publication that we could not access, resulting in 36 documents (see 
Tables 1 & 2).  

Table 1 provides an overview of the definitions used in these 36 documents. Interest-
ingly, more than half of the papers did not provide any clear definitions of micromobility. 
Those that explicitly offered a definition were often based on definitions by the Interna-
tional Transport Forum (ITF) and the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE), but also 
sometimes based on Wikipedia, a website, or a provider of audit and assurance (Deloitte). 
Other papers operationalize the term but do not provide a clear definition. The absence of 
a broadly agreed definition of micromobility in the scientific literature has therefore re-
sulted in variations of the use of the term and a subsequent lack of clarity and incon-
sistency in what is or is not included.  
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Table 1. Definitions of micromobility in the scientific literature (compiled from different sources). 

 

Author(s)  Referenc
e 

Countr
y 

studied 

Definiti
on of 

microm
obility 

provide
d 

Which is:1 
Reference to 

main external 
definitions 

Zhao et 
al., 2022 

(Zhao et 
al., 2022) 

China, 
India, 
Japan, 

and the 
United 
States 

yes 
“micromobility devices include motor scooters, powered two-wheelers, motorcycles, mopeds, 
bicycles, e-bikes, pedal-assisted bicycles, speed-pedelecs, mobility scooters, standing scooters, 

and e-scooters.” 
 

López-
Dóriga, et 
al., 2022 

(López-
Dóriga et 
al., 2022) 

Spain no   

Romm, 
Verma, 

Karpinski, 
Sanders, 

McKenzie
, 2022 

(Romm et 
al., 2022) 

USA no   

Psarrou 
Kalakoni, 
Christofor
ou, Farhi, 

2022 

(Psarrou 
Kalakoni, 
Christofor

ou and 
Farhi, 
2022) 

France yes 

“The term “micromobility” is used widely to describe modes of individual transportation that 
are characterized by limited use of space and relatively low mass. However, apart from the 

vehicle characteristics, a rather mobility-oriented definition of the term includes all 
transportation modes that allow their users to make a hybrid usage and behave either as a 

pedestrian or a vehicle at their convenience (e.g. to cross a road or board a bus) when 
necessary (Christoforou et al., 2021). These can include a wide range of vehicles, from bicycles 
and electric scooters to segways, kick-scooters, single-wheel boards, and others. They can be 
either motorized or non-motorized modes, shared or privately owned. In this research, we 

will mainly focus on bicycles and electric scooters, which are the most widely used modes to 
date.” 

 

Fang, 
2022 

(Fang, 
2022) 

USA yes 

“The Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) defines micromobility vehicles as “primarily 
designed for human transport,” for use on paved facilities, no greater than 500 lb in curb 

weight, and have a top speed of no greater than 30 miles per hour (SAE, 2019). While the SAE 
taxonomy is limited to fully or partially-powered devices, human-powered devices can 

provide similar mobility. This paper discusses injuries related to the use of eight devices: 
bicycles, motorized bicycles, kick scooters, motorized scooters, skateboards, motorized 

skateboards, hoverboards, and devices presumed to be Segways” 

SAE 

Felipe-
Falgas, P.; 
Madrid-

Lopez, C.; 
Marquet, 
O. 2022 

(Felipe-
Falgas, 

Madrid-
Lopez 

and 
Marquet, 

2022) 

Spain  

“Micromobility, consisting of private or shared lightweight vehicles, which operate at low 
speeds and are used for short trips [Roig-Costa, et al., 2021], includes vehicles such as e-

bicycles, e-scooters, and e-mopeds. Many authors have theorized that micromobility 
characteristics, including its flexibility, sustainability, and affordability make them ideal for 

substituting more private vehicles that contribute to pollution (Bduljabbar et al., 2021).” 

 

Hamerska
, M.; 

Ziółko, 
M.; 

Stawiarsk
i, P. A, 
2022 

(Hamersk
a, Ziółko 

and 
Stawiarsk

i, 2022) 

Poland no   

Medina-
Molina, 

C., Pérez-
Macías, 

N., 

(Medina-
Molina, 
Pérez-
Macías 

and 

Spain, 
Portuga
l, Italy, 
France, 
Germa

yes 

“In accordance with the International Transportation Forum (ITF), micromobility is the use of 
“micro vehicles with a mass of less than 350 kgs and a design speed of 45 km/hour or less” 

(2020, p. 10). However, due to their constant evolution, it is recommended that it should not 
be limited to certain types of vehicles or energy sources (Oeschger et al., 2020), even though 

ITF 

 
1 Note: references have been removed from quotes for ease of reading.  
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Gismera-
Tierno, L. 

2022 

Gismera-
Tierno, 
2022) 

ny, 
Turkey 
and the 
United 
Kingdo

m 

this growth is associated with the new generation of shared electric bikes and scooters 
(O`Hern & Estgfaeller, 2020).” 

Elmashha
ra, 

M.G., Silv
a, J., Sá, 

E., Carval
ho, 

A., Rezaz
adeh, A. 

(Elmashh
ara et al., 

2022) 
 no   

Zakhem, 
M., Smith
-Colin, J. 

(Zakhem 
and 

Smith-
Colin, 
2021) 

USA no     

Serra, 
G.F., Fern

andes, 
F.A.O., N
oronha, 
E., de 
Sousa, 
R.J.A. 

(Serra et 
al., 2021) 

Portuga
l 

yes 
“The category of micro-vehicles is quite broad, ranging from human-propelled vehicles to 

electric and internal-combustion ones, with speeds typically reaching up to 45 km/h.” 
Followed by a discussion of the ITF and SAE definitions.  

ITF, SAE 

Freire de 
Almeida, 
H., Lopes, 
R.J., Carril

ho, 
J.M., Eloy, 

S. 

(Freire de 
Almeida 

et al., 
2021) 

Portuga
l 

no     

Aman, 
J.J.C., Zak

hem, 
M., Smith
-Colin, J. 

(Aman, 
Zakhem 

and 
Smith-
Colin, 
2021) 

USA 
not 

really 

“Micromobility solutions include small-scale vehicles, such as bicycles, scooters, skateboards, 
segways, and hover-boards, can be human-powered or electric, and often cover short-

distance trips. Shared micromobility programs, such as docked and dockless bikes and, 
recently, dockless electric scooters (i.e., e-scooters), have become increasingly ubiquitous in 

cities worldwide.” 

  

Hosseinza
deh, 

A., Karim
pour, 

A., Kluger
, R. 

(Hosseinz
adeh, 

Karimpou
r and 

Kluger, 
2021) 

USA no     

Sun, 
B., Garika

pati, 
V., Wilson

, 
A., Duvall

, A. 

(Sun et al., 
2021) 

USA 
not 

really 

“These small, lightweight mobility options (commonly referred to as micromobility) build on 
a foundation of shared station-based manual bicycle systems, and have been extended in the 
past few years to include additional vehicles such as dockless bikes, and electric bikes, and 

electric scooters.” 

  

Fazio, 
M., Giuffr
ida, N., Le 

Pira, 
M., Inturr

i, 
G., Ignacc

olo, M. 

(Fazio, 
Giuffrida, 
le Pira, et 
al., 2021) 

Italy yes 

“Micromobility is a widely used term for low-speed modes of transport based on the use of 
electric-powered personal micro vehicles, such as e-scooters. E-bikes can be included in this 

definition as they have been in the USA, even if in some countries, such as Italy, 
micromobility usually refers to small electric devices, thus excluding e-bikes.” The paper also 

mentions that micromobility “is used to indicate new types of transport modes that mainly 
use electric-powered personal mobility vehicles, such as hoverboards, segways, e-scooters, 

monowheels and e-bikes. They can be rented or shared vehicles or privately owned.“ 
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Meng, 
S., Brown, 

A. 

(Meng 
and 

Brown, 
2021) 

USA 
not 

really 
“Today, micromobility includes docked (also known as station-based) and dockless bike-

share, and dockless e-scooters.” 
  

Şengül, 
B., Mostof

i, H. 

 (Sengül 
and 

Mostofi, 
2021) 

  yes 

“Micromobility is defined as small and lightweight (less than 500 kg) modes of transport with 
speeds less than 25 km/h, most of which are used individually, such as the use of bicycles, 
and with the standing position, such as the use of scooters. E-micromobility vehicles are 

different from micromobility vehicles due to their motorized powertrains, which are electric, 
as in e-bikes, e-scooters, and e-skateboards.” 

Wikipedia; 
Deloitte:  

(https://www2.
deloitte.com/us/

en/ 
insights/focus/f

uture-of-
mobility/micro-
mobility-is-the-
future-of-urban-
transportation.h

tml) 
Noland, 

R.B. 
(Noland, 

2021) 
USA no     

Pande, 
D., Taeiha

gh, A. 

 (Pande 
and 

Taeihagh, 
2021) 

Singap
ore 

yes 

"Theoretically, micromobility constitutes all passenger trips of less than 8 km (5 miles), which 
account for as much as 50 to 60 percent of today’s total passenger miles travelled in China, 

European Union, and the United States. Micromobility devices can be both human-powered 
or assisted by electricity. The powered micromobility devices comprising electric scooters or 
e-scooters, e-bikes, hoverboards, electric unicycles, and e-skateboards have recently become 

popular." This is followed by a discussion of the ITF and SAE definitions.  

ITF; SAE 

Sandoval, 
R., Van 
Geffen, 

C., Wilbur
, M., 

(...), Barbo
ur, 

W., Work, 
D.B. 

 (Sandova
l et al., 
2021) 

  no     

de Bortoli, 
A. 

 (de 
Bortoli, 
2021) 

France no     

Reck, 
D.J., Haita

o, 
H., Guido

n, 
S., Axhau
sen, K.W. 

 (Reck et 
al., 2021) 

Switzer
land 

no     

Balacco, 
G., Binetti

, 
M., Caggi

ani, 
L., Ottom
anelli, M. 

(Balacco 
et al., 
2021) 

Italy no “E-bikes and Micro-Mobility (scooter, one wheel, segway)”   

McQueen, 
M., Abou-

Zeid, 
G., MacAr

thur, 
J., Clifton, 

K. 

 (McQuee
n et al., 
2020) 

n/a yes 
“We define micromobility modes as small, lightweight human-powered or electric vehicles 
operated at low speeds, including docked and dockless e-scooters and bike share systems.” 

SAE, Didiu 
(https://microm
obility.io/blog/ 
2019/2/23/the-
micromobility-

definition) 

Askarzad
eh, 

T., Bridgel
all, R. 

(Askarza
deh and 

Bridgelall, 
2021) 

  no     

Esztergár-
Kiss, 

(Esztergár
-Kiss and 

Spain, 
Germa

kind of 
“Shared mobility is the usage of bicycles, scooters, or other vehicles that enables users to have 

short-term access to transportation modes on an occasional basis” 
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D., Lopez 
Lizarraga, 

J.C. 

Lopez 
Lizarraga, 

2021) 

ny, 
Denma

rk, 
Israel, 

Stockho
lm 

Luo, 
Q., Li, 

S., Hamps
hire, R.C. 

(Luo, Li 
and 

Hampshir
e, 2021) 

USA no     

Oeschger, 
G., Carrol

l, 
P., Caulfie

ld, B. 

 (Oeschge
r, Carroll 

and 
Caulfield, 

2020) 

  yes The paper discusses the ITF definition at length. ITF   

O’hern, 
S., Estgfae

ller, N. 

 (O’hern 
and 

Estgfaelle
r, 2020) 

  yes 

“Microvehicles encompass both traditional and emerging vehicle types, from conventional 
bicycles and powered-two wheelers, through to power-assisted e-bikes, e-scooters and new 
vehicles such as electric skateboards and “hoverboards””. The paper also discusses the ITF 

and SAE definitions.  

ITF; SAE 

Lo, 
D., Mintro

m, 
C., Robins

on, 
K., Thoma

s, R. 

(Lo et al., 
2020) 

New 
Zealan

d 
no 

“A class of low-powered lightweight utility vehicles designed for short trips, collectively 
termed “micromobility”” 

  

Fitt, 
H., Curl, 

A. 

 (Fitt and 
Curl, 
2020) 

New 
Zealan

d 
no     

Moran, 
M.E., Laa, 
B., Ember

ger, G. 

 (Moran, 
Laa and 

Emberger
, 2020) 

Austria no   SAE  

Lazarus, 
J., Pourqu

ier, 
J.C., Feng, 
F., Hamm

el, 
H., Shahe

en, S. 

 (Lazarus 
et al., 
2020) 

USA       

Liao, 
F., Correi

a, G. 

 (Liao and 
Correia, 

2022) 
n/a yes 

“The term micromobility first appeared in 2017 and denotes those vehicles which are light 
(less than 500 kg) and designed for short distances (less than 15 km). It mainly consists of 
(conventional and electric) bikes and scooters, while it also includes other less common 

modes such as skateboard, gyro board, hoverboard, and unicycle.”  

  

Feng, 
C., Jiao, 

J., Wang, 
H. 

(Feng, 
Jiao and 
Wang, 
2020) 

USA No     

 
Several of the papers provide examples of micromobility, most often bicycles, e-bikes 

and e-scooters. Indeed, Table 2 shows that the majority of papers with micromobility in 
the title focus on at least one of these modes, including shared schemes. Although most 
papers consider more than one mode, the majority do not consider a wide range of modes. 
Shared forms of mobility have received more attention than privately owned transport 
modes, which could indicate that the term micromobility is commonly linked to shared 
mobility. Interestingly, the growing literature on cargo-bikes does not appear under the 
label micromobility.  

Table 2. Focus of papers in micromobility in the scientific literature (compiled from different sources). 
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Author(
s) 

Referenc
e Focus of paper (not its definition of micromobility) on mode(s) Type of (element of) paper: Topic 

   microm
obility 

e-
scoote

rs 

shared 
e-

scoote
rs 

e-
bikes 

share
d e-
bike 

share
d 

bicyc
les 

e-
mope

d 

share
d e-

mope
d 

bicyc
le 

regular 
kicksco

oter 

Motorc
ycle 

motori
zed 

skatebo
ards, 

hoverb
oards, 

Segway
s 

empiri
cal review 

concept
ual 

desk 
revie

w 
laws 

case 
study 

 

Zhao et 
al., 2022 

(Zhao et 
al., 2022) 

        x  x       

Internatio
nal 

compariso
n road 
safety 

López-
Dóriga, 
et al., 
2022 

(López-
Dóriga et 
al., 2022) 

 x  x   x      x     
Health 
impacts 

Romm, 
Verma, 
Karpins

ki, 
Sanders, 
McKenzi
e, 2022 

(Romm et 
al., 2022) 

     x       x     
User 

behaviour 

Psarrou 
Kalakon

i, 
Christof

orou, 
Farhi, 
2022 

(Psarrou 
Kalakoni, 
Christofo
rou and 
Farhi, 
2022) 

 x x x x x  x         x 

evaluation 
of 

neighborh
ood 

suitability 
for 

micromobi
lity  

Fang, 
2022 

(Fang, 
2022) 

 x  x     x x  x x     safety 

Felipe-
Falgas, 

P.; 
Madrid-
Lopez, 

C.; 
Marquet
, O. 2022 

(Felipe-
Falgas, 

Madrid-
Lopez 

and 
Marquet, 

2022) 

 x x  x x       x     LCA 

Hamers
ka, M.; 
Ziółko, 

M.; 
Stawiars
ki, P. A, 

2022 

(Hamersk
a, Ziółko 

and 
Stawiarsk

i, 2022) 

  x          x     

quality of 
services 

for e-
micromobi

lity 
operators 

Medina-
Molina, 

C., 
Pérez-

Macías, 
N., 

Gismera
-Tierno, 
L. 2022 

(Medina-
Molina, 
Pérez-
Macías 

and 
Gismera-
Tierno, 
2022) 

X            x     

Explaining 
the use of 

micromobi
lity 

services 
between 

cities.  

Elmashh
ara, 

M.G., Sil
va, J., Sá, 

(Elmashh
ara et al., 

2022) 
X   x     x  x         x       

user 
behaviour 

shared 
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E., Carv
alho, 

A., Reza
zadeh, 

A. 

micromobi
lity 

Zakhem, 
M., Smit
h-Colin, 

J. 

(Zakhem 
and 

Smith-
Colin, 
2021) 

    x                x          
parking 

and road 
use 

Serra, 
G.F., Fer
nandes, 
F.A.O., 

Noronha
, E., de 
Sousa, 
R.J.A. 

(Serra et 
al., 2021) 

  x x                  x        safety 

cFreire 
de 

Almeida
, 

H., Lope
s, 

R.J., Car
rilho, 

J.M., Elo
y, S. 

(Freire de 
Almeida 

et al., 
2021) 

                     x          network 

Aman, 
J.J.C., Za

khem, 
M., Smit
h-Colin, 

J. 

(Aman, 
Zakhem 

and 
Smith-
Colin, 
2021) 

    x   x x          x          equity 

Hossein
zadeh, 

A., Kari
mpour, 
A., Klug

er, R. 

(Hosseinz
adeh, 

Karimpo
ur and 
Kluger, 
2021) 

    x     x          x          weather 

Sun, 
B., Garik

apati, 
V., Wils

on, 
A., Duva

ll, A. 

(Sun et 
al., 2021) 

    x   x            x    x     energy 

Fazio, 
M., Giuf

frida, 
N., Le 
Pira, 

M., Intur
ri, 

G., Ignac
colo, M. 

(Fazio, 
Giuffrida, 
le Pira, et 
al., 2021) 

                                 

Meng, 
S., Brow

n, A. 

(Meng 
and 

Brown, 
2021) 

    x     x          

x, 
compa
rative 
betwe

en 
modes 

        

geographi
cal 

inequalitie
s.  
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Şengül, 
B., Most
ofi, H. 

 (Sengül 
and 

Mostofi, 
2021) 

  x 
x (not 
specifi

ed) 
x ?              x       

review 
impacts 

Noland, 
R.B. 

(Noland, 
2021) 

    x   x x          

x, 
compa
rative 
betwe

en 
modes 

        weather 

Pande, 
D., Taei
hagh, A. 

 (Pande 
and 

Taeihagh, 
2021) 

x                            x 
history in 

a city.  

Sandova
l, 

R., Van 
Geffen, 
C., Wilb
ur, M., 

(...), Barb
our, 

W., Wor
k, D.B. 

 (Sandova
l et al., 
2021) 

    x                x         parking 

de 
Bortoli, 

A. 

 (de 
Bortoli, 
2021) 

  x x   x    x x     x         
LCA 

shared/pri
vate 

Reck, 
D.J., Hai

tao, 
H., Guid

on, 
S., Axha

usen, 
K.W. 

 (Reck et 
al., 2021) 

    x   x x          x         
mode 
choice 

Balacco, 
G., Binet

ti, 
M., Cag
giani, 

L., Otto
manelli, 

M. 

(Balacco 
et al., 
2021) 

    (x)   x            (x)         
distributio

n 

McQuee
n, 

M., Abo
u-Zeid, 
G., Mac
Arthur, 
J., Clifto

n, K. 

 (McQuee
n et al., 
2020) 

x                        x     

GHG, 
equity, 

sustainabil
ity 

Askarza
deh, 

T., Bridg
elall, R. 

(Askarza
deh and 

Bridgelall
, 2021) 

          x                    
bike 

sharing 
stations 

Esztergá
r-Kiss, 

D., Lope
z 

Lizarrag
a, J.C. 

(Esztergá
r-Kiss 
and 

Lopez 
Lizarraga

, 2021) 

    x x x x  x x x             
travel 

behaviour 

Luo, 
Q., Li, 

S., Ham

(Luo, Li 
and 

          x                    
network 
design 
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pshire, 
R.C. 

Hampshi
re, 2021) 

Oeschge
r, 

G., Carr
oll, 

P., Caulf
ield, B. 

 (Oeschge
r, Carroll 

and 
Caulfield, 

2020) 

x                      x       
integratio
n with pt 

O’hern, 
S., Estgf
aeller, 

N. 

 (O’hern 
and 

Estgfaelle
r, 2020) 

x                      x       
publicatio
n analysis.  

Lo, 
D., Mint

rom, 
C., Robi

nson, 
K., Tho
mas, R. 

(Lo et al., 
2020)     x                x         

perception 
regulation 

Fitt, 
H., Curl, 

A. 

 (Fitt and 
Curl, 
2020) 

    x                x         
first 

experience
s 

Moran, 
M.E., La

a, 
B., Embe
rger, G. 

 (Moran, 
Laa and 

Emberger
, 2020) 

    x                
x 

(mapp
ing) 

        

spatial 
coverage 

and 
regulation 

Lazarus, 
J., Pourq

uier, 
J.C., Fen

g, 
F., Ham

mel, 
H., Shah
een, S. 

 (Lazarus 
et al., 
2020) 

        x            x         

impact 
shared e-
bike on 
shared 

bike 

Liao, 
F., Corre

ia, G. 

 (Liao 
and 

Correia, 
2020) 

X x   x                x         

Feng, 
C., Jiao, 

J., Wang, 
H. 

(Feng, 
Jiao and 
Wang, 
2020) 

    x                x         
traffic 
flow 

 
Most papers are empirical, but there are also six reviews. The topics researched vary 

widely, ranging from traffic flows, distribution of stations or fleet, parking, safety, and 
equity, to travel behaviour (see Table 1 and Table 2).  

3.3:. Frequently referenced micromobility definitions by international societies and organizations 
The academic papers discussed above draw mostly on two (non-national) institu-

tional definitions of micromobility, by the International Transport Forum (ITF) and the 
Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE). The ITF definition is referenced in 4 papers, the 
SAE one in 5 papers and both are now discussed in more detail.  

According to their own information, the ITF is an “intergovernmental organisation 
with 60 member countries” and “the only global body that covers all transport modes” 
while being “politically autonomous and administratively integrated with the OECD” 
and “act[ing] as a think tank for transport policy” (ITF, 2020, p. 2). Their ‘Corporate Part-
nership Board’ (a platform for industry perspectives) published a report titled ‘Safe Mi-
cromobility’ in 2020, in which a micromobility definition is provided.  
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For the ITF, speed and weight are two key characteristics. The report thus defines 
micromobility as “the use of vehicles with a mass of less than 350 kilogram (kg) and a 
design speed of 45 kilometers per hour (km/h) or less” that can be either “human-pow-
ered” or “electrically-assisted“ (although it later states that fuels tanks are an option too) 
(ITF, 2020, p. 14). The ITF indicates that micromobility modes vary considerably in terms 
of design, stating that these vehicles are “polymorphic“ and “cannot be defined by the 
number of wheels, nor by the riding position, which can be seated or standing” (ITF, 2020, 
pp. 14–15). Four types of micromobility vehicles are distinguished based on the two key 
defining characteristics, i.e. speed (“unpowered or powered up to 25 km/h (16 mph)” and 
“powered with a top speed between 25-45 km/h (16-28 mph)”) and mass (below “35 kg 
(77 lb)” and “35 – 350 kg (77 – 770 lb)") (ITF, 2020, p. 16).  

The second definition often used in academic papers is by the SAE. It is interesting 
to see that a major automotive organization is involved in the micromobility debate, with 
a classification of micromobility by Society of Automotive Engineers, (2019) as well as 
Chang et al., (2019) report on it. 

The defining factors for the SAE include the kind of power, weight, speed, and pur-
pose. The “wheeled vehicles” should be under 227 kilograms (500lb) and have a speed 
below 48km/h (30mp/h). It is important to note that the SAE’s definition focuses solely on 
“powered micromobility”, either partially or fully powered. This, therefore, excludes ex-
clusively human-powered vehicles. Moreover, their definition states that it is for “vehicles 
that are primarily designed for human transport and to be used on paved roadways and 
paths”. This implies that transport modes for freight are thus excluded (unlike the defini-
tion of ITF).  

SAE also has a classification system for describing vehicle types. Key characteristics 
include curb weight, vehicle width, maximum speed and power source, with 2-4 options 
each. Furthermore, the types of micromobility are distinguished according to centre col-
umn, seat, operable pedals, floorboard/foot pegs, and self-balancing (Society of Automo-
tive Engineers (SAE), 2019). Table 3 (section A) provides a comparison of key parts of the 
ITF and the SAE definitions.  

Table 3. Comparing the micromobility definitions, modes, and purposes in the ITF and the SAE (key differences in italics).  

 
Section A: Comparing the micromobility definitions 

 ITF SAE 
How powered?    

Human Yes No 
Assisted Yes Yes 

Fully yes Yes 
Electric motors Yes Yes 

Combustion Engines  Yes Yes 
Others   

Top weight  350kg 227 kg 
Top speed 45 km/h 48 km/h 
Purpose All mobility Only personal transport 

Number of wheels  No No 
Has sub-categories? Yes, 4 Yes, many 

Section B: Modes and purposes considered as micromobility 
Modes and Purpose ITF SAE 

Bicycle yes No 
E-bike yes yes 

E-scooter (standing) yes yes 
E-scooter (sitting) yes yes 

Cargo-bicycle yes no 
e-cargo-bicycle yes if for transporting people: yes; for freight: no 

Skateboard yes no 
Hoverboard yes yes 

All-terrain vehicle yes (depending on weight) yes (depending on weight) 
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Human Transport yes yes 
Freight Transport yes yes 

 
 
The differences between the two definitions may appear small in the first instance. 

However, they have implications on which modes are considered micromobility (see for 
example Table 3, Section B), which may partly explain the variety of definitions and in-
clusions of modes in the scientific literature. For example, many human-powered vehicles, 
including bicycles, would be included in micromobility following the definition of ITF but 
not that of SAE. The exclusion of human-powered vehicles is a significant issue that has 
associated public health implications. The exclusion of long-standing and well-researched 
modes such as cycling is also rather Western-centric. In addition, the SAE definition fo-
cuses solely on personal transport and excludes freight, while the ITF’s definition covers 
both. The ITF definition makes not explicit reference to wheelchairs but includes a mobil-
ity scooter in the visual. The SAE definition does not refer to mobility options used around 
disability. 

4. Dimensions and characteristics of micromobility  
The analysis in section 3 has shown how the literature primarily uses vehicle exam-

ples or technical characteristics to define micromobility. Vehicle weight, range, speed and 
primary usage are key, of course, but capture only part of what micromobility is. Here we 
argue that vehicle technology is only one of several dimensions, alongside dimensions 
that situate the technology within transport systems, infrastructures (transport, energy, 
ICT), operations (e.g. shared vs private), and the wider socio-technical system that focuses 
equally on people and technology. Micromobility may also be defined by its core attrib-
utes within that system, including social, environmental, economic, and public health ben-
efits and risks/costs. As recent experience in the UK and other countries has shown, the 
legal and policy frameworks regulating ownership and use of micromobility services are 
part of the factors that may determine their ‘success’ or ‘failure’ in achieving economic, 
social and environmental goals. This section discusses seven key dimensions, each with 
several characteristics, building up to the paper’s new definition in section 5.  

4.1. Vehicle technological dimension  
A vehicle – broadly defined as a machine that transports people or cargo (Halsey, 

1979) – forms a key dimension of the concept of micromobility. Note that the use of a 
vehicle is not essential, as walking is also an important part of our understanding of mi-
cromobility. Walking may or may not include the pushing or pulling of a vehicle, such as 
a pushchair, a shopping trolley or a cart.  

Main vehicle design characteristics include the vehicle shape, number of wheels, size 
of wheels, number of seats, and centre of gravity. Here we include fully and partially 
powered as well as non-powered ‘micro’ vehicles that allow for a sit-down, recumbent 
and stand-up positions, with between one and four wheels. The centre of gravity varies, 
with recumbent bikes having the lowest, and step penny-farthings the highest. Some ve-
hicles can be used for carrying (cargo or people) loads or with physical impairment, often 
with 3- or 4-wheel design and lower, easy access (Cazzola and Crist, 2020). 

The ‘micro’ in micromobility also refers to vehicle weight. We propose a maximum 
vehicle weight of 350kg, as per the ITF definition. In contrast, a car will usually weigh over 
1000kg or more. Partially and fully powered micromobility vehicles are typically 20-50% 
heavier than their fully-human powered counterpart (Clark, 2020). 

In terms of vehicle speed, two characteristics are important here: design speed (i.e. 
the top speed a vehicle is designed for) and, for electric vehicles, the max. assistance speed 
(i.e. the speed at which a motor ceases to assist or accelerate). Both can vary, depending 
on the vehicle type. Given the evidence in the previous section, it seems practical to see 25 
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km/h as a common threshold for many forms of partially- or fully powered micromobility, 
though with a sub-category that can achieve speeds of up to 45km/h (Cazzola and Crist, 
2020). 

Human-powered micromobility can exceed these speeds (e.g. race cycling).  
Payload capacity refers to the amount of cargo and/or the number of people a vehicle 

can carry in addition to the main user. For micro scooters, the extra payload is virtually 
zero. In contrast, e-cargo cycles are capable to transport 50-250 kg of cargo (with a few 
vehicles able to transport up to 500 kg) (Narayanan and Antoniou, 2021a). For some 
modes, additional trailers can be used to increase payload capacity.  

Motorised forms of micromobility are further characterized by vehicle power, range 
and specific energy consumption. ‘Motorisation’ can be specified on a continuum – from 
non-motorized, to motor assistance, to fully motorised. Both combustion engines and elec-
tric powertrains are options, though the focus in vehicle development and deployment 
worldwide has been on electric (Cazzola and Crist, 2020). Electric powertrains include the 
motor, transmission and at least one battery as energy storage. There are two systems of 
motor, namely hub-drive and mid-drive (Narayanan and Antoniou, 2021). While the for-
mer is meant for frequent riding on even roads with an occasional inclination, the latter is 
meant for frequent riding on hilly roads with an inclination of more than 3%. Pedelecs (a 
term used synonymously with electrically-assisted bicycles and e-bikes in this paper) have 
an electric motor with max. 250 watts in much of Europe (Switzerland: max. 500 watts). 

Battery capacity (a measure of the available power, in watt-hours, Wh) is a key char-
acteristic here, with associated costs and performance largely determining the price and 
suitability of the vehicle. Typical e-bike batteries range from 250 Wh to 1,000 Wh. Step e-
scooter batteries have a capacity of about 500 Wh, weighing 4-5 kg (Kazmaier, Taefi and 
Hettesheimer, 2020). Today, a small 250 Wh battery on a pedelec will have a range of 
between 25 and 50 km. E-cargo bikes have a battery range of up to 80 km (Narayanan and 
Antoniou, 2021a). A typical e-bike charger would have a 5 amp (A) rating, charging a 
(small) battery to full capacity in an hour.  

As speed pedelecs (S-pedelecs) are more powerful and faster versions of pedelecs, 
the max. motor output is about 4,000 watts (i.e. 16 times higher than pedelecs) – with pedal 
support working up to the design speed of 45 kph. S-pedelecs are classified as mopeds in 
the EU (cat. L1e-B) and thus require insurance and a license plate. E-Mopeds – sit-down 
scooters – typically have a top speed of 45 km/h, an average range of 43 km, and up to 4 
kW for the motors (Schelte et al., 2021). 

Weather protection on the vehicle itself (instead of weather-proof clothing and stor-
age) is becoming increasingly popular. Some vehicle designs incorporate weather and 
crash protection. Downsides include increased cost and weight. 

Most vehicle steering is via front wheel(s) and some kind of fork. Vehicle braking is 
standard, i.e. rim brakes or more powerful disk brakes. Energy recovery through regen-
erative braking mechanisms is technically possible for larger micro-vehicles (Ewert et al., 
2021). For smaller ones such as e-scooters, there are too many losses in energy transfer. 
For e-bikes, most frame designers prefer the mid-drive motor configuration (see above), 
which implies insufficient scale to develop regenerative braking breakthroughs. 

ICT that is, ‘smart’ or connected vehicles equipped with either a one- or two-way 
flow of digital data are becoming more popular and are essential for shared services. Data-
driven services include GPS tracking, geo-fencing, locking, route guidance, ticketing, and 
energy consumption monitoring. This is a fast-developing area (Behrendt, 2016; Niko-
laeva et al., 2019). 

In terms of technological innovation, cycles have been around for centuries, so can 
be considered mature technology. However, e-bikes and e-scooters, and other forms of 
newly motorized travel options that are part of micromobility are still evolving and will 
benefit – in terms of cost, performance and sustainability impacts – from further innova-
tion and development in all technical elements.  
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4.2. Transport system and operational dimensions 
Transport systems (e.g. passenger road), infrastructures (e.g. transport, energy) and 

operations (e.g. shared vs private) are important dimensions one level above the vehicles 
and their users.  

The necessary infrastructure is one of the key characteristics of micromobility. Infra-
structure should ideally be of high quality and safe for all user types – particularly chil-
dren and other vulnerable users. This often means purpose-built infrastructure (lanes, 
tracks, junction designs etc), with space potentially segregated for different sorts of move-
ment. Traditionally, travel space has been divided by vehicle types – e.g. cars, bikes, and 
pedestrians. Micromobility options may require rethinking whether this is most appro-
priate or whether it should be based on particular vehicle characteristics such as vehicle 
speed and/or weight, which may be more directly related to safety. The quality of the road 
surface is of particular importance for small-wheeled micromobilities. Geofencing may 
offer the potential to ensure that micromobility modes are speed limited (in specific ar-
eas/at specific times) to ensure compatibility between different travel modes. Low-
speed/traffic zones (30 km/h) can reduce speed variability between modes or give priority 
to micromobility modes (separation), both of which make it safer for people to use the 
slower modes.  

As ‘micro’ suggests, micromobility vehicles typically have a lower spatial footprint 
than car travel – for both moving and parking. For moving, the ratio is about 1:4 for bik-
ing:car, 1:2 for e-cargo bikes:car (Ewert et al., 2021), 1:5.2 for e-step scooters:car, and 1:6.5 
for pedestrians:cars (ITF, 2021). 

Easy access to secure vehicle parking close to origins and destinations is a major fac-
tor influencing people’s daily mobility choices. The parking space required by one car can 
fit about 12 bikes, 15 e-scooters or 3 cargo-bikes. To encourage micromobility use, parking 
has to be made secure, easy and low cost – both in terms of quality and quantity, and for 
a variety of micromobility modes. This is relevant both for public and private spaces and 
for shared and privately-owned modes.  

Vehicle access and ownership are key characteristics, particularly for relatively ex-
pensive vehicles and in areas where private parking or storage is an issue. The two main 
business models are individually owned or shared micromobility. For shared, the two 
main business models to date have been via docking stations or dockless parking/storage. 
Most shared systems involve ICT ‘enabled’, smart connectivity and payment methods. 
They require vans, trucks or e-cargo bikes to collect, charge, and reallocate e-vehicles, with 
major implications for the carbon footprint (Cazzola and Crist, 2020). A key characteristic 
is a need for user compliance with the company- and government-mandated policies – 
from helmet use to parking to a requirement to hold a valid (car) driving license. While 
individual ownership is free of most of these restrictions and has a lower carbon footprint, 
the range of micromobility vehicles owned by an individual household is likely to be lim-
ited.  

As mentioned earlier, micromobility is increasingly integrated with other forms of 
mobility, particularly public transport. The key characteristics are the ease and legality 
with which micromobility vehicles can be taken on board a train or bus, ease of access to 
the nearest bus or train station, integration and availability of parking at public transport 
hubs, and whether shared vehicles are integrated in terms of ticketing and journey rout-
ing.   

4.3. Social and cultural dimension 
The social dimension covers who use (and who does not use) micromobility, why (or 

why not), for what purpose, and the relevant social and cultural contexts. It also includes 
geographical concerns, as cities and countries cultivate different cultures and combina-
tions of micromobility modes, such as high cycling share but no use of step-scooters in the 
Netherlands, or low cycling share but strong e-scooter usage in large cities in the US.  

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 18 of 28 
 

 

To date, certain micromobility modes have appealed more to some user groups or 
segments of the population than others (Melia and Bartle, 2021; Mitra and Hess, 2021). 
Age, gender and, socio-economic status all play a role (6-t for Voi, 2021). For example, e-
scooters have been popular with the younger generation, while e-bikes have widened the 
range of users to the older generation and the physically impaired (Spencer et al., 2019). 
User age can be a criterion for access to shared mobility, e.g. in the UK shared e-scooters 
can only be used for those aged 18+, whilst e-bike use is limited to 14+. The appropriate-
ness of age restrictions is a matter for debate if trying to foster less car-dependent travel 
patterns from a young age. Shared micromobility services rely on a limited user base, and 
in places like Zurich, for instance, this base is comprised mainly of young, well-educated, 
affluent males (Reck and Axhausen, 2021). While there is a significant white/male/middle-
class bias in the West, class connotations also play a part in other countries and cultures 
(Hasan et al., 2019; 6-t for Voi, 2021). 

Households without cars, and individuals who lack access to a car due to factors such 
as age or income, often have limited access to a full range of services and facilities. Micro-
mobility arguably has the potential to reduce social exclusion (Tyler and Lucas, 2004), 
since access costs are typically lower, and vehicles are usable by a wider range of people. 
However, access costs may still be non-trivial, and shared services may often be located 
in places where revenue can be maximized rather than the need being greatest. Arguably, 
encouraging more localised patterns of living both facilitates, and is facilitated by, greater 
use of micromobility vehicles. Opportunities for promoting micromobility may arise in 
areas which are vulnerable to car-related economic stress and also have a high capability 
to replace car km with e-bikes. If supported appropriately, encouraging micromobility in 
such locations could contribute to relatively equitable carbon reduction (Philips, Anable 
and Chatterton, 2022). 

Most types of micromobility can be used for the most common journey purposes and 
on short- to medium-length trips, including for commuting, shopping, escorting children 
on the ‘school run’, and visiting friends or family (Abduljabbar, Liyanage and Dia, 2021). 
However, some are more suitable for trips that involve transporting cargo (shopping, chil-
dren) such as e-cargo bikes and trikes. E-scooters are suitable for shorter journeys in towns 
and cities, while e-bikes extend the range to intra-urban and rural journeys (Philips, Ana-
ble and Chatterton, 2022) – and as access to public transport in general (Azimi et al., 2021).  

While many forms of micromobility do not require extensive skills (e.g. scooters), 
many do require some skill development (e.g. cycling). All micromobility options could 
or should benefit from some form of training. Skills are often provided via informal set-
tings such as in the family. Formal schemes (e.g. cycle or scooting training in schools) also 
exist – however, most are typically geared towards children, with a lack of provision for 
adults and those not benefitting from a micromobility-supportive context. The level of 
training needed is probably the highest for heavier e-cargo bikes and faster e-scooters and 
S-pedelecs. For those operating on roads in mixed traffic, knowledge of traffic regulations 
is essential but is not currently legally regulated in most cases. Training for motorists also 
needs to centrally include micromobility awareness.  

This leads to the key issue of perceived safety and crash risks for both riders and 
others. The current debate about safety issues is often over-simplistic, with particular 
modes being branded as safe or unsafe. In practice, the details of each mode (speed, safety 
features) and the nature of the infrastructure, alongside the policy, societal and cultural 
context are key factors (Branion-Calles et al., 2019; Sanders, Branion-Calles and Nelson, 
2020). Above all, however, the dominant system of automobility is central for most safety-
related issues around micromobility. The perceived and real safety of micromobility var-
ies widely between countries and cities, but can often be a key barrier to uptake (ITF, 2020; 
Sanders, Branion-Calles and Nelson, 2020; Sulikova and Brand, 2021).  

Fear of vandalism and theft is also a key concern for users, shared micromobility 
operators and local authorities (Gössling, 2020). Providing secure and safe parking around 
key destinations (shopping areas, railway stations, etc.) and at home (secure parking and 
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storage) can minimize the risks involved. There is also continued innovation concerning 
vehicle tagging, tracking and locking systems (see section 4.1 on vehicle technological di-
mension).  

4.4. Environmental dimension 
The key environmental impacts of micromobility relate to local air quality, green-

house gas emissions, and noise pollution. 
In terms of local air quality, the key regulated air pollutants are nitrogen oxides 

(NOX), particulate matter (PM) of various sizes and toxicity levels, carbon monoxide (CO) 
and total hydrocarbons (THC). Some of these are precursors to secondary air pollution, 
such as ozone (O3). Partially or fully electrically and human-powered micromobility ve-
hicles have zero emissions at the point of use. However, all-electric vehicles will incur 
upstream emissions from electricity generation – depending on how the electricity is gen-
erated, stored and delivered. As a rule of thumb, the higher the share of renewables and 
the lower the share of coal in the system the lower the carbon content of electricity. There 
are also non-tailpipe emissions of toxic particulates from brake and tyre wear – but these 
are very small compared to those from car use.  

Greenhouse gas emissions (carbon dioxide equivalent, CO2-eq) from vehicle crea-
tion, use and disposal are a key environmental impact metric and are generally lower for 
micromobility options than for cars (de Bortoli, 2021).  

Table 4 shows comparable figures for a range of vehicles, taken from a single source 
(Cazzola and Crist, 2020). Specifically, this table provides three key measures of the emis-
sions: 
• Per vehicle emissions generated by vehicle and battery manufacture, assembly, de-

livery to point of purchase, and disposal. 
• Per vehicle emissions generated by the operational services involved in shared 

schemes 
• Emissions per passenger km directly generated by vehicle use. 

Table 4. Comparing average GHG emissions based on (Cazzola and Crist, 2020). 

 
 Average GHG emissions (in gCO2-eq) for 

Transport mode and operation 

(a) Vehicle and battery man-
ufacture, assembly and disposal 
(including fluids), plus delivery 

to point of purchase 

(b) Operational services 
(per vehicle) 

(c) Energy use, whilst in 
use, per passenger km 

(including emissions from 
fuel production) 

Bike 100,398 0 0 
Shared bike 128,454 136,111 0 

Private e-bike 168,510 0 11.8 
Shared e-bike 204,595 136,111 11.8 

Private electric step scooter 172,685 0 6.2 
Shared electric step scooter (new generation) 374,001 140,886 6.7 

Private moped (ICE) 391,272 0 54 
Private moped (BEV) 480,145 0 20 

Private car (ICE) 6,496,825 0 125.6 
Private e-car (BEV) 11,339,015 0 71.5 

Data taken from (Cazzola and Crist, 2020), and associated online spreadsheet of calculations: 

life-cycle-assessment-calculations-2020.xlsx (live.com) 

Specifically, data are taken from the ‘Total’ worksheet, as follows: (a)= rows 113 and 114; (b) = row 116; (c) = row 101. Infrastructure emission figures 

are not included given the greater uncertainty associated with calculations, but those given are lower for micromobility vehicles than for cars.  

ICE = internal combustion engine (i.e. conventional fossil-fuelled vehicle) 
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BEV = Battery electric vehicle (i.e. fully electric vehicle) 

The full range of assumptions used to generate the figures is given in the source report. 

Component figures from the source are given, rather than traditional lifecycle figures 
(for ‘all emissions’ per km or per passenger km travelled), since lifecycle calculations are 
strongly influenced by lifetime mileages. Since a paradigm shift to micromobility vehicles 
would arguably involve a shift to more localised living and working patterns, and/or com-
bined use with public transport for longer journeys, in order to understand the scope for 
emission savings, it is therefore more meaningful to consider emissions separately in 
terms of ‘fixed’ emissions (from vehicle creation and disposal) and emissions that result 
from (different types of) use. For example, lifecycle figures suggest that using an ICE car 
compared to an e-bike would result in emissions that are only 6x greater2. However, ac-
cording to the data given in Table 4, the ‘fixed’ emissions associated with producing a 
private ICE car compared to an e-bike are 39 times greater, and emissions from use are 11 
times greater3, (with other sources suggesting differences may be even more substantial). 
Consequently, a shift to micromobility has the scope to deliver considerably greater emis-
sions savings than a consideration of lifecycle figures might imply. Put another way, sup-
pose someone only travels 2,000 km per year and plans to keep whatever vehicle they buy 
for 10 years, then, according to the Table 4 figures, for that travel, buying and using an e-
bike would generate 0.4 tonnes of CO2-eq, whilst buying and using an e-car would gen-
erate 12.8 tonnes of CO2-eq.  

Often overlooked or framed as a safety hazard to pedestrians, the much lower levels 
of noise pollution of micromobility are potentially a key benefit (Bakker, 2018). Electric 
bikes and step scooters are generally not much louder than their acoustic versions, while 
electric cars are often not quieter than ICEs at higher speeds.  

4.5. Economic dimension 
Personally-owned and shared micromobilities, and both older modes such as bicy-

cles, and newer modes like step scooters have seen significant market growth over the last 
decade or so, with innovation around vehicle technologies as well as business models. 
The technological maturity varies across micromobility options; it is relatively high for 
bikes and low for the more recently emerging modes like e-scooter and e-cargo bikes and 
trikes.  

The shared micromobility sector is rapidly evolving, with technologies, regulations, 
and business models changing quickly and unexpectedly (Heineke, Kloss and Scurtu, 
2020; ITF, 2021). After significant investment (including venture capital), the market saw 
several mergers, acquisitions and bankruptcies, also in response to post-Covid conditions 
and regulatory struggles (Ratti and Auken, 2019; Heineke, Kloss and Scurtu, 2020). Still, 
some forecasts see the market grow from $48.11 billion in 2021 to $300 billion in 2030 (Hei-
neke, Kloss and Scurtu, 2020; CBInsights, 2021; Edward, 2022). It is worth noting that the 
existing market forces and business models tend to propel profit-maximising outcomes, 
rather than public interest, risking the exclusion of some social groups (Sareen, Remme 
and Haarstad, 2021). 

The cost of manufacturing, purchase – and maintenance – significantly varies accord-
ing to the type, range and other technical specifications, production volume, location of 

 
2 Cazzola and Crist suggest lifecycle figures of 24gCO2-eq per pkm for a private ebike and 150gCO2-eq per pkm for an 
ICE private car. 
3 Other papers suggest even lower figures for the use of micromobility modes. Specifically, Cazzola and Crist assume 
energy use of 21Wh/km for e-bikes. However, for example, Weiss, Cloos and Helmers (2020) suggest a mean value of 
7Wh/km for e-bikes (see their Table 1), which is more in line with advertised battery ranges.  
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production and distribution, construction materials, brand, accompanying software, and 
other factors. Batteries and motors are key components in terms of costs. Access costs to 
shared schemes vary, but often feature a time and/or distance component, while the costs 
of providing these schemes include re-location, maintenance and credit card fees (Heineke 
et al., 2019). 

Economic spillovers could include increased spending in local food, retail, entertain-
ment, health, and fitness sectors, though eat-in restaurants might be negatively impacted 
by micromobility home deliveries (Kim and McCarthy, 2021; Rivlin and McCarthy, 2022). 

The ‘economic lifetime’ is often used in economic analyses of the costs and benefits 
of vehicles and mobility services. Economic lifetime is typically expressed as a lifetime 
mileage or age before scrappage. Micromobility features a wide range, from 3 months for 
some shared e-scooters (Schellong et al., 2019) to eight years for pedelecs (Buchert et al., 
2015), and several decades for bicycles, though with figures generally rising over time.  

4.6. Public health dimension 
Most micromobility options require some form of physical activity above resting or 

car driving. This can have significant public health impacts. The level of physical activity 
needed depends on the vehicle type – walking and cycling are the most active, electric 
step-scooters require standing and some pushing off, while electric mopeds are the least 
active. Micromobility has been shown to improve both physical and mental health (Sand-
ers, Branion-Calles and Nelson, 2020; Sengül and Mostofi, 2021), even if electrically as-
sisted (Castro et al., 2019). The main public health risks are increased mortality/morbidity 
from crashes and exposure to air and noise pollution – particularly in mixed road traffic 
(Götschi et al., 2020; Maizlish, Rudolph and Jiang, 2022). The large public health-related 
variation of different micromobility modes needs to be considered by policymakers.  

4.7. Legal dimension 
Permitted location of use is a key characteristic and varies by vehicle type and juris-

diction. For instance, restrictions on weight, power, and speed of e-bikes vary by jurisdic-
tion, typically 250 to 500 W maximum motor power and 25 to 40 km/h maximum speed 
with assistance (Bigazzi and Wong, 2020). As mentioned earlier, the UK allows only 
shared e-scooters to be used on public roads in trial areas, while private e-scooters are 
illegal on public roads or pavements. This policy area is dynamic and subject to change 
rapidly (both at the national and city level) – but is clearly important.  

Some micromobility modes are promoted and encouraged vis-a-vis other, less sus-
tainable modes of transport. E-bikes and e-scooters, for instance, are often permitted to be 
used in clean air zones, city centre pedestrianized zones, and so on. This can be a driver 
for uptake and encourage substitution of other motorized modes (car, bus, etc.).  

In some jurisdictions, riders/users are required to hold a license for public use for 
some categories of micromobility vehicles. This can be linked to the user’s age. Other ju-
risdictions require riders to carry safety equipment (e.g. helmet, lights) or stipulate third-
party insurance as a requirement for use on public roads.  

5:. Conclusion and Definition of Micromobility 
Drawing on the concepts covered in section 2, the literature analysed in section 3, 

and the dimensions and characteristics outlined in section 4, here we propose a new, so-
cio-technical and multi-dimensional definition of micromobility:  

According to this proposed conceptualisation, micromobility covers a wide range of 
mobility options that can typically be manoeuvred by one human without motor assis-
tance, at least for short distances. ‘Micro’ is seen as being a relative term - in terms of 
energy demand, environmental impact, as well as the use of road space – vis-a-vis auto-
mobility. Micromobility comprises both long-standing and novel forms of mobility, in-
cluding fully human-powered, partially motor-assisted and fully powered options. It can 
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move humans, cargo, or a combination. Current examples of micromobility include walk-
ing, cycling, (speed) e-bikes, step-scooters, moped scooters, cargo bikes, rikshaws, wheel-
chairs, mobility scooters, (e)skate and hover boards. They typically do not exceed 25 
km/hour (or 45 for faster ones) and weigh (often significantly) less than 350 kgs, while 
often providing some (public) health benefits. Trip lengths are typically less than 15 km 
and the daily distance travelled is less than 80 km. Micromobility includes the practices, 
policies, cultures, and infrastructures that emerge around the use of these mobility options 
and shape their uptake, including interaction with other systems such as energy and ICT, 
see Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. Visualization of our Definition of Micromobility  

 
This new micromobility definition is designed for use in future transport and mobil-

ity studies, as well as in policy, to complement existing vehicle-driven definitions and to 
address the lack of broader conceptual approaches to micromobility. Advantages of a new 
and widely accepted definition and conceptualisation of micromobility could include 
more robust design standards, legislation, as well as evaluation metrics and methods, all 
leading to a greater understanding of and attention paid to this form of mobility.  

While the debates and literature on micromobility reported here have focussed on 
land-based mobility, future research could also explore water- and air-based forms of mi-
cromobility. Water-based micromobility is particularly relevant for areas with significant 
water-based transport, such as some South-East Asian countries, and could include tradi-
tional modes such as rowing and sailing, but also recent trends such as small, e-motor-
powered boats. Air-based micromobilities are particularly relevant in inaccessible areas 
or those with little land-based infrastructure and would include traditional modes such 
as gliding, but also novel forms of drone-based and solar-powered flight. The literature is 
also relatively Western-centric and it is important to widen the debate to learn from expe-
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rience in places like Africa and Asia, where uptake of certain options may be greater. Fur-
thermore, micromobility scholarship and policy should better integrate mobility debates 
on disability. 

In the context of transport emissions still rising globally, despite the urgent need for 
their reduction (IPCC, 2022), micromobility has significant potential for decarbonizing 
personal and freight transport. Recent studies estimate that large-scale take-up of LEVs 
(many of which are considered micromobilities) could lower personal transport-related 
CO2 emissions by 44% in Germany (Brost et al., 2022), while several studies assess the 
potential CO2 savings of shifting from car to e-bike at 12-50% (Cairns et al., 2017; McQueen 
et al., 2020; Philips, Anable and Chatterton, 2020), and 10-30% of last-mile delivery trips 
could be shifted to e cargo-bikes (Cairns and Sloman, 2019; Narayanan and Antoniou, 
2021). It would be interesting to see an inclusion of micromobility in reports such as the 
IPCC’s, which already indicates the high feasibility of non-motorized transport as an im-
portant mitigation and adaptation option for climate change (de Coninck et al., 2018, pp. 
16–17).  

This paper also highlights micromobilities’ environmental benefits and potential be-
yond lowering carbon emissions per kilometre or mile of vehicle use. This includes the 
combination of micromobility with public transport, where the traditional ‘walking’ ra-
dius around stations and stops is significantly extended in terms of distance, but also in 
terms of including those less likely, willing, or able to walk. This is directly relevant to 
urban planning debates such as Transit Oriented Development (Jain, Singh and Ashtt, 
2020), rural accessibility of public transport (Hansson et al., 2019), and Liveable Cities 
(Nieuwenhuijsen, 2020), where a micromobility approach would extend the value of cur-
rent work on cycling and walking. Micromobility also intersects with debates on more 
localised living and working, where less distance is travelled, and trends towards less 
office-based and more ICT-enabled working.  

Micromobility-inclusive, or -focussed approaches to transitions to sustainable mobil-
ities would also provide a credible alternative to the current policy focus on electric cars, 
that is proven to neither reach carbon saving goals quickly enough (Brand et al., 2020), nor 
to present a just and inclusive solution (Henderson, 2020), in either the Global North or 
South. This paper thus calls for the central inclusion of micromobility in debates around 
the Mobility Transition (Moradi and Vagnoni, 2018), to explore how micromobilities 
could be central to transition pathways in terms of environmental, social and economic 
elements of sustainability, in relation to the SDGs, and with regards to mobility justice. 

Declaration of Interest  
The authors declare that they have no known competing financial or personal rela-

tionships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

Funding 
This work was supported by the [EPSRC] under Grant [number EP/S030700/1]. 

Acknowledgements 
Thank you very much to the members of the project “Innovative Light Electric Vehi-

cles for Active and Digital Travel (ELEVATE): reducing mobility-related energy demand 
and carbon emissions”, who have given important feedback on the paper, especially Ian 
Philips (ITS, University of Leeds), Clara Glachant (Eindhoven University of Technology), 
and Mary Darking (University of Brighton).  

References 
1. 6-t for Voi (2021). Micromobility for all: A roadmap towards inclusive micromobility. Paris. Available at: https://www.voiscoot-

ers.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Voi_Inclusive_Micromob_Ri_June24.pdf (Accessed: 16 August 2022). 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 24 of 28 
 

 

2. Abduljabbar, R.L., Liyanage, S. and Dia, H. (2021). ‘The role of micro-mobility in shaping sustainable cities: A systematic liter-
ature review’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 92(February), p. 102734. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.102734. 

3. Aman, J.J.C., Zakhem, M. and Smith-Colin, J. (2021). ‘Towards equity in micromobility: Spatial analysis of access to bikes and 
scooters amongst disadvantaged populations’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 13(21). Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111856. 

4. Askarzadeh, T. and Bridgelall, R. (2021). ‘Micromobility Station Placement Optimization for a Rural Setting’, Journal of Advanced 
Transportation, 2021. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/9808922. 

5. Azimi, G. et al. (2021). ‘Mode choice behavior for access and egress connection to transit services’, International Journal of Trans-
portation Science and Technology, 10(2), pp. 136–155. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijtst.2020.11.004. 

6. Bakker, S. (2018). ‘Electric Two-Wheelers, Sustainable Mobility and the City’, in A. Almusaed and A. Almssad (eds) Sustainable 
Cities - Authenticity, Ambition and Dream. InTechOpen. Available at: https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.81460. 

7. Balacco, G. et al. (2021). ‘A novel distributed system of E-vehicle charging stations based on pumps as turbine to support sus-
tainable micromobility’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 13(4), pp. 1–14. Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su13041847. 

8. Behrendt, F. (2016). ‘Why cycling matters for Smart Cities. Internet of Bicycles for Intelligent Transport’, Journal of Transport 
Geography, 56, pp. 157–164. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2016.08.018. 

9. Behrendt, F. (2018). ‘Why cycling matters for electric mobility: towards diverse, active and sustainable e-mobilities’, Mobilities, 
13(1), pp. 64–80. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1335463. 

10. Bigazzi, A. and Wong, K. (2020). ‘Electric bicycle mode substitution for driving, public transit, conventional cycling, and walk-
ing’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 85, p. 102412. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2020.102412. 

11. de Bortoli, A. (2021). ‘Environmental performance of shared micromobility and personal alternatives using integrated modal 
LCA’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 93(February), p. 102743. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.102743. 

12. Brand, C. et al. (2020). ‘Road to zero or road to nowhere? Disrupting transport and energy in a zero carbon world’, Energy Policy, 
139(February), p. 111334. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2020.111334. 

13. Branion-Calles, M. et al. (2019). ‘Associations between individual characteristics, availability of bicycle infrastructure, and city-
wide safety perceptions of bicycling: A cross-sectional survey of bicyclists in 6 Canadian and U.S. cities’, Transportation Research 
Part A: Policy and Practice, 123, pp. 229–239. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2018.10.024. 

14. Brost, M. et al. (2022). The Potential of Light Electric Vehicles for Climate Protection through Substitution for Passenger Car 
Trips - Germany as a Case Study. Munich. 

15. Buchert, T. et al. (2015). ‘Design and Manufacturing of a Sustainable Pedelec’, Procedia CIRP, 29, pp. 579–584. Available at: 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2015.02.168. 

16. Cairns, S. et al. (2017). ‘Electrically-assisted bikes: Potential impacts on travel behaviour’, Transportation Research Part A: Policy 
and Practice, 103, pp. 327–342. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.03.007. 

17. Cairns, S. and Sloman, L. (2019). Potential for e-cargo bikes to reduce congestion and pollution from vans in cities. Available at: 
https://www.bicycleassociation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Potential-for-e-cargo-bikes-to-reduce-congestion-and-pol-
lution-from-vans-FINAL.pdf. 

18. Castro, A. et al. (2019). ‘Physical activity of electric bicycle users compared to conventional bicycle users and non-cyclists: In-
sights based on health and transport data from an online survey in seven European cities’, Transportation Research Interdiscipli-
nary Perspectives, 1, p. 100017. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2019.100017. 

19. Cazzola, P. and Crist, P. (2020). Good to Go? Assessing the Environmental Performance of New Mobility. Paris. Available at: 
https://www.itf-oecd.org/sites/default/files/docs/environmental-performance-new-mobility.pdf. 

20. CBInsights (2021). The Micromobility Revolution: How Bikes and Scooters are Shaking Up Urban Transport Worldwide. Available at: 
https://www.cbinsights.com/research/report/micromobility-revolution/ (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

21. Chang, A.Y. et al. (2019). Trend or Fad? Deciphering the Enablers of Micromobility in the U.S. Available at: https://www.sae.org/bi-
naries/content/assets/cm/content/topics/micromobility/sae-micromobility-trend-or-fad-report.pdf. 

22. Clark, J. (2020). ‘What is an Electric Bike? The Beginners Guide’. Velospeed. 
23. de Coninck, H. et al. (2018). ‘Strengthening and Implementing the Global Response Supplementary Material’, Global Warming of 

1.5°C, pp. 313–443. 
24. Cottrill, C.D. (2020). ‘MaaS surveillance: Privacy considerations in mobility as a service’, Transportation Research Part A: Policy 

and Practice, 131(September 2019), pp. 50–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.09.026. 
25. Cox, P. (2012). ‘Ebikes, LEV’s and Human-Electric hybrids: How do they fit in?’, in WOCREF [World Cycling Research Forum], 

University of Twente, September 13-14. Enschede. 
26. Dekker, H.J. (2021). ‘An accident of history? How mopeds boosted Dutch cycling infrastructure (1950–1970)’, Journal of Transport 

History [Preprint]. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/00225266211011935. 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 25 of 28 
 

 

27. Dill, J. and McNeil, N. (2021). ‘Are Shared Vehicles Shared by All? A Review of Equity and Vehicle Sharing’, Journal of Planning 
Literature, 36(1), pp. 5–30. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412220966732. 

28. Docherty, I., Marsden, G. and Anable, J. (2018). ‘The governance of smart mobility’, Transportation Research Part A: Policy and 
Practice, 115(xxxx), pp. 114–125. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.09.012. 

29. Edward, J. (2022). Micro-mobility Market Size to Worth Around US$ 198.03 Bn by 2030. Available at: http://www.mar-
ketstatsnews.com/micro-mobility-market-size/ (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

30. Elmashhara, M.G. et al. (2022). ‘Factors influencing user behaviour in micromobility sharing systems: A systematic literature 
review and research directions’, Travel Behaviour and Society, 27, pp. 1–25. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2021.10.001. 

31. Esztergár-Kiss, D. and Lopez Lizarraga, J.C. (2021). ‘Exploring user requirements and service features of e-micromobility in five 
European cities’, Case Studies on Transport Policy, 9(4), pp. 1531–1541. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2021.08.003. 

32. European Commission (2022). Vehicle categories. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/automotive-industry/vehicle-
categories_en (Accessed: 26 January 2022). 

33. Ewert, A. et al. (2020). ‘Small and light electric vehicles: An analysis of feasible transport impacts and opportunities for improved 
urban land use’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(19). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su12198098. 

34. Ewert, A. et al. (eds) (2021). Small Electric Vehicles, Small Electric Vehicles. Cham: Springer International Publishing. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65843-4. 

35. Fang, K. (2022). ‘Micromobility injury events: Motor vehicle crashes and other transportation systems factors’, Transportation 
Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives, 14. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2022.100574. 

36. Fazio, M. et al. (2021). ‘Planning suitable transport networks for e-scooters to foster micromobility spreading’, Sustainability 
(Switzerland), 13(20). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su132011422. 

37. Felipe-Falgas, P., Madrid-Lopez, C. and Marquet, O. (2022). ‘Assessing Environmental Performance of Micromobility Using 
LCA and Self-Reported Modal Change: The Case of Shared E-Bikes, E-Scooters, and E-Mopeds in Barcelona’, Sustainability 
(Switzerland), 14(7). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su14074139. 

38. Feng, C., Jiao, J. and Wang, H. (2020). ‘Estimating E-Scooter Traffic Flow Using Big Data to Support Planning for Micromobility’, 
Journal of Urban Technology [Preprint]. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2020.1843384. 

39. Fischer, P.S. (2020). Understanding and Tackling Micromobility: Transportation’s New Disruptor. 
40. Fitt, H. and Curl, A. (2020). ‘The early days of shared micromobility: A social practices approach’, Journal of Transport Geography, 

86(January), pp. 1–10. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2020.102779. 
41. Freire de Almeida, H. et al. (2021). ‘Unfolding the dynamical structure of Lisbon’s public space: space syntax and micromobility 

data’, Applied Network Science, 6(1). Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s41109-021-00387-2. 
42. Gössling, S. (2020). ‘Integrating e-scooters in urban transportation: Problems, policies, and the prospect of system change’, 

Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 79(January), p. 102230. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2020.102230. 

43. Götschi, T. et al. (2020). ‘Integrated impact assessment of active travel: Expanding the scope of the health economic assessment 
tool (HEAT) for walking and cycling’, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(20). Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207361. 

44. Halsey, W.D. (1979). MacMillan Contemporary Dictionary, page 1106. MacMillan Publishing. 
45. Hamerska, M., Ziółko, M. and Stawiarski, P. (2022). ‘A Sustainable Transport System—The MMQUAL Model of Shared Micro-

mobility Service Quality Assessment’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 14(7). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su14074168. 
46. Hansson, J. et al. (2019). ‘Preferences in regional public transport: a literature review’, European Transport Research Review, 11(1). 

Available at: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-019-0374-4. 
47. Hasan, R.A. et al. (2019). ‘Role of social dimensions on active transportation and environmental protection: A survey at the 

University of Samarra, Iraq’, Journal of Transport and Health, 14(June 2018), pp. 1–12. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2019.05.003. 

48. Heineke, B.K. et al. (2019). Micromobility’s 15,000-mile checkup. Available at: https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/automotive-
and-assembly/our-insights/micromobilitys-15000-mile-checkup# (Accessed: 18 October 2019). 

49. Heineke, K., Kloss, B. and Scurtu, D. (2020). The future of micromobility: Ridership and revenue after a crisis. Available at: 
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/automotive-and-assembly/our-insights/the-future-of-micromobility-ridership-and-rev-
enue-after-a-crisis (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

50. Henderson, J. (2020). ‘EVs Are Not the Answer: A Mobility Justice Critique of Electric Vehicle Transitions’, Annals of the American 
Association of Geographers, 110(6), pp. 1993–2010. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1744422. 

51. Hensher, D.A. and Mulley, C. (2020). ‘Special issue on developments in Mobility as a Service (MaaS) and intelligent mobility’, 
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice. Elsevier Ltd, pp. 1–4. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.09.039. 

52. Hosseinzadeh, A., Karimpour, A. and Kluger, R. (2021). ‘Factors influencing shared micromobility services: An analysis of e-
scooters and bikeshare’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 100. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.103047. 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 26 of 28 
 

 

53. Hyvönen, K., Repo, P. and Lammi, M. (2016). ‘Light Electric Vehicles: Substitution and Future Uses’, Transportation Research 
Procedia, 19(June), pp. 258–268. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2016.12.085. 

54. IEA (2021). Net Zero by 2050: A Roadmap for the Global Energy Sector, International Energy Agency. 
55. IPCC (2022). Climate Change 2022. Mitigation of Climate Change - Working Group III Contribution to the Fifth Assessment of 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
56. ITF (2020). Safe Micromobility. 
57. ITF (2021). Micromobility, Equity and Sustainability Summary and Conclusions. No. 185. Paris: OECD Publishing. 
58. Jain, Ar.D., Singh, E. and Ashtt, R. (2020). ‘A Systematic Literature on Application of Transit Oriented Development’, Interna-

tional Journal of Engineering and Advanced Technology, 9(3), pp. 2542–2552. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.35940/ijeat.c5415.029320. 

59. Kazmaier, M., Taefi, T. and Hettesheimer, T. (2020). ‘Techno-economical and ecological potential of electrical scooters: A life 
cycle analysis’, European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, 20(4), pp. 233–251. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.18757/ejtir.2020.20.4.4912. 

60. Kim, K. and McCarthy, D. (2021). ‘Wheels to Meals: Measuring the Impact of Micromobility on Local Food Sector Demand’, 
Available at SSRN 3802082 [Preprint]. 

61. Lazarus, J. et al. (2020). ‘Micromobility evolution and expansion: Understanding how docked and dockless bikesharing models 
complement and compete – A case study of San Francisco’, Journal of Transport Geography, 84. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.102620. 

62. LEVA-EU (2022). Our Scope. Available at: https://leva-eu.com/our-scope/ (Accessed: 6 December 2021). 
63. Liao, F. and Correia, G. (2020). ‘Electric carsharing and micromobility: A literature review on their usage pattern, demand, and 

potential impacts’, International Journal of Sustainable Transportation [Preprint]. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2020.1861394. 

64. Liao, F. and Correia, G. (2022). ‘Electric carsharing and micromobility: A literature review on their usage pattern, demand, and 
potential impacts’, International Journal of Sustainable Transportation, 16(3), pp. 269–286. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2020.1861394. 

65. Lo, D. et al. (2020). ‘Shared micromobility: The influence of regulation on travel mode choice’, New Zealand Geographer, 76(2), 
pp. 135–146. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/nzg.12262. 

66. López-Dóriga, I. et al. (2022). ‘Health impacts of electric micromobility transitions in Barcelona: A scenario analysis’, Environ-
mental Impact Assessment Review, 96. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2022.106836. 

67. Luo, Q., Li, S. and Hampshire, R.C. (2021). ‘Optimal design of intermodal mobility networks under uncertainty: Connecting 
micromobility with mobility-on-demand transit’, EURO Journal on Transportation and Logistics, 10. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejtl.2021.100045. 

68. Lyons, G., Hammond, P. and Mackay, K. (2019). ‘The importance of user perspective in the evolution of MaaS’, Transportation 
Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 121(January), pp. 22–36. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2018.12.010. 

69. Maizlish, N., Rudolph, L. and Jiang, C. (2022). ‘Health Benefits of Strategies for Carbon Mitigation in US Transportation, 2017‒
2050’, American Journal of Public Health, 112(3), pp. 426–433. Available at: https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2021.306600. 

70. McQueen, M. et al. (2020). ‘Transportation Transformation: Is Micromobility Making a Macro Impact on Sustainability?’, Journal 
of Planning Literature [Preprint]. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412220972696. 

71. Medina-Molina, C., Pérez-Macías, N. and Gismera-Tierno, L. (2022). ‘The multi-level perspective and micromobility services’, 
Journal of Innovation and Knowledge, 7(2). Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100183. 

72. Melia, S. and Bartle, C. (2021). ‘Who Uses E-bikes in the UK and Why?’, in UTSG 2021. Loughborough, pp. 1–12. 
73. Meng, S. and Brown, A. (2021). ‘Docked vs. dockless equity: Comparing three micromobility service geographies’, Journal of 

Transport Geography, 96. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2021.103185. 
74. Micromobility (2017). Micromobility Home. Available at: https://micromobility.io/ (Accessed: 10 June 2022). 
75. Mitra, R. and Hess, P.M. (2021). ‘Who are the potential users of shared e-scooters? An examination of socio-demographic, atti-

tudinal and environmental factors’, Travel Behaviour and Society, 23, pp. 100–107. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2020.12.004. 

76. Moradi, A. and Vagnoni, E. (2018). ‘A multi-level perspective analysis of urban mobility system dynamics: What are the future 
transition pathways?’, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 126(July 2017), pp. 231–243. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.09.002. 

77. Moran, M.E., Laa, B. and Emberger, G. (2020). ‘Six scooter operators, six maps: Spatial coverage and regulation of micromobility 
in Vienna, Austria’, Case Studies on Transport Policy, 8(2), pp. 658–671. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2020.03.001. 

78. Mu, R. and Yamamoto, T. (2019). ‘Analysis of traffic flow with micro-cars with respect to safety and environmental impact’, 
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 124(April), pp. 217–241. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.03.013. 

79. Narayanan, S. and Antoniou, C. (2021). ‘Electric cargo cycles - A comprehensive review’, Transport Policy, 116, pp. 278–303. 
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2021.12.011. 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 27 of 28 
 

 

80. Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J. (2020). ‘Urban and transport planning pathways to carbon neutral, liveable and healthy cities; A review 
of the current evidence’, Environment International, 140(April), p. 105661. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.en-
vint.2020.105661. 

81. Nikolaeva, A. et al. (2019). ‘Smart cycling futures: Charting a new terrain and moving towards a research agenda’, Journal of 
Transport Geography, 79(August), p. 102486. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.102486. 

82. Noland, R.B. (2021). ‘Scootin’ in the rain: Does weather affect micromobility?’, Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 
149, pp. 114–123. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2021.05.003. 

83. van Oers, L. et al. (2020). ‘The politics of smart expectations: Interrogating the knowledge claims of smart mobility’, Futures, 
122(July), p. 102604. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2020.102604. 

84. Oeschger, G., Carroll, P. and Caulfield, B. (2020). ‘Micromobility and public transport integration: The current state of 
knowledge’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 89, p. 102628. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2020.102628. 

85. O’hern, S. and Estgfaeller, N. (2020). ‘A scientometric review of powered micromobility’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(22), pp. 
1–21. Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su12229505. 

86. Pande, D. and Taeihagh, A. (2021). ‘The governance conundrum of powered micromobility devices: An in‐depth case study 
from singapore’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 13(11). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su13116202. 

87. Pangbourne, K. et al. (2020). ‘Questioning mobility as a service: Unanticipated implications for society and governance’, Trans-
portation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 131(July 2018), pp. 35–49. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.09.033. 

88. Petersen, A.B. (2019). ‘Scoot over smart devices: The invisible costs of rental scooters’, Surveillance and Society, 17(1–2), pp. 191–
197. Available at: https://doi.org/10.24908/ss.v17i1/2.13112. 

89. Petzer, B.J.M., Wieczorek, A.J. and Verbong, G.P.J. (2020). ‘Dockless bikeshare in Amsterdam: a mobility justice perspective on 
niche framing struggles’, Applied Mobilities, 00(00), pp. 1–19. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2020.1794305. 

90. Philips, I., Anable, J. and Chatterton, T. (2020). ‘E-Bike Carbon Savings – How Much and Where?’, (June), p. 7. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.20431.71846. 

91. Philips, I., Anable, J. and Chatterton, T. (2022). ‘E-bikes and their capability to reduce car CO2 emissions’, Transport Policy, 
116(February 2022), pp. 11–23. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2021.11.019. 

92. Ploeger, J. and Oldenziel, R. (2020). ‘The sociotechnical roots of smart mobility: Bike sharing since 1965’, Journal of Transport 
History, 41(2), pp. 134–159. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0022526620908264. 

93. Psarrou Kalakoni, A.M., Christoforou, Z. and Farhi, N. (2022). ‘A novel methodology for micromobility system assessment 
using multi-criteria analysis’, Case Studies on Transport Policy, 10(2), pp. 976–992. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2022.03.010. 

94. Ratti, C. and Auken, I. (2019). Why your next car is a bike. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/11/why-your-
next-car-is-a-bike/ (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

95. Reck, D.J. et al. (2021). ‘Explaining shared micromobility usage, competition and mode choice by modelling empirical data from 
Zurich, Switzerland’, Transportation Research Part C: Emerging Technologies, 124. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2020.102947. 

96. Reck, D.J. and Axhausen, K.W. (2021). ‘Who uses shared micro-mobility services? Empirical evidence from Zurich, Switzerland’, 
Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 94, p. 102803. Available at: 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.102803. 

97. Riggs, W. and Shukla, S. (2021). ‘Exploring the benefits of minimobility in the urban context: The case of central Stockholm’, 
Journal of Transport and Land Use, 14(1), pp. 1019–1037. Available at: https://doi.org/10.5198/JTLU.2021.1955. 

98. Rivlin, Y. and McCarthy, D. (2022). How micromobility can spur on spending in our cities. Available at: https://zagdaily.com/opin-
ion/how-micromobility-can-spur-on-spending-in-our-cities/ (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

99. Romm, D. et al. (2022). ‘Differences in first-mile and last-mile behaviour in candidate multi-modal Boston bike-share micromo-
bility trips’, Journal of Transport Geography, 102. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2022.103370. 

100. Sanders, R.L., Branion-Calles, M. and Nelson, T.A. (2020). ‘To scoot or not to scoot: Findings from a recent survey about the 
benefits and barriers of using E-scooters for riders and non-riders’, Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 139(June), 
pp. 217–227. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2020.07.009. 

101. Sandoval, R. et al. (2021). ‘Data driven methods for effective micromobility parking’, Transportation Research Interdisciplinary 
Perspectives, 10. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2021.100368. 

102. Sareen, S., Remme, D. and Haarstad, H. (2021). ‘E-scooter regulation: The micro-politics of market-making for micro-mobility 
in Bergen’, Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions, 40, pp. 461–473. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EIST.2021.10.009. 

103. Schellong, D. et al. (2019). The Promise and Pitfalls of E-Scooter Sharing. Available at: https://www.bcg.com/publica-
tions/2019/promise-pitfalls-e-scooter-sharing (Accessed: 15 August 2022). 

104. Schelte, N. et al. (2021). ‘Life Cycle Assessment on Electric Moped Scooter Sharing’, Sustainability, 13(15). Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158297. 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1


 28 of 28 
 

 

105. Sengül, B. and Mostofi, H. (2021). ‘Impacts of E-Micromobility on the Sustainability of Urban Transportation — A Systematic 
Review’, Applied Sciences, 11(13), p. 5851. Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/app11135851. 

106. Serra, G.F. et al. (2021). ‘Head protection in electric micromobility: A critical review, recommendations, and future trends’, Ac-
cident Analysis and Prevention, 163. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2021.106430. 

107. Shaheen, S.A. and Cohen, A.P. (2019). Shared Micromoblity Policy Toolkit: Docked and Dockless Bike and Scooter Sharing, UC 
Berkeley: Transportation Sustainability Research Center. Available at: https://doi.org/10.7922/G2TH8JW7. 

108. Sheller, M. (2018). Mobility Justice. Verso. 
109. Society of Automotive Engineers (2019). SAE J3194 TM TAXONOMY & CLASSIFICATION OF POWERED MICROMOBILITY 

VEHICLES. Available at: https://www.sae.org/binaries/content/assets/cm/content/topics/micromobility/sae-j3194-summary---
2019-11.pdf. 

110. Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) (2019). SAE J3194 TM TAXONOMY & CLASSIFICATION OF POWERED MICROMO-
BILITY VEHICLES. 

111. Spencer, B. et al. (2019). ‘“Instead of ‘closing down’ at our ages … we’re thinking of exciting and challenging things to do”: older 
people’s microadventures outdoors on (e-)bikes’, Journal of Adventure Education and Outdoor Learning, 19(2), pp. 124–139. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1080/14729679.2018.1558080. 

112. Spinney, J. and Lin, W.-I. (2018). ‘Are you being shared? Mobility, data and social relations in Shanghai’s Public Bike Sharing 
2.0 sector’, Applied Mobilities, 3(1), pp. 66–83. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2018.1437656. 

113. Sulikova, S. and Brand, C. (2021). ‘Investigating what makes people walk or cycle using a socio-ecological approach in seven 
European cities’, Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 83, pp. 351–381. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2021.10.008. 

114. Sun, B. et al. (2021). ‘Estimating energy bounds for adoption of shared micromobility’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport 
and Environment, 100. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.103012. 

115. Sundfør, H.B., Fyhri, A. and Bjørnarå, H.B. (2020). ‘E-bikes—good for public health?’, in Advances in Transportation and Health. 
Elsevier, pp. 251–266. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-819136-1.00011-5. 

116. Transportation for America (2020). Shared Micromobility Playbook. 
117. Tyler, S. and Lucas, K. (2004). ‘Transport and Social Exclusion: Evaluating the Cost Effectiveness of different Transport 

Measures in improving access to Employment and Job Retention’. London: FIA Foundation for the Automobile and Society. 
118. United Nations (2015). Do you know all 17 SDGs? Available at: https://sdgs.un.org/goals (Accessed: 10 June 2022). 
119. United Nations Environment Programme (2019). How to develop a non-motorized transport strategy. Available at: https://www.un-

environment.org/news-and-stories/story/how-develop-non-motorized-transport-strategy (Accessed: 8 September 2021). 
120. Weiss, M., Cloos, K.C. and Helmers, E. (2020). ‘Energy efficiency trade-offs in small to large electric vehicles’, Environmental 

Sciences Europe, 32(1), p. 46. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-020-00307-8. 
121. Zakhem, M. and Smith-Colin, J. (2021). ‘Micromobility implementation challenges and opportunities: Analysis of e-scooter 

parking and high-use corridors’, Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 101. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.103082. 

122. Zhao, Y. et al. (2022). ‘Demographics of road injuries and micromobility injuries among China, India, Japan, and the United 
States population: evidence from an age-period-cohort analysis’, BMC Public Health, 22(1). Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13152-6. 
 

 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 September 2022                   doi:10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202209.0386.v1

