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Overview 

• Approaches to governance and 
regulation. 

a) Procurement Guidance.

b) Local approaches to regulation. 

c) CoMo UK accreditation. 

• Experiences from UK and 
Australia 

a) What happened with dockless?

b) What went wrong? 

c) What has been learnt? 



Accreditation 

Local bye-laws 

Memorandum of 
Understanding/C
ode of Conduct  

“Accreditation ensures a collectively agree set 
of standards is upheld across the industry.”

“A memorandum of understanding (MOU) is a 
nonbinding agreement between two or more 
parties outlining the terms and details of an 
understanding, including each parties' 
requirements and responsibilities.”

"Dublin City Council has committed to 
preparing bye-laws and to proactively 
engaging with all potential stationless bike 
share operators,…” 





Better Bike Share 101 

• No Dumping.

• Co-operation.

• Active engagement and clear 
communications. 

• Geographical/City scope. 

• Physical and Digital integration. 

• Convenience + Reliability = Good 
Mobility 



Thinking Global, Acting Local. 

• Dockless bike share companies have 
been slow to consider more tailored 
local approaches. 

• The initial bikes were inadequate. 
Didn’t meet local/national needs or 
expectations. 

• Too small, no gears, not enough 
communication and guidance. 

• Disposable and Dumpable. 

• Too much too soon (as happened in 
China). 



Bike share Down Under 



Huh? 



Can’t we have nice things? 
• Understanding Behaviour 

I. Context, or the environment we’re in. 
II. Cognition, how we think about things.

III. Behaviour, the choices we make. 

I. Behaviour – norms, perceived behavioural 
controls and attitudes. 

• ‘Everyone else is doing it.’ There is an 
inevitability about it (bike graveyards in China). 
It becomes a social phenomena. 

• Only faint signals from authoritative forces that 
it’s bad. Public perception is that it’s a problem 
of the company. 

• High control beliefs (it’s easy to do), and 
perceived power is high. Few users are caught.   



An Analogy from transport 
• The late/night bus

I. Increase in anti-social behaviour both 
in terms of frequency and intensity.

II. Perpetrators have a high propensity 
for getting away with it. 

III. More inebriated passengers who bring 
the whole standard of behaviour 
down. 

IV. Other people are doing it. Also, other 
forms of non-violent/less transgressive  
anti-social behaviour are present 
(drinking, smoking, playing music).  

• The antidote
I. CCTV, direct radio communication with 

a control centre and/or police. 
II. Registered Oyster cards reduced 

vandalism by 80% from school kids on 
London buses. 

III. Peer pressure from other passengers 
(“this bus isn’t moving until you 
extinguish your cigarette”), often from 
people in neighbouring communities. 

IV. In London, crime reduced on night 
services after the removal of bendy 
buses – eyes on the passengers.

V. Communication campaigns etc. Online 
feedback forms. Citizen policing. 



• Control 
I. Hybrid, mixed method of 

parking in central locations. 

II. Make sure central hubs are well 
covered by CCTV, the most 
visible stations are well 
kept/maintained. 

III. Proactive (perceived) 
monitoring of problem areas 
(eyes on the prize). 

• Social cues
I. Soft campaigns on reporting 

misuse, with some level of 
punitive action (doesn’t help 
when bikes are disposable to 
the companies). 

II. What didn’t help was operators 
not being upfront about the 
scale of the problem. 

III. Civic pride and recognition. 

Finding solutions for free-floating bike share 



Parking is Paramount 


