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Abstract 

This research project explores the development of the Vancouver Public Bike Share 

(PBS) Program through an evaluative and Bourdieusian framework. It looks at the 

historical and political context in which different individuals and groups operated during 

the design of the PBS program. The primary concern of this project is the interplay 

between the political context and social equity considerations in relation to outcomes of 

PBS access by people with low income. Important topics of this research include 

program goals, equity, the development of the fare structure, competitiveness with the 

local bike rental industry, station placement in Stanley Park, and program evaluation. 

Using policy documents, interviews with key participants, and public system data, this 

project examines the explicit and implicit program goals for PBS while also providing a 

partial evaluation of the program. The project ends with a set of recommendations for 

the Vancouver Bike Share Program. 

Keywords:  public bike share; Vancouver; equity; program development; fare 

structure; low income; bike rental; Stanley Park; evaluation 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

As of May 2019, there were over 1,900 public bike share (PBS) programs 

worldwide with over 15 million bikes combined (Meddin & DeMaio, 2019). The number of 

PBS programs has been growing worldwide since they were first introduced in 

Amsterdam in 1965. In that time, PBS programs have gone through multiple iterations, 

including the recent introduction of smart technology. 

In 2016, the City of Vancouver launched the Vancouver PBS program, furthering 

the growth of PBS worldwide. The PBS program was listed as a priority for the City of 

Vancouver’s Greenest City (City of Vancouver, 2012b) and Transportation 2040 (City of 

Vancouver, 2012g) initiatives and could be considered an important step in making the 

City of Vancouver more cycling friendly. As PBS takes up a greater presence in the city, 

and in the world at large, it is worth examining the process by which the Vancouver PBS 

program developed and was implemented to date in order to draw forth reflections and 

recommendations which could inform future policy decisions. My hope is that this 

research project will be used by the City of Vancouver and other municipalities that have 

developed, or are considering developing, PBS programs to critically reflect upon their 

programs’ goals and overall progress. 

1.1. History of Public Bike Share 

PBS programs are a relatively new development with an interesting history of 

punctuated growth. In PBS literature, the history of PBS programs is divided into three 

generations and one future generation (Shaheen et al., 2010). As a framework to see 

the maturation and change of PBS programs over time, Shaheen et al.’s model is useful 

for its chronology and simplicity since it allows individual programs to be easily placed in 

the greater history of PBS. 

The first PBS program was started in Amsterdam in 1965, by a non-conforming group 

called Provos. The PBS program was called the White Bike Plan and it “was tied to a 

much wider critique of capitalist society, emphasizing the danger and pollution of 

automotive technologies by linking such technologies directly to capitalist infrastructures 

and consumer ideology” (Furness, 2005, p. 412). Fifty bikes were painted white and left 
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permanently unlocked for public use. The bikes could be used for any period of time and 

there were no stations to limit the range of use. However, the program ended due to 

theft and police confiscation. “While [the White Bike Plan] is often referred to as a failure, 

it was developed without municipal support, truly public, and achieved its goal of 

provoking the police and developing a new transportation concept” (Chardon, 2019, p. 

404). Although the White Bike Plan belongs to Shaheen’s first generation of PBS 

programs and was the world’s first PBS program, its critical intent does not seem to have 

been inherited by future generations.  

In 1995, Copenhagen’s Bycyklen program popularized the features that became 

the template for the second generation of PBS. This generation introduced coin deposit 

stations and bicycles specifically designed for the stations. Bicycles could be used for 

long periods of time as there was no time limit. Theft was still an issue given the 

anonymity of PBS users (Shaheen et al., 2010, p. 160). The second generation of PBS 

was not limited to Denmark, but spread to other parts of Europe.  

The third generation began in 1998, but was popularized in 2005 with the Velo’v 

PBS program in Lyon, France and is associated with the introduction of smart 

technology. The use of smart technology thoroughly changed how PBS programs 

function, such as by linking accounts to user identification. The linked accounts helped 

deter theft by removing user anonymity from the system. Smart technology, by deterring 

theft, helped PBS programs maintain their bicycle fleet and improve the stability of the 

system as a whole. The third generation was also able to collect usage data and record 

PBS users, bicycle locations, and length of use. The introduction of data collection 

meant that PBS programs could now charge users on a time basis, which created a 

fundamental operative difference between the third and previous generations. 

Smart technology also meant that casual users could be differentiated from 

commuters based upon their travel and usage patterns. This opened up new possibilities 

of goals for PBS programs based upon who they want to target and why. Although the 

addition of PBS stations in the second generation affected the layout and 

implementation of PBS systems, it was the use of smart data in the third generation that 

created the greatest conceptual change. Smart technology allows for GPS coordinates 

and linked user accounts, deterring issues of theft which plagued the White Bike Plan 

program, while also gathering consistent data which could inform policy decisions.  
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Some of the literature talks about a fourth generation of PBS with new 

innovations such as smartcard technology that allows for the integration of other modes 

of travel (such as public transportation) (Martin & Shaheen, 2014, p. 316), however, it 

could simply be an extension of the technological capabilities of third generation and it 

may be still be too early to tell whether the fourth generation will be notable for other 

features. Each generation and technological development comes with its own potential 

and issues. The Vancouver PBS program falls into the third generation of PBS, although 

elements, such as an integrated payment system with the regional transit transportation 

system, are in place for it to transition into the fourth generation. 

Outside of Shaheen’s PBS generation, there has also been the reintroduction of 

dockless bikes. In some ways, dockless bikes are a return to the first generation since 

the bikes are not limited by station location, however, dockless bikes come with their 

own problems. For example, there is literature regarding dockless bicycles being 

dropped in inconvenient locations, such as in the middle of sidewalks, causing issues for 

pedestrians, or in gated communities affecting public accessibility (Zhang et al., 2018; 

Chen et al., 2018, p. 13). 

1.2. History of Public Bike Share in the City of Vancouver 

In July 2016, the Vancouver PBS program was launched. It was almost a decade 

in the making and had almost launched earlier with a different partner. This section will 

give a description of the history of the program in Vancouver. 

1.2.1. TransLink and a Regional Public Bike Share System 

In 2008, TransLink, the regional transportation body of the Lower Mainland, 

funded the TransLink Feasibility Study to explore the viability of PBS in the Lower 

Mainland. The study not only concluded that PBS was feasible in areas “where 

residential and employment densities are high, land uses are diverse, and good cycling 

facilities are available,” but also that “TransLink should be responsible for its delivery in 

the same way that it owns, plans, and funds other transit services” (Quay 

Communications Inc, 2008, p. 3). Although the study was significant in the development 

of PBS in the City of Vancouver, the recommendation of bike sharing as a regional 

transit authority responsibility did not survive. 
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PBS was viewed as a solution for the “Last Mile” problem by the feasibility study, 

an idea supported in other literature, with an article stating, “Evidence is emerging from 

the early study of several North American cities that bikesharing may serve prominently 

as a first-mile, last-mile facilitator in areas with less intensive transit networks. These are 

areas in which bikesharing provides access to-and-from the broad public transit system” 

(Martin & Shaheen, 2014, p. 323). The “Last Mile” problem is as follows: public transit is 

limited to the routes it follows and depending on the destination, public transit may be 

unable to bring the user close enough to their destination to walk. The TransLink 

Feasibility Study noted that research in the US and UK suggests that people generally 

are willing to walk up to 2 km, cycle up to 5 km, with transit use becoming prevalent after 

4 km (Quay Communications Inc, 2008, p. 86). Therefore, if the distance between a 

transit station and the user’s destination is longer than 2 km, then they may either use 

unsustainable transportation like a personal vehicle or forgo the trip altogether. In other 

words, if the “Last Mile” problem is left unresolved, it would become harder for the City of 

Vancouver to achieve its sustainability goals and residents may not be able to reach 

potential work opportunities. 

In order to solve the Last Mile problem, a flexible method of travel must be 

provided from transit stations to the user’s desired destination. PBS is a possible 

solution since bicycles allow for individual flexibility. The route is not fixed like a bus trip 

and the destination is decided solely by the user, who may rest or stop at any point. 

Bicycle use is well situated to fill gaps of 2 to 4 km that may exist between the transit 

station and the destination. The user could take a PBS bike from the transit stop to a 

PBS station a walkable distance from their final destination. Therefore, PBS could be 

viewed as an extension of the public transit system since it could help users reach their 

destination from transit hubs. The study even recommended offering “transit customers 

a discounted rate on the use of public bicycles” in order to make PBS more attractive for 

that potential rider group (Quay Communications Inc, 2008, p. 212). 

1.2.2. The City of Vancouver and a New Partnership 

In July 2008, five months after the TransLink Feasibility Study was released, 

Councillor David Cadman of the City of Vancouver put forward a motion that staff report 

back on the cost and implementation of a PBS system in the City of Vancouver (City of 

Vancouver, 2008c). In the Transportation and Traffic Standing Committee in which the 
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motion was put forward, Cadman said that the City of Vancouver should anticipate a 

funding request from TransLink (City of Vancouver, 2008b). Given that Cadman was 

anticipating a funding request from TransLink and asked city staff about budgeting for 

that funding request, the background of the motion suggests an expectation of a regional 

body running the PBS system. Although Cadman talked about TransLink in his remarks, 

the motion itself did not include reference to TransLink. 

I have found no evidence that TransLink formally requested funding from the City 

of Vancouver. During the city council meeting where Cadman put forward his motion, 

Jerry W. Dobrovolny, then Assistant City Engineer and current Chief Engineer and 

General Manager of Engineering Services, said that the City had not received a funding 

request at that time. However, according to the 2008 Annual Bicycle Plan Update, which 

was discussed in that very meeting, city staff wrote that they were “considering various 

funding and operational models in cooperation with TransLink” (City of Vancouver, 

2008a, p. 9). It is likely that there were some discussions of funding models between the 

City and TransLink, but no formal funding request was made. 

In 2009, Vancouver City Council put forward a motion directing staff to issue a 

Request for Proposals (RFP) for the summer of 2010. The motion links the potential 

PBS program with “the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s 2005 vision to bring the City-wide 

cycling mode share up to 10% by 2010” (City of Vancouver, 2009, p. 21). The motion 

also estimated “10% of trips made on a Vancouver PBS would shift from car trips and up 

to 50% from conventional transit trips,” and that PBS will reduce “auto congestion, air 

emissions, GHG emission, noise, and conserve energy” (City of Vancouver, 2009, p. 21-

22). Through the 2009 motion passed by City Council, PBS fell under the overall aim of 

increasing cycling to reduce pollution and private automobile use. 

In 2012, The Greenest City Action Plan was approved by City Council. The 

action plan listed PBS as one of the highest priority action items, saying that the City of 

Vancouver should “pursue the development and installation of a bike-share program in 

Vancouver’s downtown and other high-potential cycling areas” (City of Vancouver, 

2012b, p. 30). Similarly, in October 2012, City Council approved the Transportation 2040 

plan which also listed PBS as a priority. The relevant Transportation 2040 directions 

were: “C 3.1 Make it easy to combine cycling with other forms of transportation” and “C 

3.2 Provide a public bicycle system” (City of Vancouver, 2012g, p. 72). Although PBS is 
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listed as a priority by the two plans, there is very little description of the form the potential 

program could take.  

Alta Bike Share (2011-2015) 

In April 2011, the City of Vancouver released a Request for Expressions of 

Interest. Six parties responded. By June 2012, the City of Vancouver was in negotiations 

with the preferred proponent, Alta Bicycle Share (Alta). Alta partnered with an equipment 

supplier, Public Bike System Company (PBSC), also known as Bixi. 

The City of Vancouver invited stakeholders to a series of workshops in 2012 and 

2013 to provide advice on PBS. Thirty five organizations participated in the first series of 

workshops, in September 2012, including Business Improvement Associations (BIAs), 

bike advocacy groups, and Tourism Vancouver. Fourteen of the organizations were 

associated with bike rental/retail shops (City of Vancouver, 2012e). 

The second round of stakeholder meetings, which occurred in May 2013, had 

many of the same participants. An important difference was that a representative from 

Alta also attended (City of Vancouver, 2013b). According to Scott Edwards, Public Bike 

Share Manager at the City of Vancouver, although Alta attended, these meetings were 

about PBS in general, and not about a specific operator. Therefore, the information 

collected from these stakeholder meetings was still used for the future CycleHop 

partnership, which will be described in further detail shortly. 

Consultations were not limited to the stakeholder meetings. As Edwards notes, 

smaller consultations took place outside of the stakeholder meetings. As well, the City 

reached out to municipal committees, including the Active Transportation Policy Council 

(ATPC), among others (City of Vancouver, 2013b). 

In August 2012, the City and Alta signed a non-legally binding Letter of Intent 

which set out the necessary conditions needed to be awarded the contract to establish a 

PBS program in Vancouver, which included, “a minimum level of sponsorship funding 

and [a] helmet distribution plan and prototype” (City of Vancouver, 2012c, p. 2). Since 

the Province of British Columbia has a mandatory helmet law, a helmet distribution 

system was necessary to allow for spontaneous trips, since, according to the City of 

Vancouver, “well over 50% of trips are spontaneous [and] therefore [an] integrated 
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helmet system [is] imperative” (City of Vancouver, 2012a, p. 28). Given that provincial 

law mandates helmet use and that “over 50% of trips are spontaneous,” if a helmet was 

not provided, then people may be discouraged from using PBS. Therefore, the PBS 

program needed to integrate a secure distribution and cleaning service into the system 

which would require capital, an inventory, as well as continual administration. 

At the time, according to city staff, it would have been “the world’s first Public 

Bike Share system with an integrated helmet system” which “has represented 

challenges beyond those experienced in most other cities [that] do not have a mandatory 

helmet law” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 4). The helmet distribution system was an 

ongoing problem for Alta and the City of Vancouver, which Alta was unable to overcome. 

In June 2013, five years after Cadman’s motion, City Council authorized city staff 

to enter into an agreement with Alta, but only once Alta secured “sponsorship and 

financing” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 1). The Transportation 2040 Plan expected the 

launch date to be in the summer of 2013 (City of Vancouver, 2012b, p. 72), which was 

eventually pushed back to early 2014 (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 9). In 2014, 

Dobrovolny, then Director of Transportation for the City of Vancouver, said that the 

timeline was no longer realistic but that they were “still hopeful that [they could see a 

PBS launch] in 2015” (Howell, 2014). 

Unfortunately, the system supplier, PBSC Solutions (Bixi), had financial issues 

which stemmed from new proprietary technology. The financial issues were caused by 

“Persistent delays and problems with the technology [which] prompted many clients to 

withhold payments - Chicago and New York refused to pay out $5.6 million to Bixi 

because of the prolonged snags in the development of each city's bike-sharing service” 

(CBC News, 2014). By January 2014, Bixi declared bankruptcy, which seems to have 

taken Alta by surprise. In an email statement at the time, Alta said that they had only 

heard about the bankruptcy the day it was declared, but that they were still confident in a 

2014 launch (Howell, 2014). The City of Vancouver was aware of Bixi’s financial issues 

since at least 2012 (City of Vancouver, 2012e, p. 9). In October 2014, Alta Bicycle Share 

was bought out by Motivate. 

When asked about the delays, Mia Birk, vice-president of Alta at the time said, 

“Vancouver’s system has a number of complexities that have created a slower rollout, 
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including the reliance on sponsorship monies and the need for a helmet solution” 

(Howell, 2014). In early 2015, city staff reached out to Motivate on whether they would 

be able to fulfil the Alta conditions, however “discussions did not lead to positive 

outcomes” (City of Vancouver, 2016, p. 7). The conditions which Motivate was unable to 

meet were related to financing, sponsorship, and providing a helmet solution (City of 

Vancouver, 2016b, p. 7). Therefore, an agreement was not signed between the City of 

Vancouver and Motivate, and the City began looking for new PBS proponents. 

Because an agreement was not signed between the two parties, the City did not 

pay any money to Motivate/Alta. In February 2014, the City of Montreal bought all of 

Bixi’s assets and by April, sold off Bixi’s international assets. Motivate eventually moved 

its headquarters to New York City, before being bought out by the car-sharing company, 

Lyft in July 2018. 

CycleHop (2015-2016) 

A new RFP was released in July 2015 and closed on September 2015. In 

October, city staff evaluated the six proponents through interviews and demonstrations. 

CycleHop Corp Canada and Motivate International LLC were the two shortlisted 

proponents. On December 16th, in an in-camera meeting, city “council authorized staff to 

finalize negotiations subject to terms acceptable to the project steering committee and 

within the financial framework approved in 2013. Council extended its authority to the 

Bid Committee to award a contract to CycleHop Corp Canada” (City of Vancouver, 

2016b, p. 11). Vancouver Bike Share Inc., a subsidiary of CycleHop, became the 

supplier/operator, CycleHop LLC remained the parent corporation, and Smoove SAS 

became the equipment vendor.  

Unlike with Alta, the staff recommendation to enter into an agreement with 

CycleHop was done in camera. As of the writing of this research project, the staff 

recommendation had not been made publicly available. The reason why negotiations 

were not made public was because it involved the financial statements of a private 

company. 

In the delay during the Alta negotiations, there was a PBS industry change with 

the introduction of smart technology, which influenced the choosing of CycleHop. 

According to Dobrovolny in a city council update in February 2016, “One of the things 
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that happened during that time was that there was a real evolution in the industry ... 

where the technology is on the bike … It allows for smaller stations and it offers much 

more flexibility for the users because they can just go to a bike, pick it up, and do a 

rental from the bike. And there is lower capital and operating costs” (City of Vancouver, 

2016c). CycleHop’s leadership of this smart technology transition was recognized by the 

City. CycleHop was chosen because “CycleHop is the largest ‘Smart Bike’ bike share 

operations company in North America” and because they had “decades of experience in 

operating large urban bicycle fleets and advancing the bike share industry” (City of 

Vancouver, 2016b, p. 12). This smart technology leadership led to Dobrovolny saying, 

“Vancouver will get the largest smart-bike system in North America” (City of Vancouver, 

2016c). 

In February 2016, the City of Vancouver finalized a Supply Agreement between 

Vancouver Bike Share Inc., CycleHop, LLC, and Smoove SAS. CycleHop is the Supplier 

Guarantee and Parent Corporation of the Supplier, Vancouver Bike Share Inc. Smoove 

SAS is the PBS equipment vender. Mobi is the PBS program which is operated by 

Vancouver Bike Share Inc. Vancouver’s PBS program was initiated by the City of 

Vancouver through an RFP with a private provider and operator, which is also the most 

common approach worldwide (Beroud & Anaya, 2012, p. 288). The City of Vancouver 

agreed “to procure and pay [Vancouver Bike Share Inc.] to implement and operate a 

public bicycle system as a service” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016, p. 1). 

As part of the supply agreement, the City of Vancouver paid Vancouver Bike 

Share Inc. a $5 million contribution for Mobi to operate 1500 bikes for a minimum five 

years. Two thirds of the contribution were paid once the first 1000 bikes were launched. 

The last third was paid once the other 500 bikes were launched. The City of Vancouver 

also contributed land for station placement that had the potential parking meter revenue 

of $800,000. Of that annual space contribution, $400 000 was an in-kind contribution 

while Vancouver Bike Share Inc. agreed to reimburse the City up to $400 000 for the 

other half of the potential lost revenue (City of Vancouver, 2016b). There will be a 

renegotiation of the contract after five years from January 2017. 

In the summer of 2016, Mobi was launched. Between its initial launch and July 

2018, the program steadily grew in the number of bikes, stations, and users. In 

December 2016, Vancouver Bike Share Inc. and Shaw Communications Inc. entered 
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into a partnership agreement and Mobi became Mobi by Shaw with Shaw providing free 

Wi-Fi at the PBS stations. By September 2017, “there were 4,700 memberships and 

almost 40,000 24-hour passes sold” (City of Vancouver, 2017, p. 4). In April 2018, Mobi 

expanded to East Vancouver, adding 50 new stations and 500 new bikes. A map of all 

the Mobi stations currently available can be seen in Figure 1. 

1.3. Research Question 

How does the development, implementation, and growth of the Vancouver bike 

share program affect the program’s goals and observable practices? I examine this 

question through a reflexive lens of PBS access and competiveness with the bicycle 

rental industry. In consideration of the program’s design, I will also consider equity in 

relation to low income accessibility. 

Figure 1 - Map of Mobi by Shaw Bike Share Stations in the City of Vancouver (July 
2018)  



11 

1.4. Relevance and Applicability 

PBS is a relatively new phenomenon and its incorporation of smart technology 

means that both public and academic institutions are grappling with its potential. 

Currently there is a body of academic research looking at how smart technology can 

inform PBS systems (Médard et al., 2017), such as through station placement (O’Brien 

et al., 2014; Guerreiro et al., 2017). Most of the current literature focuses on the potential 

of PBS, especially in regards to recent innovations in smart technology, but not on how 

cities themselves have developed PBS systems. 

This overwhelming focus on smart technology implies an authoritativeness 

associated with quantifiable data. However, it should not be forgotten that data, and the 

way in which data are collected, are part of an intersubjective, meaning making dialogue. 

“These meanings are not … pregiven ‘data’ to be uncovered by the researcher; rather, 

they are socially constituted and hence contestable representations of history produced 

by intersubjective dialogue” (Smith, 2017, p. 135). 

This research project intends to contribute to the literature of PBS development 

by providing a critical lens with which to explore how the values of actors and 

stakeholders inform the development of PBS systems. It is important to keep in mind 

that “Power procures the knowledge which supports its purposes, while it ignores or 

suppresses that knowledge which does not serve it” (Flyvbjerg, 2003, p. 319). A critical 

lens is necessary to ensure that we, as a society, are not simply perpetuating and 

elevating the values of one societal group over another. In the case of this thesis, this 

means ensuring that a narrative of equity, based upon academic research, is able to 

develop in the discourse of PBS programs. It is also possible that social groups with an 

equitable perspectives will be able to use this research to advance informed goals and 

methods. 

Municipalities are likely to continue implementing and expanding PBS systems 

worldwide, and on the Lower Mainland. A twelve month dockless pilot program run by 

Dropbike was launched at the University of British Columbia in July 2018 (Chan, 2018). 

U-Bicycle, another dockless bike program, recently signed deals with Richmond (Kotyk, 

2018), Port Moody (Bartel, 2018), and Port Coquitlam (Granger, 2018). As well, my own 

municipality, the City of North Vancouver, is currently in discussion with the District of 
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West Vancouver and the District of North Vancouver on the development of a dockless, 

e-bike program spread across the three municipalities (City of North Vancouver, 2018). 

This research project may be relevant and applicable to these municipalities, as well as 

others considering a PBS program. Hopefully, this research can re-emphasize the need 

for these developing PBS programs to focus on inclusivity and equity. 

This project will likely be relevant to the Vancouver PBS program in a more 

evaluative sense. The PBS program has already reached out to SFU regarding data 

collection and analysis, and although this project is separate, I hope that my research 

can be used to provide more contextual understanding of how PBS data should be 

understood through an equitable perspective. Moreover, I will also provide 

recommendations which will be specifically relevant to the Vancouver PBS program. 

However, in a more general sense, I hope that this project will help other cycling 

and urban researchers consider and reflect upon the values inherent to their own 

research. Criticism and self-reflection have the potential to make research stronger 

through re-examination of previously assumed positions and ideas, and hopefully this 

critical perspective will lead to new conclusions from a wider array of perspectives. 

1.5. Equity 

One can approach PBS with a variety of different definitions of equity. For 

example, a researcher using a public health equity approach may be interested in the 

number of PBS users and the effect the program has on the general health of the overall 

population. Another researcher approaching PBS with an environmental equity focus 

may be interested in the percentage of users in relation to drivers, and the number of 

vehicle trips replaced by PBS, to determine environmental benefits related to the 

program. 

This research project is concerned with the concept of social equity in relation to 

PBS access. I will be using Susan S. Fainstein’s definition of equity, which involves “a 

distribution of both material and non-material benefits derived from public policy that 

does not favor those who are already better off …” (2010, p. 36). This definition makes 

clear that benefits of access to a policy or program, in this case PBS, are not necessarily 

tangible and that the distribution of benefits in question are the result of public policy 
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decisions. For example, improved physical health through cycling is not necessarily 

tangible, yet it can be affected by policy decisions such as where to place cycling 

infrastructure. The benefits do not necessarily have to tangible to improve the quality of 

life for users. I am most concerned with social equity outcomes for people who face 

consistent barriers of access to PBS, such as people with low income who may face cost 

barriers for services. Even if those services can improve their economic situation, the 

lack of funding may restrict their access, and thus, even a lack of funds can be a barrier 

to gaining funds. This research project will focus primarily on equity of access to PBS for 

people with lower incomes, investigated principally through barriers that may exist 

through the design of Vancouver’s PBS fare structure. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

To understand how the Vancouver PBS program developed, I consulted 

literature regarding PBS programs and evaluative frameworks. There are five parts to 

this literature review. First, I will incorporate literature regarding the health and economic 

benefits of PBS for users and the local community. Second, I will examine how PBS 

often has a problem of inequality, which when combined with the health and economics 

benefits, suggests that benefit distributions can be unequal. Third, I will look at political 

interests in PBS programs to determine what the political incentives for developing PBS 

might be. Fourth, I will introduce evaluative theories to show how to view program goals 

and results. Fifth, and finally, I will present a Bourdieusian framework to provide a 

theoretical framework of how I analyze stakeholders and their actions. 

2.1. Benefits of Cycling and Public Bike Share  

Cycling is a form of active transportation and there are many potential benefits 

for PBS users and neighborhoods where PBS stations are located. This first section of 

the literature review gives an overview of the benefits. The next section describes the 

unequal distribution of the benefits of PBS. Benefits that will be discussed include health 

outcomes, regional access, and economic savings. 

The relationship between cycling and health has been studied extensively. 

Cycling, as compared to driving, not only has the potential to reduce mortality rates, but 

also to improve the quality of life more broadly. According to My Health, My Community, 

a large survey of residents of Metro Vancouver conducted by local health authorities, 

“Compared to car commuters, cyclists and walkers are 27% more likely to report 

excellent or very good health” and “Cyclists and walkers are 69% more likely to achieve 

the recommended 150+ minutes of moderate or vigorous physical activity per week 

compared to those who commute by car” (Vancouver Coastal Health, 2015, p. 2). 

It is not just the active transportation component of cycling that has the potential 

to improve health. The improvement in air quality by replacing cars with bicycles was 

considered: “Active travel policies have the potential to generate large health benefits to 

the population health through increases in [physical activity] of active travelers, and 

smaller benefits through reductions in exposures of air pollution in the general 
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population” (De Nazelle et al., 2011, p. 744). One study estimated that in their study 

“region with a population of 31.3 million, … eliminating short car trips and completing 

50% of them by bicycle would result in mortality declines of approximately 1,295 

deaths/year … including 608 fewer deaths due to improved air quality and 687 fewer 

deaths due to increased physical activity” (Grabow et al., 2012, p. 73). Therefore, 

contemporary literature suggests that replacing vehicle trips with cycling trips could lead 

to improved air quality and physical activity, which may lead to improved physical health 

for the population as a whole. 

There are also economic benefits to PBS for both individuals and society as a 

whole. Two important benefits are the transportation cost savings and the increased 

accessibility which PBS provides users. One survey, of the PBS system in Washington 

D.C., found that 72% of Capital Bikeshare members with an income of less than $50,000 

said that they joined the program “to save money on transportation” (LDA Consulting, 

2013, p. 17) and that the respondents save roughly $15.49 U.S. per week through PBS 

which is a cumulative $800 U.S. over the year (LDA Consulting, 2013, p. 60). 

In terms of economic benefits to the general population, a survey of local 

businesses near Capital Bikeshare stations found that PBS “stations are encouraging 

new trips to the station areas and new spending at nearby businesses” and that “10% of 

businesses perceive increases in customer traffic and 20% perceive increases in 

customer sales” (Buehler & Hamre, 2014, p. 24). One study suggested that even just in 

terms of a car dependency reduction, the “potential overall impact on the local economy 

due to monies remaining in the community instead of flowing out to national and 

international companies would be more significant than many other municipal projects, 

private developments, and tax cuts that tend to grab headlines” (Gilderbloom et al., 

2016, p. 1002). 

There is also a developing body of research showing that PBS can allow for new 

trips that would not have previously been made. A survey of Capital Bikeshare users in 

Washington D.C., found that 61% of respondents  said that they would not have made a 

trip if not for PBS (LDA Consulting, 2013, p. 43). A study of the Dublin PBS program 

found that PBS users had an average journey time savings of 34%, compared to the 

journey time made before using PBS (Bullock et al., 2017, p. 81), which has been 

suggested to lead to “enhanced labour force participation due to reduced commuting 
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costs or time, providing people with wider geographical choice of employment” (Bullock 

et al., 2017, p. 78). Users can now reach further geographic areas in less time, allowing 

for greater employment choice. By opening up the possibilities of the city, opportunities 

in those areas can become accessible to users, including work, education, inter-personal 

relationships, or even just basic lived experiences. 

PBS has the potential to provide benefits to both users and the city as a whole. 

Many of the benefits are associated with users or where PBS stations are located. Areas 

with low PBS use may not be able to take advantage of those direct benefits. Therefore, 

it is important to look at PBS through a social equity perspective or else we risk 

reinforcing structural inequalities which already exist. 

2.2. Portrait of a Cyclist as a Young, White Man 

In North America, users of PBS are more likely to be “male, white, employed and, 

compared to the average population, younger, more affluent, more educated and more 

likely to be already engaged in cycling independently of bike sharing” (Ricci, 2015, p. 

36). The unrepresentativeness of PBS users has been studied in the current literature 

(Gavin et al., 2016; Ogilvie & Goodman, 2012; LDA Consulting, 2013), which may 

extend to commuting cycling generally (Buehler, 2012). As noted, cycling and PBS use 

have health benefits for users. Therefore, if only certain segments of the population are 

engaged in PBS, then only certain segments can reap the direct benefits. 

Multiple studies have examined the PBS through an equity lens. It has been 

found that when PBS stations were placed in low income areas in London, usage by 

residents with low income went up and that “after adjusting for the fact that those in 

deprived areas were less likely to live close to a [London bike sharing] docking station, 

usage amongst individuals living in these areas was actually higher” (Ogilvie & 

Goodman, 2012, p. 13). This suggests that low-income users may disproportionately use 

PBS, despite barriers such as spatial access. 

A variety of factors could influence PBS usage. The location of PBS stations in 

relation to one’s home was found to have been linked to usage (Fuller et al., 2011). In a 

Montreal study, it was found that having a PBS station under 500 meters from one’s 

home made “an individual more than 300% more likely to use a shared bicycle” 
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(Bachand-Marleau et al., 2012, p. 69). Moreover, the City of “Vancouver’s bicycle share 

program is the least [spatially] equitably distributed” PBS, in regards to station locations 

in lower-income areas, compared to other Canadian cities (Hosford & Winters, 2018, p. 

4). According to Hosford and Winters, only 3.6% of dissemination areas inside 

Vancouver’s PBS service area were in an area measured, based on the Pampalon 

Deprivation Index, as having the most deprived socioeconomic status, as compared to 

23.3% (Ottawa), 26.4% (Toronto), 34.1% (Montréal), and 48.6% (Hamilton). This means 

that in Vancouver, people with low income have the least spatial access to PBS. This 

could mean that PBS is only spatially accessible to those low-income residents through 

transit, which would mean that low-income residents would have the extra barrier of 

needing a transit fare to use PBS. Moreover, since the proximity of PBS stations can 

lead to increased income for businesses, the lack of spatial equity is also an economic 

problem. PBS may be promoting businesses in areas which are already relatively 

affluent. 

The fare structure of PBS programs can also be a factor in their usage by people 

with low income. A study of the PBS systems in Philadelphia, Brooklyn, and Chicago 

found that the “People of color and lower-income residents cited more barriers to 

bicycling generally and [PBS] than higher-income white residents” and that “High costs 

of membership were a big barrier for nearly half (48%) of lower-income respondents of 

color” (McNeil et al., 2017, p. 200). Moreover, in London, there was an overall decline in 

PBS use after a price increase which “may have disproportionately occurred among 

users living in poorer areas” (Goodman & Cheshire, 2014, p. 16).  

It is not only the fare structure which affects the number of users, but also the 

method of payment. If credit card is the only means of payment, this can be a barrier for 

those who do not have a credit card (typically lower income people). In the previously 

mentioned study of PBS users across three cities, “Many respondents, not just lower-

income residents, felt that needing to use a credit or debit card, or a smartphone, was a 

barrier to using bike share” (McNeil et al., 2017, p. 200). Cost and method of payment 

can also be barriers for potential PBS users. Dockless PBS programs would have the 

additional barrier of needing a smart phone. 

The way in which a PBS program is developed, implemented, and promoted will 

affect its usage, which means that “bike sharing systems cannot become more socially 
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inclusive if they are persistently designed and marketed to appeal to the sensibilities and 

interests of particular types of users, and made available predominantly in areas where 

such types of users happen to live, work or visit” (Ricci, 2015, p. 37). 

2.3. Political Drive for PBS Branding 

There has been limited research into how political intentions have informed the 

development of PBS. Some interesting research came out of the Denver PBS, 

implemented in 2010. Originally, a temporary, experimental PBS project was developed 

for the Democratic National Convention in 2008 (Marshall et al., 2016). The project 

“became a prominent public face of the sustainability efforts of the convention and 

received prominent media attention” (Marshall et al., 2016, p. 140) which was quoted as 

being a “catalyst for the City of Denver to pursue a much larger commitment to elevate 

bike culture and bicycle infrastructure for transportation” (Marshall et al., 2016, p. 142). 

More than simply showing its popularity, the system was showcased by the city to a 

wider national audience, highlighting both sustainability and innovation. This brand and 

attention could be viewed as a form of social capital for Denver, since PBS “seemed like 

a political non-starter” before the convention (Marshall et al., 2016, p. 144). Therefore, it 

may not have been the benefits of PBS that existed prior to the DNC convention which 

attracted the City’s interest as much as the national image which PBS allowed the city to 

project. 

Research into the development of the Munich PBS program found that one of the 

reasons for the development of the program was “the city image and its marketing” 

where the program was viewed as “an integral part of a city, not only for tourism but also 

in terms of marketing itself as a livable city” (Nitschke, 2015, p. 34). “All interviewees and 

the official city council documents about [Munich PBS system] pointed to tourists and 

other visitors, who normally do not bring a bike, as important peer groups for bike 

sharing” (Nitschke, 2015, p. 34). This case study of the Munich PBS program suggests 

that cities may view PBS as a way to project an image of sustainability and tourism, 

along with other potential benefits. 
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2.4. Theory Driven Evaluations 

A focus of this research project is to understand the goals of the Vancouver PBS 

program and to this end, I will be using evaluation theories to at least partially examine 

whether the program has achieved its goals and priorities.  

An evaluative theory “serves to provide a plausible body of principles that explain 

and provide direction to the practice of evaluation” (Mathison, 2010). According to 

Laurian et al., there are four different kinds of evaluative approaches: objective-driven, 

theory-driven, utilization-driven, and atheoretical data-driven (Laurian et al., 2010). 

Evaluations could incorporate a mix of different evaluative theories. Objective-driven 

evaluation looks at whether the program goals have been achieved and “is conformance 

oriented in its emphasis on the association between goals and outcomes” (Laurian et al., 

2010, p. 743). Utilization-driven evaluation “is based on stakeholders’ deliberation and 

understanding of the programme’s goals, functioning, and outcomes” (Laurian et al., 

2010, p. 745). Data-driven evaluation means, in this context, that the evaluators are 

tracking changes over time, but without assessing “the specific impact of policies, 

programmes, or plans” (Laurian et al., 2010, p. 745). 

This project will primarily focus on theory-driven evaluation, that is, “on identifying 

and modelling programme logic and causal relations between outputs and outcomes and 

requires a conceptual framework of the programme, its implementation, and all intended, 

unintended, direct, and indirect impacts” (Laurian et al., 2010, p. 743). A theory-driven 

evaluation is marked by a contextual understanding and seeks “to provide information on 

not only the performance or merit of a program but on how and why the program 

achieves such a result” (H. Chen, 2011, p. 3). Unlike objective-driven evaluations, 

theory-driven evaluations do not require goals, which allows the latter to focus on 

unexpected outcomes, providing a more holistic perspective. Theory-driven evaluations 

have also been framed as a means to promote accountability since it looks at the 

intended and unintended consequences of the program as well as the underlying 

process behind the results (H. Chen, 2005). 

An important feature of theory-driven evaluation is the consideration of norms. 

Norms clarify the environment in which the program and its goals were developed: “the 

personal values of program participants and other stakeholders matter” because the 
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program goals were developed based upon the individual and group perspectives 

(Bledsoe, 2014, p. 86). 

2.5. A Bourdieusian Framework 

In order to understand the different incentives and goals which groups brought to 

the development of the Vancouver PBS program, I will be drawing upon the work of 

French sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu. A Bourdieusian framework is well placed to discuss 

urban policy since it provides a “conceptual framework to shed light on embedded 

inclinations in engaging actors, including urban planners, by assessing the actors’ 

positions and their standpoints on specific planning issues” (Shin, 2013, p. 272). 

Moreover, by focusing on a research participant’s “predisposition and orientations,” the 

Bourdieusian framework is uniquely able to navigate the political considerations of a 

program’s development (Howe & Langdon, 2002, p. 212). In this way, a Bourdieusian 

framework allows for the explanatory description of complex relationships between 

actors and their resulting actions. 

According to the Bourdieusian framework, there are fields and subfields. Fields 

are arenas where “stakeholders struggle and compete to carry through their goals for 

specific urban affairs and eventually dominate the field” (Shin, 2014, p. 1837). The field 

is the environment, both physical and social, where actions take place. In the case of 

this research project, the field is the urban space of the City of Vancouver. Different 

actors and groups are competing and working together to shape the City of Vancouver 

through the Vancouver PBS program. Subfields, for their part, are “composed of the 

local polity, local interest groups, and local civic groups by referring to locally 

differentiated social labors, or the division of labor in a local community” (Shin, 2013, p. 

276). Actors tend to work in a more-or-less coordinated way within their subfield, but 

actors can also work with other subfields at the expense of their own subfield’s 

objectives. 

According to Shin, actions can be distinguished by the interactions between 

actors, identified as inter-subfields, intra-subfield, and intra-field. Inter-subfield 

interactions refer to “politics between subfields,” whereas intra-subfield interactions refer 

to “politics among stakeholders within the same subfield,” and intra-field politics refers to 

“politics among stakeholders across different subfields within a field, mostly in the form 
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of coalition” (Shin, 2014, p.1837-1838). So, for example, when city staff worked with 

Mobi to create the Vancouver PBS program, it was a form of inter-subfield politics. If 

actors were perceived to be in conflict within a subfield, such as competing city staff 

members in City Hall, it would be a form of intra-subfield politics. Finally, if some actors 

in City Hall worked with some actors from Mobi, that coalition of actors would be a form 

of intra-field politics. The point here is that not all subfields are united and sometimes 

divided sections work in cooperation with other subfields. The purpose of these 

definitions is to highlight that policies are often the product of different relationships and 

those relationships can be within groups or with dissenting actors between groups. 

 Each subfield is influenced by the habitus of its actors. Different actors take 

diverse actions to gain capital. The different actions are based on the actor’s ‘habitus,’ 

which is “inscribed in social agents’ bodies by past experiences” and which “serves as 

the foundational logic of practice even for calculative, rational activity such as seeking 

capital in urban politics” (Shin, 2014, p. 1841). In other words, the actions that people 

take are based upon their past experience. Those experiences can also come about 

simply by being in a group. 

Habitus “serves as the foundational logic of practice even for calculative, rational 

activity such as seeking capital in urban politics” (Shin, 2014, p. 1841). Habitus is not 

only about actions, but also about the perspectives which inform those world views. 

Therefore, we shouldn’t view actions as separate from group perspectives. As Bourdieu 

notes, people tend “to reproduce the objective structures of which they are a product” 

(Bourdieu, 1977, p. 72) through their habitus. Actions are not isolated, but are a physical 

representation of habitus. Moreover, when stakeholders describe their policies and 

perspectives, they are, in effect, describing their habitus. It is by that combination of 

studying both the actions and the policies of actors and subfields, that we can learn their 

habitus, and vice versa. 

The goal of actors in the public realm, according to Bourdieu, is to gain capital, 

embodied in economic, cultural, and social forms: “The form, the efficacy and the value 

of capital vary, contingent on different fields. Hence, we need to assess various capitals 

as the ‘energy of social physics’ in the different subfields of urban politics” (Shin, 2014, 

p. 1841). This means that what is capital for one actor is not necessarily capital for 

another actor. This provides the ability for two actors in different subfields, who value 
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different forms of capital, to come to mutually beneficial agreements, even if only one 

gets an economic gain. This provides a more flexible perspective to view the research 

data, in that it allows for individual motives and actions to come through. However, these 

dynamics should also be considered in terms of the end results of a project, in that 

different actors will try to influence the development of a project in order to achieve their 

desired capital. Their actions will be influenced by their intentions, and will thus affect the 

result. 

Studying the Vancouver PBS program through a Bourdieusian framework means 

that this research project can consider the implications of a program that provided 

political opportunities to the actors involved. Actors, by having different forms of habitus 

and desired capital, will act differently in the development of a program. It is an issue not 

only in what the actors want to achieve, but of their method. Methods can also be limited 

by the habitus or positions of the involved actors. For example, city staff actions are 

defined and limited by city council motions. 

This Bourdieusian framework allows me to look beyond the stated, official 

policies, by treating those policies as actions which reflect their habitus. It is not about 

viewing those policies as objective fact, but as their worldview or as an action to gain 

capital. Without a Bourdieusian framework, it would be hard to understand how 

seemingly contradictory actions are actually actions designed to achieve different forms 

of capital as well as the impact those actions have on a program’s implementation. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

This research project used a qualitative, mixed-method approach to study the 

development of the Vancouver PBS program. Data was collected through policy 

documents, interviews with key informants, and publicly available system data, and 

analyzed using a reflective/reflexive approach. By that I mean, I sought to understand 

the Vancouver PBS program in terms of how it is positioned to respond to varying 

interests, as conceived by different perspectives. I used this research to reflect on the 

program as described by the data, as well as my own premises. 

3.1. Research Methods 

The development of the Vancouver PBS program was studied by policy 

document analysis and key informant interviews. Some data was integrated through 

complementary publicly available system data. 

3.1.1. Policy Documents 

Table 1 lists all the documents used. Policy documents were made publicly 

available through websites for the City of Vancouver, TransLink, or Tourism Vancouver. I 

was also given the findings reports of the 2017 Focus Group Study and the 2017 

Intercept Survey Study done by Dr. Meghan Winters’ Cities, Health, and Active 

Transportation project for the City of Vancouver. The reports were used with Dr. Winters’ 

permission. 

 I read every document available from the City of Vancouver regarding PBS and 

collected every article that seemed relevant to this research project. I erred on the side 

of including potentially relevant documents for future analysis. If the documents 

referenced other policy documents, I would read and collect those referenced 

documents as well. Documents were stored and analyzed using NVivo qualitative 

analysis software.  
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Document Organization/s Date Received or 
Released 

Influence on 
Vancouver PBS 

TransLink Feasibility Study Quay Communications 
Inc. 

March 2008 Background 

2008 Annual Bicycle Plan 
Update - RTS 07393 

City of Vancouver July 2008 Background 

Standing Committee on 
Transportation and Traffic 
Minutes 

City of Vancouver July 2008 Background 

Regular Council Meeting 
Minutes 

City of Vancouver March 2009 Background 

Requests for Expressions 
of Interest (“ RFEOI ”) No . 
PS11187 Applications for a 
Public Bicycle System 

City of Vancouver April 2011 Institutional Thread 

Greenest City 2020: Action 
Plan 

City of Vancouver 2012 Background 

City of Vancouver 
Public Bicycle Share 
System: Update and Next 
Steps (Presentation) 

City of Vancouver June 2012 Background 

Vancouver Board of Parks 
and Recreation Minutes 

Vancouver Board of Parks 
and Recreation 

July 2012 Bike Rental Concerns 

Public Bike Share 
Stakeholder Meetings - 
September 2012: Summary 
Notes 

City of Vancouver September 2012 Bike Rental Concerns 
Institutional Thread 

Transportation 2040 Plan City of Vancouver October 2012 Background 

Implementation of a Public 
Bike Share Program - By-
law Amendments Phase 2 - 
RTS 9732 

City of Vancouver October 2012 Institutional Thread 

Public Bike Share 
Stakeholder Meetings - 
May 2013: Summary Notes 

City of Vancouver May 2013 Bike Rental Concerns 
Institutional Thread 

Vancouver Public Bike 
Share - RTS 10126 

City of Vancouver July 2013 Institutional Thread 

Tourism Master Plan Tourism Vancouver 2013 Proponent Thread 

Request for Proposals No. 
PS150910 Public Bicycle 
System 

City of Vancouver July 2015 Institutional Thread 
 

CycleHop Proposal CycleHop Corp Canada September 2015 Proponent Thread 

Greenest City Action Plan 
2015-2020 Strategy - RTS 
11035 

City of Vancouver November  2015 Background 

Greenest City 2020: Action 
Plan Part Two: 2015-2020 

City of Vancouver 2015 Background 

Supply Agreement Vancouver Bike Share Inc, 
CycleHop LLC, Smoover 
SAS, City of Vancouver 

February 2016 Institutional Thread 
Proponent Thread 
Social Equity Thread 
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Coming to Vancouver this 
Summer: Bike Share! 
(Media Package) 

City of Vancouver February 2016 Proponent Thread 
 

Public Bike Share: Project 
Update (Presentation) 

City of Vancouver February 2016 Institutional Thread 
 

ATPC Minutes Active Transportation 
Policy Council 

May 2016 Proponent Thread 
 

2016 Mobi Member Survey 
Results 

Dr. Meghan Winters’ 
Bicycling Research Team 

April 2017 Background 

2017 Focus Group 
Findings 

Dr. Meghan Winters’ 
Bicycling Research Team 

June 2017 Background 

ATPC Minutes Active Transportation 
Policy Council 

September 2017 Social Equity Thread 

2017 Intercept Survey 
Findings 

Dr. Meghan Winters’ 
Bicycling Research Team 

November 2017 Background 

Update on Vancouver 
Public Bike Share Program 

City of Vancouver November 2017 Institutional Thread 

Update on Vancouver 
Public Bike Share Program 
- RTS 10261 

City of Vancouver November 2017 Institutional Thread 

2018 Budget and Five-Year 
Financial Plan 

City of Vancouver December 2017 Institutional Thread 

Table 1 - List of documents, their sources, and their association to the 
Bourdieusian framework 

3.1.2. Interviews and City Hall Footage 

After receiving Ethics Approval, I conducted nine interviews with eight 

participants. All participants agreed to be named in this research project. With the 

consent of all participants, I audio recorded and transcribed all the interviews. I also 

conducted a member check by sending participants my transcript of the conversation, so 

that if any participants had concerns about what had been said and could be included in 

this thesis, they could contact me. No concerns were raised. 

Participants were recruited using email. Contact information for all participants 

was publicly available. Participants would often speak as representatives of their 

organizations, however, I also included questions regarding their personal views of the 

Vancouver PBS program. Participants were offered anonymity, however, it was also 

explained that given both the public nature of the PBS program, and the limited number 

of people involved in the program, true anonymity may have been impossible.  

One of the interviews was a follow-up interview. Interviews lasted between 22 to 

65 minutes for a total of about 5 hours. Interviews took place in either a space proposed 
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by the participants or over the phone. Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured 

manner between January and July 2018. At the end of the interview, I would ask 

participants if there was anyone they would recommend I talk to. 

I interviewed Morishita, Edwards, and Kohout because they were currently 

working with the Vancouver PBS program, either through Mobi by Shaw or the City of 

Vancouver. I had originally intended to interview more people from the City of 

Vancouver, however the rest of the Bike Share Project Team was unable to be involved. 

In order to further understand the PBS program’s development through the City of 

Vancouver’s perspective, I reached out to a previous member of the Bike Share Project 

Team. I interviewed Chou because he was listed in the Stakeholder Summary Notes as 

a staff member for the City of Vancouver. I interviewed Millar and Paz because they 

were the Vice-Chair and Chair respectively of the Active Transportation Policy Council 

and I was interested in two of the ATPC’s motions regarding PBS. The final two 

participants, Leigh and Dragan, were recommended through the snowball method. I 

interviewed them because I wanted to know more about PBS as it was viewed in the 

larger cycling community. 

Table 2 - List of participants and interview dates 

I also watched City Council and Standing Committee footage that discussed the 

PBS program. After a review of the footage, I made a choice on whether it was relevant 

to this research project. I transcribed relevant material that was not recorded in the 

minutes. All the footage was publicly available on the City of Vancouver’s website. 

Name Association Date Interviewed (2018)  

Lysa Morishita City of Vancouver January 31st 

Molly Millar ATPC February 27th 

Mia Kohout Mobi by Shaw March 7th 

Tanya Paz ATPC (Formerly Mobi by Shaw) March 8th, July 6th 

Scott Edwards City of Vancouver April 10th 

Steve Chou City of Vancouver April 26th 

Jeff Leigh HUB April 3rd 

Paul Dragan Reckless Bikes/ATPC July 6th 

Subject Transcribed Recorded Meeting Date of Meeting 

David Cadman – City 
Councilor 
Jerry W. Dobrovolny - 
General Manager of 
Engineering Services 

Transportation and Traffic Standing 
Committee 

July 22nd, 2008 
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Table 3 - List of council footage subjects and council meeting dates 

3.1.3. Publicly Available Data 

The use of system data in this project was included to provide a broad context of 

how the PBS program functions. In 2018, Mobi made its system data available to the 

public, fulfilling a point in the 2016 Supply Agreement. Mobi by Shaw also provided the 

GPS coordinates of their PBS stations on their website. I used the system data to 

provide context but it was not the focus of this research project. 

The raw system data included the departure and return dates, rounded times, 

account number, departure and return stations, membership type, covered distance, as 

well as the duration of the trip. There was other data, including temperature or battery 

voltage, which I did not use. The account numbers were not linked by users across 

months. So ID00001 in January is not ID00001 in February. This limited my ability to use 

the 2018 month-by-month data. However, Mobi introduced the combined data for all of 

2017, which bypassed the ID number issue. 

I inputted the data into Excel and used Tableau to create visuals and tables. 

Using the system data, I was able to determine the number of unique users per month. 

Using the membership type, I was also able to create new categories of casual users 

and long-term members. I define a “casual user” as a Mobi user who has a pass valid for 

24 hours or for a single use, and I am defining a “Mobi member” as a Mobi user who has 

a pass valid for a period of time longer than 24 hours. Furthermore, I used the data to 

determine station usage between different kinds of users. 

I made a number of changes to clean the trip data. First, I removed all trips which 

had a duration of 120 seconds (2 minutes) or shorter. Second, I removed all trips with a 

duration of 300 seconds (5 minutes) or shorter that began and ended at the same 

station. Third, I removed all trips which involved either a repair station, a workshop 

Joe Kainer - English Bay 
Bike Rentals 

Standing Committee of Council on 
Planning, Transportation, and 
Environment Agenda 

June 13th, 2012 

Jerry W. Dobrovolny - 
General Manager of 
Engineering Services 

Regular Council February 23rd, 2016 

Jerry W. Dobrovolny - 
General Manager of 
Engineering Services 

City Finances &Services Standing 
Committee 

November 15th, 2017 
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station, a balancer station, or a temporary station, because I did not consider these user 

trips. A balancer station is used to help bring bikes from one station to another based 

upon user needs. These are stations not placed for permanent use. Finally, I removed 

trips that had missing data, such as ID numbers or membership type. 

Data cleaning made my numbers slightly different from the data of the City of 

Vancouver and Mobi. To protect the identity of its users, Mobi rounds the departure and 

return times to the nearest hour. This means that at the end of the month, trips that 

began just before midnight may appear under the next month. The use of system data in 

this research project was not to provide a definitive number of users, but to provide a 

broad context of how the program functions. 

3.1.4. Bourdieusian Framework 

This research project uses a Bourdieusian framework which is based upon 

modus operandi rather than opus operatum. In other words, the emphasis of this 

analysis is on the method by which the program was developed and operates rather 

than the result as described by the City. I avoided taking official policies at face value in 

order to avoid “allowing the official definition of social reality to be imposed upon [me] – a 

version which dominates or represses other definitions” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 37). I will 

now describe how I used Bourdieusian concepts as a framework in this thesis. 

The subfields relevant to the Vancouver PBS program are City Hall (primarily city 

staff), Mobi by Shaw, and the Active Transportation Policy Council. I critically examined 

the way in which these subfields influenced the development of the Vancouver PBS 

program. The habitus of different actors and groups were identified through their actions 

as well as by how those actions were performed. For example, I established the City of 

Vancouver’s perspective by critically examining the statements made by city staff at 

stakeholder meetings as well by reviewing the stakeholders who were invited by city 

staff to those meetings. It is an exploration of both the form and the function of the 

stakeholder meetings done in order to understand the habitus of actors in the City of 

Vancouver subfield. Different actors and groups have different forms of desired capital, 

for example, Mobi by Shaw seeks financial success while the City of Vancouver is more 

interested in achieving political goals associated with the Greenest City Action Plan and 

Transportation 2040. 
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I will also discuss another form of habitus developed by the City of Vancouver 

and Mobi by Shaw which I call the Intra-Field Narrative. This is a narrative which both 

represents the world view of many of the actors and is a tool by which groups achieve 

their desired capital. The Intra-Field Narrative is a hegemonic description of how the 

Vancouver PBS program should be understood, which shapes the common 

understanding of the program. 

3.1.5. Analysis 

This research project was entered into with the deductive intent to look at the 

Vancouver PBS program though an evaluative and Bourdieusian framework. However, I 

collected rich qualitative data which led me in new directions compared to my initial 

framework. Therefore, the research project took on a reflexive character, making use of 

both deductive and inductive approaches, and a variety of different forms of data were 

incorporated. 

My analysis began by focusing on policy documents and interview data. As I 

developed questions and ideas on how to view the data, I incorporated new forms of 

data, such as system data. Whenever I saw a contradiction, I tried to evaluate how and 

why the contradiction occurred to see whether it could be resolved through a deepening 

of my own understanding of the material. 

Using a Bourdieusian framework, I have developed three groupings of thought, 

representing the design preferences of different group actors, which influenced the 

Vancouver PBS program. I refer to these groupings as threads in order to indicate the 

internally consistent ideas held by those within the group, which extend over a period of 

time, and which are distinct from those ideas held outside the group. I labeled these 

three threads as (1) the Institutional Thread, (2) the Proponent Thread, and the (3) 

Social Equity Thread. The threads are not cleanly associated with any organization. 

Subfields describe the official associations of actors, while the threads group actors by 

internally consistent ideas. This means that subfields can be divided with different 

internal fractions which follow one of these different threads  

The Institutional Thread is best associated with city staff and these actors sought 

to balance two responsibilities. The first responsibility was to meet and work with the 
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local bike rental businesses in the development of the Vancouver PBS program. This 

responsibility was given to them through a city council motion, which had reaffirmed their 

“support for staff to work with local bicycle rental businesses in the design and 

implementation of a PBS system and the location of rental stations” (City of Vancouver, 

2012d, p. 9). 

The second responsibility was to make PBS a success in Vancouver, which 

required a fare structure “set to maximize usage of the PBS while maximizing PBS 

revenue” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016, p.99). It is the attempt to balance 

these two goals that typifies the Institutional Thread. 

The Proponent Thread is best associated with Mobi by Shaw and it is defined by 

a desire to increase revenue through the maximization of user numbers. As Kohout said, 

“this is a private business, so our goal is to create a [financially] sustainable business.” 

Private businesses enter the market with the expectation and intention of making a 

profit, which sets them apart from the public sector. Therefore, Mobi is interested in 

generating growth in demand to achieve profit, which would inform the subfield’s actions. 

For example, the CycleHop Proposal lists tourism as a traffic generator and gives three 

ways to capture the tourism market, as a strategic direction, by focusing on: “Larger 

hotels,” “Stanley Park destinations,” and “Proximity to bike paths and on-street cycling 

network” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016, p. 358). Therefore, although there is 

an acknowledgement that PBS should not compete with bike rental shops, it is also 

understood that tourism is necessary for revenue generation. 

If Mobi is unable to generate a profit, there is also the possibility that the 

business may no longer continue. In this way, ensuring the financial viability of the 

program is an important consideration for the developers and administrators. 

The Social Equity Thread is best seen through the Active Transportation Policy 

Council, although parts of this thread have appeared in other subfields and throughout 

the development of the PBS program. It is different from the other threads because it is 

interested in incorporating a certain kind of user, rather than focusing on whether they 

are long term members or a casual user. It does not directly relate to the concerns of 

bike rental shops although it can be affected by the fare structure. 
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This analysis perspective allows me to describe the sometimes contradictory 

actions of the Vancouver PBS program by dividing actors into groups with different 

actions, intentions, and capitals, each of which expresses a deliberate rationale in the 

way in which they connect the design and delivery of Mobi to their own objectives. 
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Chapter 4. Analysis: How does Bike Share Fare? 

This project will examine the goals of the Vancouver PBS program and explore 

why the goals were written the way they were. A possible answer was given by research 

participants who suggested that the program was designed with broader political goals in 

mind than those that were actually articulated. In section 4.2, I turn to the fare structure 

of the program to describe the different values of the program developers and how these 

values continue to compete over the program’s growth. In section 4.3, I consider the 

goals expressed by stakeholders of the Vancouver PBS program as well as PBS 

competition with the local bike rental industry, in consideration of previously stated 

program intentions to be non-competitive. Finally, I provide a partial evaluation of the 

program in regards to equity of access by people with low-income and non-

competitiveness with bike rental. 

4.1. The Explicit and Implicit Goals of the Vancouver Bike 
Share Program 

There have been different goals articulated throughout the history of Vancouver’s 

PBS. The intentions of the different actors, like TransLink and the City of Vancouver, 

have also varied. Therefore, while keeping in mind the history of the Vancouver PBS 

program, I will begin by looking at the goals as they have been articulated most clearly 

before moving on to the more implicit and suggested goals of the program. The program 

goals are most clearly articulated in three instances: the 2011 Request for Expressions 

of Interest (City of Vancouver, 2011, p. 5), the 2015 Request for Proposals (Vancouver 

Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 399), and on the City of Vancouver’s website (City of 

Vancouver, 2018a). The goals are provided below in Table 4. 

 In all three instances, the goals are directly stated and one can see similarities 

from 2011 until the present. The goals supersede each other, so the most recent goals 

on the City of Vancouver website are the most relevant. To better understand the intent 

and implications behind the design of the goals, I will look at both what is stated as well 

as their historical progression. Over time, the goals changed to better reflect the values 

and interests of the program developers. Therefore, I studied what was valued at 
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different points in time by the actors involved in order to show why the current goals 

were written the way they were. 

Document Stated Goals of the Vancouver Bike Share 
Program 

Request for Expressions of Interest (“RFEOI”) No. 
PS11187 Applications for a Public Bicycle System 
(2011) 

The City’s goals for a PBS are to:  
 
a) Increase the overall volume of cycling trips in 
Vancouver; 
b) Extend the reach of vehicle, transit and walking 
trips; and 
c) Replace vehicle and transit trips. 
       
In addition to the extent to which the PBS goals are 
achieved, the City will consider the following 
factors in evaluating the success of a PBS in 
Vancouver:  
     
a) Long-term financial sustainability; and 
b) Support of users and the general public. 
 
With a PBS, Vancouver will be well positioned to 
become a healthier and greener city. 

Request for Proposals No. PS150910 Public 
Bicycle System (2015) 

Overall, the goals of the PBS are to: 
 
(a) increase the overall volume of cycling trips in 
Vancouver; 
(b) extend the reach of vehicle, transit and walking 
trips; and, 
(c) replace vehicle and transit trips. 

City of Vancouver Website (Accessed 2018) In addition to providing people with a healthy 
transportation option, public bike share systems 
can help: 

 Extend the reach of transit and walking 
trips 

 Reduce the need for personal vehicle 
trips 

 Encourage greater interest in cycling, and 
increase cycling ridership 

A public bike share system aligns with our 
Transportation 2040 Plan and Greenest City Action 
Plan objectives of making cycling a viable, 
sustainable transportation option. 

Table 4 - The Progression Over Time of the Goals of the Vancouver Bike Share 
Program 
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4.1.1. Evolving Goals of the Vancouver Bike Share Program 

Overall, these goals have a continuity from past to present, however, the final 

stated goal, regarding trip replacement, shows important differences in what the program 

designers have sought to accomplish. The 2011 Request for Expressions of Interest and 

the 2015 Request for Proposals included a goal to “Replace vehicle and transit trips” 

while the City of Vancouver website states that the goal is to “Reduce the need for 

personal vehicle trips.” The different iterations of the goals have similar wording, but 

have very different implications. 

There are two ways of viewing this goal change. First, the new goal articulation 

may have been intended to dilute an earlier goal. By changing the goal from “Replace 

vehicle and transit trips” to “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips,” the City has 

opened the goal to a wider range of definitions of success. This is because it is harder to 

define a recognition of failure within the new goal. A trip replacement can quantified, but 

a reduction in need is less measurable. Not every goal needs to be quantifiable, 

however, unquantifiable goals make conformance-based evaluations unfeasible since 

they require “that plan goals and objectives be clear and measurable with measurable 

indicators” (Laurian et al., 2010, p. 746). Although success is difficult to prove, arguably 

the existence of a PBS system may “reduce the need for personal vehicle trips,” in which 

case success is implied while failure needs to be proven. 

Second, “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips” could be read as an 

intention to create a more meaningful structural change on a macro societal level by 

offering increased accessibility for other modes of transportation. These two different 

interpretations of the language are equally valid, and it becomes difficult to determine 

what the goal is supposed to achieve. Theory-driven evaluation is informed by looking at 

the intention of the program developers, but when goals are vague and could be read in 

multiple ways, the intent of the goal’s design becomes obscured. 

Fortunately, qualitative interviews can help theory-driven evaluation by 

determining the implicit goals that inform decision making. Morishita, from the Vancouver 

Bike Share Project Team, said of the program’s purpose, “The objective is not even to 

get more people to ride bikes, but to make that available to them so that it is at least an 

option to them.” To begin, Morishita’s description separates success from the number of 



35 

users, which also removes a quantifiable indicator. I believe that the focus on user 

choice, rather than on the number of users, is a demonstration of a tendency away from 

measurable indicators. Although the change in goals could simply be an 

acknowledgement that replacing vehicle and transit trips with cycling trips is difficult, it 

does not erase the fact that the goal has become vaguer and harder to evaluate. In 

which case, “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips,” could be read as a dilution of 

the earlier goals. Furthermore, if this interpretation is fair, that means that the goals were 

designed to have little objective-driven evaluative value. 

Paz articulated an additional goal, more directly political in nature. According to 

Paz, increasing the cycling mode share was needed to become the greenest city in the 

world by 2020. The political pressure was, in Paz’s perspective, the fear of failure on a 

major policy objective of the Vision Vancouver leadership: “There would be a big uproar, 

a big backlash if it was not successful.” Paz clarified that the political pressure was not 

based on a desire to be successful as much as on a fear of failing. She gave the 

example that if PBS in Vancouver was not successful, political opponents could use it as 

an excuse to scale back on other sustainable initiatives, like cycling infrastructure. It 

should also be noted that shortly after these interviews, Paz ran as a Vision Vancouver 

candidate in the 2018 municipal elections. It would therefore make sense that she was 

viewing the program through a political lens. This description suggests an overriding 

political goal which I define as: to fulfil political goals relating to sustainability and cycling 

by making sure that the Vancouver PBS program is not deemed a failure. In which case, 

the explicit program goals function to ensure the implicit political goals. 

There was a viewpoint among some of the interviewees that a perceived failure 

of the Vancouver PBS program would affect other sustainable initiatives outside of the 

program, thus, it is possible that this possible awareness could have been an overriding 

concern during the development of the program goals. This fear may have informed 

changing the goals from “Replace vehicle and transit trips” to “Reduce the need for 

personal vehicle trips.” By focusing on “need” rather than more measurable trip 

replacements, it became difficult to assess failure, which makes it further likely for the 

program to be deemed successful, which in turn reduced the political risk of failure. In 

this case, the definition of success is the absence of failure. This plausible explanation 

also fits the concurrent de-emphasis of the quantifiable metric of “cycling trips” and its 
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replacement with the more indirect concept of cycling generally in the program’s third 

goal. 

Although there is a continuation of the program goals from 2011 to the present, 

there is a growing trend away from measurable concepts such as “Increase,” “overall 

volume,” “cycling trips,” “Replace,” and “vehicle and transit trips” to broader, harder to 

quantify concepts, such as “Encourage,” “interest,” “ridership,” and “Reduce the need.” 

This weakening of the measurable components of the articulated goals is possibly due to 

city staff concerns about the implicit political goals of the PBS program. This dynamic is 

unfortunate in that the rewording of the goal statements, perhaps intended to reduce the 

perception of failure, limits objective-driven evaluation and thereby reduces potential 

reflective evaluation on the part of the program administrators. 

4.1.2. Evaluative Tools within the Vancouver Bike Share Program 

The interpretation of collected data allows evaluators, and administrators, to 

determine whether the program goals are being achieved. This section will examine the 

metrics associated with the Vancouver PBS program as well as how those 

measurements reflect the values and interests of its designers. Data collected are often 

a reflection of the choices made by program designers and administrators and their 

ideas about what measures are important and how data should be interpreted. Data 

collection may be are limited by time, technology, and accessibility. There is no single 

data source that allows researchers to declare whether a program is a success or not; 

program evaluation and data analysis requires thoughtful reflection. 

Evaluative Tools of the City of Vancouver 

When asked how the Vancouver PBS program evaluates the success of its 

objectives, Scott Edwards said that Dr. Meghan Winters’ Bicycling Research Team at 

Simon Fraser University is helping the Vancouver Bike Share Project Team explore the 

first two objectives on the City of Vancouver website. According to Edwards, the City 

engaged the bicycle research team to “have an unbiased viewpoint outside the City to 

explore those two objectives.” 

Although the bicycling research team examined “the impact of Vancouver's 

bikeshare on travel and health outcomes in the general population, in program users, 



37 

and within key population segments,” the research team did not conduct an evaluation 

specific to city-directed outcomes or goals (Winters et al., 2012). Rather, the bicycle 

research team project, Understanding a New Bikeshare Program in Vancouver: 

Motivators, Deterrents & Equity, was looking for “evidence on whether this public 

bikeshare program can induce a shift in travel across diverse social groups, evidence on 

any positive health and transportation impacts the program may yield, and identification 

of barriers to uptake for non-traditional cycling groups” (Winters, 2012). In my 

perspective, the evaluative link between the bicycle research team project and the two 

objectives could be articulated in a more transparent and consistent manner, thereby 

leaving less room for interpretation. 

The bicycle research team is also mentioned in the 2017 staff update: “The City 

is partnering with Simon Fraser University (SFU) to research PBS impacts and ridership 

trends. SFU’s research included a member survey and focus groups which identified 

some patterns in the member base and highlighted some themes for future 

improvements” (City of Vancouver, 2017, p.3). The bicycle research team also 

conducted intercept surveys as part of their study of Vancouver PBS program. 

For the third objective, “Encourage greater interest in cycling, and increase 

cycling ridership,” Edwards acknowledged that it may be hard to differentiate increases 

in cycling due to PBS. As Edwards said: 

“That is a tough one for me to quantify, to suggest we have a quantifiable 
answer that relates solely to bike share. What we can do, on the flipside, is 
to talk about, are we are seeing contingent growth in bike share? I think 
that that alone suggests that we are seeing an increase in cycling ridership, 
at least to how it relates and pertains to public bike share.” 

That is a fair sentiment, however, not every new Mobi user is a new cyclist. To 

demonstrate, it has been found that 69.8% of Mobi members already own a personal 

bicycle (Hosford et al., 2018, p. 3). This implies that only about 30% of the Mobi ridership 

technically increases the general cycling ridership. This leads to new questions, such as, 

if the program is trying to increase cycling ridership, why does it overwhelmingly appeal 

to people who already own a bicycle? 
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Vague Goals and Evaluation 

As a demonstration of how vague goals affect the evaluative process, I will look 

at the intercept survey in relation to the goal, “Reduce the need for personal vehicle 

trips.” Although the intercept survey found that 5% of Mobi users replaced personal 

vehicle trips and 10% said that they replaced an auto trip (car share, taxi, etc.), it is still 

difficult to determine whether the Vancouver PBS program has reduced “the need for 

personal vehicle trips” (Winters et al., 2017c). This is because the goal does not 

describe a target. The 2009 PBS motion had a target, namely that “10% of trips made on 

a Vancouver PBS would shift from car trips,” however that baseline cannot be 

substituted into the goal because of the different units of analysis (City of Vancouver, 

2009). The 2009 motion describes “car trips” while the goal states “personal vehicle 

trips,” and the two units are different enough to affect the evaluation. If the 2009 motion 

estimate is used as a baseline, then perhaps the program can be considered a success 

since “10% of respondents reported that they replaced an auto trip” (Winters et al., 

2017c, p. 16). On the other hand, considering that the program’s second goal focused 

on personal vehicles, and only 5% of respondents said they replaced a private car, that 

may suggest that the program did not succeed. This is just to demonstrate that vague 

goals affect the evaluative process.  

Regardless, since the 2017 intercept and focus group surveys were conducted 

roughly a year into operations, it may be too early to evaluate the program. Moreover, 

because the goals have neither a timeline nor a stated target, the concepts of “success” 

or “failure” may not even apply, except in a nebulous sense whereby any reduction is 

technically a reduction in “need.” 

Goals should be clearly worded and they need to properly describe how the 

program is designed to achieve those goals, including the collection and interpretation of 

data, in order to allow for program evaluation. It becomes difficult to determine whether 

the program is effective because of the lack of a target and a timeframe, and therefore, 

the goals serve to obfuscate rather than clarify the program’s progression. 

Trips Per Day Per Bike 

In the course of my research, another important metric came to the forefront. 

According to Kohout, Mobi looks at “how many trips per day per bike a system has [and] 
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how many members per bike a system has. Those are kind of the key indicators that go 

across the board for bike share programs.” The metric also appeared in the CycleHop 

Proposal, which had the performance target of “daily bike trips per day: 4 to 8, peaking 

at 10” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 360). My own look at July 2018 Mobi system 

data showed that at the height of summer, there were only 2.2 rides per bike per day. 

Despite the fact that both Mobi by Shaw and the City of Vancouver have 

described trips per day per bike as a key indicator, and even provided targets, this metric 

does not apply to any of the stated program goals. Even if the Vancouver PBS program 

were to achieve a target of ten trips per day per bike, it could not be used to determine 

the success of goals such as, “Extend the reach of transit and walking trips,” “Reduce 

the need for personal vehicle trips,” or even “Encourage greater interest in cycling, and 

increase cycling ridership.” Even with the latter goal, the metric of trips per bike per day 

is unreliable because the metric is based on trips rather than users. 

Metrics matter for the evaluative process and the rationale for how those metrics 

are chosen is just as important. Trips per bike per day differ from the number of users 

and the number of trips, and each may have a different utility, as described in Table 5. 

When making an evaluation of the Vancouver PBS program, trips per bike per day is 

certainly an important metric but it requires the context of user choice and behaviour in 

order to be better understood. A commuter, going to work and back, will ride Mobi two 

times per day while a casual user concerned about overage charges may return and 

take out a bike multiple times a day, leading to multiple trips which would inflate the 

number of trips per bike per day. The metric will also be influenced by weather and 

topography which reduces comparability with other PBS systems around the world, so 

comparing 2.2 rides per bike per day between two different cities would not be useful. 

Therefore, trips per bike per day should not be treated as a best practice measurement 

of system efficiency without further supplementary data. 

I have provided a non-exhaustive list of indicators in Table 5 below, the purpose 

of which is to show how different metrics have different uses and implications. Some of 

them are already collected by Mobi, or by the SFU Bicycle Research Team, while others 

are potential indicators that may take more work to collect. 
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Indicator Collection Method Related Program 
Objectives 

Considerations 

# of Users System Data Program 
Efficiency 

Tourists and Casual Users, 
will be given the same 
weight as commuters 
Useful as a simple metric of 
use 

# of Members/Casual Users System Data Program 
Efficiency 

The number of Casual Users 
will likely be higher than of 
Members 
Able to differentiate between 
different kinds of users 

# of Trips System Data Program 
Efficiency 

May be inflated by the fare 
structure which encourages 
multiple shorter trips (e.g. 
round trips would be counted 
as two trips) 
Could be used to understand 
user behaviour 

# of Trips per Bike per Day System Data Program 
Efficiency 

Could show whether the 
system is under or over 
served with bicycles or how 
integrated PBS is in the lives 
of its users  

# of Users per Bike System Data Program 
Efficiency 

Could show whether the 
system is under or over 
served with bicycles 

# of Vehicle Trips Replaced User Survey Sustainability Data would be harder to 
collect but would be valuable 
in consideration of the 
program goals  

Demographics (Such as but 
not limited to: age, gender, 
ethnicity, income status, 
municipality, preferred 
language) 

Member Survey Equity Data could be collected 
when users sign up for a 
membership pass 
Could show whether the 
program is equitable in 
terms of its user base 

New Trips (That would not 
have been made without 
Mobi) 

User Survey Equity Hard to collect, but it can 
show some of the benefits 
for low income and 
marginalized groups 

Duration of Trip and 
Distance Travelled 

System Data Health Data would have to be 
grouped by day rather than 
by trip 
Can be used for rough 
estimate of physical activity 
Can differentiate bike rides 
which only last seconds with 
longer trips 

Table 5 - Non-Exhaustive List of Current and Potential Measurements 
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The Use of Evaluative Metrics by the City of Vancouver 

Using the perspective that the City of Vancouver designed the program goals in 

order to account for political considerations, I believe that the City is also using 

evaluative metrics to fulfil political goals. For example, in the 2017 staff update, the City 

says; “In the summer of 2017 the system was consistently experiencing 2.5 rides per 

bike per day, a strong performance for a new system. Ridership in cities with more 

established systems such as Toronto and Montreal show 2.0 and 3.6 rides per bike per 

day respectively” (City of Vancouver, 2017, p. 3). I would be cautious with any 

declarative statements that suggest a large number of trips per bike per day is indicative 

of success. This is because no single metric can determine whether a PBS program is a 

success and because the metric is affected by weather and topography which reduces 

comparability with other PBS systems. Without context, it is a false equivalency. 

However, the metric may have been used to help fulfil a political role in promoting 

a narrative of success, as well as demonstrating the efficiency of the system (although 

the relationship between the metric and stated program goals remains unclear). This 

further illustrates that the way in which data is read is a choice and an action. This is not 

to say that programs should exist outside of political considerations or narratives, but 

rather to acknowledge that political considerations have influenced how the Vancouver 

PBS program is described. 

Another metric used by the City of Vancouver is the number of passes and 

memberships sold. In the 2017 staff update, the City says, “At the end of September 

2017 there were 4,700 memberships and almost 40,000 24-hour passes sold,” (City of 

Vancouver, 2017, p. 4). However, a casual user can buy multiple daily passes and a 

three month member could buy multiple memberships throughout the year, which means 

that the staff update presents a distinct set of data; pass sales, not the number of users. 

Despite the fact that the third program goal is to “Encourage greater interest in cycling, 

and increase cycling ridership,” the update does not mention the number of users of the 

program, which would be relevant to the goal. It could be that since number of pass 

sales is higher compared to the number of users, its use may be to inflate the sense of 

the program’s success amongst council members and the public. However, it may also 

illustrate that finances are viewed as an equally if not more important factor of the 



42 

success of the PBS program, especially since Vancouver Bike Share Inc. is a private 

entity. Nevertheless, the absence of the number of users remains noteworthy. 

This use of evaluative metrics to promote the political image of success would be 

understandable in the context of Paz’s concerns of the risk of failure posed to other 

sustainability initiatives. If city staff have a responsibility to make the Vancouver PBS 

program a success, then that responsibility may entail making the program politically 

agreeable. 

4.2. Fare Structure 

The development of the fare structure involved multiple groups of actors all with 

differing intents and objectives. The fare structure is not only a representation of those 

differing intents, but it is also a way to work backwards and understand the designers’ 

intentions and habitus. 

In this section, I will show comparative prices in relation to each fare structure 

with a local bike rental shop. I chose Reckless Bikes, the bike rental shop which Paul 

Dragan owns, as the comparator. The times in the following tables were chosen to make 

comparisons easier between the different proposed fare structures. It is also worth 

remembering overage charges can be reduced by docking PBS in stations throughout 

the trip, so a person could use a PBS bike throughout the day and limit the escalating 

overage charges. Therefore, the PBS numbers in the tables assume no efforts to reduce 

costs, which may further increase the PBS competitive edge over the bike rental option. I 

have also accounted for inflation and rounded to the tenth cent. 

4.2.1. The Institutional Thread Before 2016 

The Institutional Thread is motivated by a desire to make city council and the 

public approve of the Vancouver PBS program and the thread is primarily associated 

with city staff. Responsibilities of city staff include balancing city council’s direction to 

work with the bike rental industry as well as the need to maximize ridership to provide 

fiscal prudence. 

Council likely directed staff to engage with bike rental shops due to the bike 

rental industry’s lobbying efforts. Joe Kainer, from English Bay Bike Rentals, and Geoff 
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Sharein, from Spokes Bicycle Rental, reached out to Councillor Meggs from Vision 

Vancouver, who facilitated a meeting between the two bike rental shop representatives 

and city staff around June, 2012 (City of Vancouver, 2012f). In July 2012, council 

directed staff to work with the local bike rental industry (City of Vancouver, 2012d, p. 9). 

The concerns of the bike rental industry were that a government subsidized PBS 

program would devastate their business model by attracting the customer base of the 

bike rental industry; tourists and recreational users. The concern was not about the 

length of time of use but about the type of user. 

The responsibility to ensure financial stability came about in the 2015 Request for 

Proposals in which the City wrote, “the proposed PBS system should be financially self-

sustainable in the long-term” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016, p. 398). In regards 

to Alta in 2013, the City also said that financial risk can be caused by “Low ridership of 

the Vancouver PBS system” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p.18). Therefore, high ridership 

was linked to financial stability and the success of the program. This meant that city 

staff, to gain the approval of council and the public as per their habitus, needed to 

balance the responsibility of working with bike rental shops while ensuring that the 

program was financially successful. 

To a degree, these two responsibilities conflict. If the Vancouver PBS program 

did not reach out to tourists, out of concern for the bike rental industry, it would affect 

their ability to maximize their user base. The Institutional Thread was able to balance the 

two goals by re-interpreting tourists to mean people who bike for long durations. This is 

why Chou could say, “If you’re going for a short trip, it makes sense to use Mobi. That’s 

what it was designed for. But if you are going out for a longer ride, then it makes sense 

financially to rent a bike” and “it’s a way for people, tourists, to travel around the city on 

short trips to get around to locations.” The aim of PBS was not to discourage its use by 

tourists, but to discourage its use for long durations. However, this did not alleviate the 

concerns of the bike rental companies as much as it created a narrative that the City had 

worked with bike rental to create a non-competitive PBS system. This narrative, as will 

be explained later, conflicts with the data on how the Vancouver PBS program has been 

implemented and used to date. 

In the 2013 Stakeholder Meetings, to mitigate the bike rental business impact, 

staff say, “Rate structures are set by Alta, in consultation with the City, and will be set 
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such that it becomes more economical for a user to visit a bike rental shop if they 

anticipate their ride to be 2 hours or longer.” However, bike rental representatives were 

not assuaged: “While encouraged by the rate structure and the possibility of partnership 

opportunities, [representatives] emphasised the need for PBS to target commuters 

rather than tourists. They remain concerned with the potential proximity of the stations to 

their businesses and the station locations within Stanley Park” (City of Vancouver, 

2013a, p. 2-3). This means that the bike rental industry’s core concern, the tourism 

market, was unresolved. 

In the 2013 Alta Recommendation, the City wrote, “Providing residents and 

tourists with access to a Public Bike Share system has been identified as a priority for 

Vancouver”(City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 4). In the same recommendation, the City also 

wrote, “Local bike rental companies have emphasised the continued need to promote 

the use of bike rental shops to tourists, to target residents as the primary users of the 

PBS system, to ensure a noncompetitive rate structure, and to avoid PBS station 

placement within close proximity to their shops” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 2). The 

2013 Alta recommendation clearly articulates that targeting tourists is of interest to both 

the Vancouver PBS program and the bike rental industry and shows that these two 

industries are in competition. The Institutional Thread was forced to find a way to try and 

accomplish these two conflicting responsibilities and it did so by conflating the terms 

‘tourist’ and ‘long term casual users,’ and then replacing the first term with the second. In 

this way the Institutional Thread could ensure maximum ridership, by targeting tourists, 

while still saying that the City had listened to the concerns of bike rental companies 

because they were encouraging people to use PBS for short trips through overage 

charges. 

In 2013, with the recommendation to enter into an agreement with Alta, city staff 

released a preliminary fare structure. The daily pass was $5, the weekly pass was $20, 

and the annual pass was $95 (City of Vancouver, 2013b). The overage costs are 

different for the different categories of membership, but for daily members, it is $2.00 for 

the second 30 min, $6.00 for the third 30 min, and $8.00 every 30 min thereafter. With 

this fare structure, bike rental becomes cheaper than Mobi after the second hour. 

Overage charges will remain an important aspect of the fare structure of the 

Vancouver PBS program, not only because it encourages short term use which is 



45 

measured by the metric trips per bike per day, but because it changes user behavior 

which makes it harder for evaluators to determine whether the PBS is undercutting the 

bike rental industry. A person may want to take a five hour bike ride, and if they quickly 

returned and took out the PBS bike at the 1st and 3rd hours, with a final return on the 5th 

hour, they would only pay $5 (daily), $2 (1st hour), $16 (3rd hour), and $16 (5th hour) for a 

total of $39. With inflation, it becomes $43. Therefore, for ostensibly the same trip, a five 

hour PBS ride can either equal $75.20 or $43.00 depending solely on user behavior 

influenced by overage charges. Those overage charges change whether the PBS 

undercuts the local bike rental industry or not. 

 1.5 Hours - 90min 2 Hours – 120min 3 Hours – 180min 5 Hours – 300min 

Reckless $18.50 $22.50 $25. 50 $34.50 

Alta Preliminary 
Fare Structure 

$14.20 $22.90 $40.30 $75.20 

Table 6 - Reckless Bikes Fare Structure (2018) compared to Alta Preliminary Fare 
Structure (2013) with inflation 

The overage charge reflects an intention to make PBS non-competitive with bike 

rental over two hours, which is mentioned by staff in the 2013 series of stakeholder 

meetings. The nature of an increasing cost of overage charges is an incentive to 

encourage frequent, short duration trips by user behaviour. Overage charges, and the 

fare structure as a whole, is designed to influence user behaviour. It remains a problem 

that casual users can still temporarily return their bikes to reduce their overage costs, 

which illustrates how the Vancouver PBS program focused on reducing “long term 

casual use” rather than use by tourists. 

The difference between a “long term casual user” and a “short term casual user” 

is whether they have returned their bike to a station before or after thirty minutes. A 

casual user who is incentivised to return their bike periodically throughout the day is not 

much different than a casual user who uses a bike throughout the day without returning 

it to a station. However, only the latter casual user is viewed by the Vancouver PBS 

program as a potential client of the bike rental industry. If a casual user is incentivized by 

the fare structure to return their bike periodically, they are no longer viewed as a 

potential client. In this way, the fare structure changes the behaviour of casual users so 

that they are no longer viewed as potential bike rental clients by the Vancouver PBS 

program. In this way, the fare structure remained competitive with the local bike rental 

industry by reinterpreting what the target market is. 
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After 2013, when the agreement with Alta could not be reached, there was a 

standstill as the City of Vancouver began looking for another supplier. The Institutional 

Thread returned in 2016 in its most contemporary form, but at this point in time, the 

Proponent Thread takes shape. 

4.2.2. The Proponent Thread 

The Proponent Thread focuses strictly on the maximization of users to the benefit 

of financial stability and it originated from the 2015 CycleHop Proposal. The fare 

structure that CycleHop initially proposed is vastly different from previous preliminary 

fare structures, it included a single use ($3) for the first 20 minutes, a monthly ($20) 

pass, and an overage fee of $2 for every 20 minutes. CycleHop also required a three 

month membership commitment, so a potential member would have to pay $60 up front 

(Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 280). With the low single use pass and overage 

cost, the fare structure would definitely have undercut the local bike rental industry. Even 

after the fifth hour, PBS would have remained cheaper than bike rental, and that is 

ignoring the fact that users could return and take out the PBS bikes again at any point in 

the 5 hours, limiting the overage charge. 

 1.5 Hours - 90min 2 Hours – 120min 3 Hours – 180min 5 Hours – 300min 

Reckless $18.50 $22.50 $25.50 $34.50 

CycleHop 
Proposal 

$11.40 (100 min) $13.50 $19.70 $32.20 

Table 7 - Reckless Bikes Fare Structure (2018) compared to CycleHop Proposal 
(2016) with inflation 

Furthermore, the proposal is also missing an annual pass, which suggests a 

focus on casual users over long term members. The CycleHop Supply Agreement 

mentions that PBS “is not intended to compete with bicycle rental,” however, it is clear 

that their fare structure would have done just that (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 

2016, p. 100). 

The CycleHop Proposal demonstrates that PBS systems can operate with a 

cheaper fare structure, likely by inducing demand, and that when the fare structure is 

more expensive, there are other variables at work. The financial viability of the CycleHop 

Proposal seems to be confirmed by similar PBS models run by CycleHop. In the Ottawa 

PBS program, also run by CycleHop, trips begin at $1 and rise $.16 per minute ($4.80 
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per 30 minutes), which further enforces the idea that PBS can be financially sustainable 

at a lower price (“VeloGO - Powered by HOPR | The Official Bike Share of Ottawa-

Gatineau,” 2018). Given that the 2016 proposal put forward a lower fare, similar to other 

working models run by CycleHop, this means that the Vancouver PBS program is likely 

to be financially viable at a lower fare structure, and that the current fare structure is 

artificially inflated. The fare structure of the CycleHop Proposal could be viewed as a 

demonstration of a fare structure developed without the consideration of a non-

competitiveness. 

Almost seven months before the launch, the Proponent Thread seemed 

dominant in the preliminary fare structure. The City of Vancouver released a media 

package on February 23rd, 2016 with the proposed fare of a single use ($2.50) and a 

monthly membership ($20) (City of Vancouver, 2016a). The package was released one 

day after the 2016 CycleHop Supply Agreement was signed. An overage fee was not 

mentioned, but it likely that it would have been included later. This structure is 

reminiscent of the proposed 2015 CycleHop fare structure. Given that this was a media 

package released by the City of Vancouver seven months before the program was 

launched, it is likely that this fare structure was viable and potentially agreeable to the 

City of Vancouver, at least at this point in time. 

4.2.3. The Institutional Thread and the Current Fare Structure 

In February 2016, the Supply Agreement was signed between CycleHop and the 

City of Vancouver. It is stated in the agreement that “It is Supplier’s responsibility to set 

the fees charged for use of the PBS provided [the] Supplier complies with the following 

…” and that “prior to any user fees being in effect, Supplier shall consult the City” 

(Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016). However, according to Morishta, “we [the City 

of Vancouver] maintained control over how low Vancouver Bike Share establishes their 

pricing schedule.” Therefore, it is likely that the City had more say in the fare structure 

than suggested by the Supply Agreement. Given that the supplier is required to consult 

the City as per the Supply Agreement, it is likely that both the supplier and the City 

together decided on the fare structure. This seems likely given how divergent the fare 

structure was between the proposed CycleHop fare structure and the implemented fare 

structure. 
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Between the media package in February and the full launch in August, something 

happened which caused the fare structure to move from the Proponent to the 

Institutional Thread. City Hall is a divided subfield, where the conflict of the fare structure 

happened intra-subfield, “among stakeholders within the same subfield,” which created 

an impetus for intra-field politics, “among stakeholders across different subfields within a 

field, mostly in the form of coalition” (Shin, 2014, 1838). The other subfield is the Active 

Transportation Policy Council. 

Person/persons from City Hall approached Paz, the Chair of the Active 

Transportation Policy Council, regarding the proposed fare structure. That event led to a 

motion in May 2016 which recommended that “The City of Vancouver encourage 

CycleHop to make the price for the first 30 minutes for a casual user (without an annual 

membership) be less than the price of a one-zone trip on a Compass Card, currently 

$2.10” (Active Transportation Policy Council, 2016). The low price of $2.10 is 

reminiscent of the initial CycleHop proposal and the February released media package. 

According to Paz, the intention of the person/persons from City Hall was to change the 

fare structure through the ATPC. 

When asked what the motion wanted to achieve, Paz responded that it was not 

necessarily to attract low-income residents, but to encourage a greater number of people 

to use PBS. This means that the rationale was more closely aligned with the Proponent 

Thread than with the Social Equity Thread. The balance of priorities within City Hall 

seems to have been between the creation of a non-competitive fare structure for the bike 

rental industry and the need to maximize ridership. The fact that persons from City Hall 

tried to change the fare structure in May, four months before the program fully launched, 

suggests there may have been a belief that the fare structure was still malleable at this 

time. In which case, the Institutional and Proponent Threads were still in conflict over the 

proposed fare structure between May and August 2016, months before the PBS system 

was launched. 

In the spring of 2017, the main fare structure was implemented. There was a 

daily pass ($9.75), a three month pass ($75) and an annual pass ($129), as well as a 

premium annual pass ($159). The $9.75 for the day was also designed to match the 

2016 TransLink day pass. By making the monthly pass a three month pass, they 

promote longer term membership, harkening back to CycleHop’s “minimum 3 month 
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commitment for memberships” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc. et al., 2016). The overage 

charge for the day pass was $5 at 30 minute intervals. 

 1.5 Hours - 90min 2 Hours – 120min 3 Hours – 180min 5 Hours – 300min 

Reckless $18.50 $22.50 $25. 50 $34.50 

Mobi by Shaw $19.75 $24.75 $34.75 $54.75 

Table 8 - Reckless Bikes Fare Structure (2018) compared to Mobi by Shaw (2017 – 
Present) 

However, in a signal that the Proponent Thread had not gone away, Mobi 

introduced a limited edition Single Trip Pass in May 2018, where users could pay $3 for 

a single trip pass. As can be seen in Table 9, the Single Trip Pass undercut the bike 

rental company until the 3rd hour, assuming that the user did not return the bike to a 

station at any point in that time frame. The introduction of a Single Trip Pass sale in May 

also demonstrates how the values of the Institutional and Proponent Threads remain in 

conflict in terms of the fare structure and non-competitiveness. 

 1.5 Hours - 90min 2 Hours – 120min 3 Hours – 180min 5 Hours – 300min 

Reckless $18.50 $22.50 $25. 50 $34.50 

Mobi by Shaw -
Single Trip Pass 

$13.00 $18.00 $28.00 $48.00 

Table 9 - Reckless Bikes Fare Structure (2018) compared to Mobi by Shaw (May 
2018 Special) 

Using the Mobi system data, I found that there was a large increase in casual 

users in May 2018. As can be seen in Table 10, May had the largest number of users in 

a month so far. Of the 9,233 casual users in May, the 24 Hour Pass users numbered 

3,882 and the Single Trip Pass users numbered 5,350. This means that Single Trip Pass 

users made up 58% of the casual users when the pass was offered in May. This 

introduction of the Single Trip Pass may demonstrate what the fare structure could have 

been if the fare structure had been decided by the Proponent Thread. A lower fare 

structure would have led to an increase in casual users, while also making PBS more 

competitive for the bike rental industry. There is also the potential that when people 

become casual users, they may be inclined to become long term members. Perhaps in 

the future, it will be possible to determine if and how Single Trip Pass sales affect Mobi 

memberships but as of yet, it is too difficult to isolate the effect of the sale from variables 

such as summer weather and normal increases. 
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2018 Jan Feb Mar April May June July 

Casual 711 1172 2617 2785 9233 5526 8144 

Members 1672 1734 2302 2795 3628 3947 4497 

Table 10 - 2018 Mobi Casual Users and Members by Month 

Given that the Single Trip Pass led to an increase in casual users, it means that 

the fare structure is affecting ridership. Conversely, the $9.75 price of a 24 Hour Pass 

may be hampering Mobi’s ability to reach maximum ridership potential. When the price 

was reduced, Mobi use increased, as can be seen in Table 10 and Figure 2. When the 

fare reverted to its previous structure, usage fell, even though it was still the height of 

summer. It makes sense to conclude that the increase in casual users in May was due to 

the Single Fare Pass and if the pass were introduced permanently, it is likely that there 

would be an increase in casual users. 

Near the time of completion of this thesis project, new updates were made 

regarding the Vancouver PBS program fare structure. In April 2019 the cost of the daily 

pass increased from $9.75 to $12.00. The overage charge has also increased from $5 to 

$6. Moreover, in May 2019 Mobi reintroduced a special Single Trip Pass at the cost of 

$3.75. Although I will not delve into these changes, I mentioned them to further 

demonstrate how the same dynamics between the Institutional and Proponent Thread 

continue to affect adjustments to the fare structure. 
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4.2.4. The Social Equity Thread 

One of my interests in this research was to understand the kind of users the 

Vancouver PBS program was trying to reach. I was particularly interested in knowing 

whether the program was trying to reach people with low income, the marginalized, the 

disenfranchised groups living in the City of Vancouver. PBS benefits that directly affect 

PBS users include improved health and increased geographic accessibility. PBS users 

will therefore benefit from those direct advantages and groups unable to access the 

program will not gain from the benefits. 

As mentioned, North American PBS users are more likely to be white, male, and 

affluent. Therefore, outreach or changes in program design may be necessary to reach 

Figure 2 - 2018 Usage by Casual Users and Members by Month 
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people outside that demographic. This is important if the Vancouver PBS program wants 

to make sure that benefits of PBS are equitably distributed. 

To begin, the City does not seem to have reached out to low income or 

marginalized groups during the program’s development. Chou does not remember any 

low income groups being contacted during that period, however he cannot speak to any 

community engagement that happened before he started work in September 2012. In 

my research, I have not found any documents to suggest that low income or 

marginalized groups were consulted by the City of Vancouver. This suggests that low 

income and marginalized groups were not viewed as stakeholders by the City of 

Vancouver. If marginalized groups were not consulted regarding the development of the 

Vancouver PBS program, and PBS is already known to have equity difficulties, then the 

Vancouver PBS program may be less likely to have the tools and experience to do 

proper outreach to those difficult to reach demographics. 

However, that is not to say that the Vancouver PBS program did not consider 

low-income access, only that marginalized groups were not included as stakeholders. 

The earliest written mention of a low income option seems to have been in the 2015 

Request for Proposals where there was a requirement for the supplier to have the “ability 

to allow for a variety of membership or pass types (e.g., student, corporate, senior, low-

income resident, etc)” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 439). In the CycleHop 

proposal, they said that they would “accommodate a variety of membership types 

(student, senior, low-income, etc)” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 280). As well, in 

the CycleHop Supply Agreement, they “affirm that it is a priority to make the PBS 

accessible to low income and underprivileged riders and the Parties shall jointly 

cooperate in designing programs and initiatives to give these underserved communities 

affordable access to the PBS” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 100). Therefore, it 

can be said that the City of Vancouver understood during the developmental phase that 

equity would be a concern. 

There were further equity concerns as well, such as the inability to purchase a 

single month membership, rather than the current three month membership. The three 

month membership was $75 and low-income users may be unable to pay by 

instalments. Therefore, if a person could not afford a three month membership and/or 

did not have a credit card, they would be unable to access the program. By making the 
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fare structure uncompetitive with bike rental, residents with low income faced multiple 

barriers in accessing PBS. This also meant that the health and economic benefits 

associated with PBS would not have been divested to residents with low income. 

Therefore, rather than rely on a low cost fare structure to encourage low income usage, 

the Vancouver PBS program had to introduce an alternative solution outside of the fare 

structure. 

Since a single trip pass is not included in the regular fare structure, people with 

low income would have needed to buy a day pass at $9.75. This relatively high price 

would have limited low income usage of PBS, which seems to have been confirmed in 

focus groups, conducted by the bicycle research team: “Individuals in the low-income 

and student groups highlighted the cost of the Vancouver bike share program is a 

barrier” (Winters et al., 2017b, p. 22). Moreover, it was found “that cost was cited as a 

barrier among 20% of unlikely users,” where unlikely users were defined as respondents 

who said that they were “not likely” or “not at all likely” to use Mobi next year (Hosford et 

al., 2018, p. 7-8). This means that if the PBS fare was lowered, those individuals may 

have no longer been considered “unlikely users.” It was also recommended that the 

Vancouver PBS program focus on “expanding the service area to lower income 

neighbourhoods” and “reducing the cost” in order to reach lower income populations 

(Hosford et al., 2018, p. 9). 

In September 2017, the ATPC put forward a motion recommending that the City 

of Vancouver “look at including the Mobi Bike Share Program as part of the Leisure 

Access Program” (Active Transportation Policy Council, 2017, p.8). The Leisure Access 

Pass provides residents with low income with access to recreational programs and 

requires identification, proof of address, and proof of an income assistance need, such 

as a Ministry of Social Development and Poverty Reduction (MSDPR) income 

assistance cheque stub. According to Paz, the ATPC made the recommendation 

regarding the Leisure Access Pass because the pass is only available to residents who 

provide proof of low income. This meant that the Vancouver PBS program would not 

have to identify low-income residents, thereby reducing the administrative work for a 

low-income access program. It would also reduce the effort by low-income residents 

(who already have the Leisure Access Pass) to get access to Mobi because they would 

have already shown proof of low-income. 
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The City of Vancouver, in November 2017 wrote that as per the recommendation 

of the ATPC, “staff are exploring the potential for synergies with the Leisure Access 

Program” (City of Vancouver, 2017, p. 5). Paz confirmed that the conception of what 

became the Vancity Community Pass appears to have originated within the ATPC. That 

is not to say that the Vancouver PBS program was not thinking about introducing a low 

income option earlier, but rather that the ATPC recommendation led to a defined 

direction.  

On June 14th, 2018 the City of Vancouver, Vancity, and Mobi by Shaw partnered 

together to introduce the Vancity Community Pass. This is currently a one year pilot 

program. For only $20, “a limited number [three hundred] of eligible community 

members” would be able to access annual plus memberships for $20 (Vancity, 2018). It 

possible that this program will be expanded past three hundred users in the future. 

One important aspect of the Vancity Community Pass is that users would receive 

an annual plus membership. The difference between the standard and plus membership 

is that standard members get the first 30 minutes free while plus members get the first 

60 minutes free. This consideration allows for the users to have more stability and 

assurance that they will not go over the time limit and risk overage charges. In this way, 

the fear of overage charges would be limited and allow for greater use for those who 

may have been disincentized by the fare structure. 

In order to be eligible for the program, participants must have “proof of enrollment 

in the Leisure Access Pass Program, proof of Red Compass Card ownership, or referral 

from an official community partner. A Red Compass Card is a transit pass for disabled 

and low-income residents. Other eligibility requirements may be added” (City of 

Vancouver, 2018b). Perhaps most importantly, it is possible to pay for the Vancity 

Community Pass using cash, debit, or credit. “Cash transactions will take place during 

in-person meetings with Mobi staff either during office hours, at community partner 

events, or at pre arranged appointments” (Mobi by Shaw, 2018). This means that the 

Vancouver PBS program can now be accessible for people without a credit card. 

However, this also means that the criteria of the “Leisure Access Pass Program, proof of 

Red Compass Card ownership, or referral from an official community partner” is a barrier 

for those that do not already meet those criteria. 
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Using the system data provided by Mobi, in June 2018, when the pass was 

released, there were 18 different people who used the Vancity Community Pass. In July 

2018, that number had increased to 48, or 16% of all available passes. 

Since the PBS fare structure was designed to be non-competitive with the bike 

rental industry, this structure also created a cost barrier for residents with low income. 

However, a lower cost would not have eliminated all the barriers for residents with low 

income. Even if the fare structure proposed by the Proponent Thread was implemented, 

barriers such as mandatory payment by credit card would have remained. Therefore, a 

program like the Vancity Community Pass was necessary in order to overcome the 

equitable shortcoming of the Institutional Thread. 

4.3. Bike Rental and the City of Vancouver 

There is a disconnect in how the bike rental industry and the City of Vancouver 

describe PBS. This disconnect stems from differing perspectives of whether Mobi is 

taking away clients from bike rental companies. This section will look at different 

stakeholders, primarily with the bike rental industry, to understand the goals and intent 

behind the Vancouver PBS program. I will be looking at the concerns of the bike rental 

industry, the institutional response to those concerns, and give an assessment of the 

concerns and institutional response. The institutional response to the concerns of the 

bike rental industry is based upon the habitus (the mode of operations) of the City of 

Vancouver staff. This section is important to the critical assessment of the program’s 

development because it provides the rationale for why the Vancouver PBS program was 

designed into this current iteration. 

Although the concerns of the local bike rental industry may be viewed as 

separate from the concern of equity, they are related in some respects. First, the fare 

structure, which is a barrier for people with low income, was influenced by the desire to 

make the PBS program non-competitive with the bike rental industry. It is would 

therefore be useful to understand how successful the Vancouver PBS program was in 

addressing those bike rental concerns given how it affected other program priorities. 

Second, some groups may be benefitting from PBS at the expense of other groups, in 

which case, a discussion of bike rental can be useful in the broader conversation of 

equity. 
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4.3.1. Bike Rental Concerns 

The bike rental industry’s concerns were that a government-subsidized PBS 

program would devastate their business model. “I feel it is a disservice to the existing tax 

paying, long term established bicycle renters that that bike share rate undercuts the bike 

renter’s rate,” says Dragan. Dragan is clear to point out that he is not against PBS, but 

that PBS should target commuters, not tourists or casual users. “That individual who 

lives in Vancouver and uses that bike to get from A to B to C to D, he is not my 

customer. He never was my customer. That group of tourists or those people who come 

from outside who want to use a bike rental bike to see the city, that is my customer.” It is 

both tourists and recreational users from outside the City of Vancouver who are the 

customer base for bike rental. 

This concern of a publicly subsidized competition was accepted by the 

Vancouver Parks Board. In July 2012, the board passed a motion that stated that “the 

taxpayer subsidized Public Bike Share network will significantly detract from the viability 

of the private rental sector” (Vancouver Board of Parks and Recreation, 2012, p. 1). In 

response to bike rental concerns at the September Stakeholder Meetings, city staff said, 

“We have heard this issue raised previously and have reflected increased fees for longer 

trips and single day use in the rate structure” (City of Vancouver, 2013a). When asked 

about how effective the current fare structure is, Dragan said that the current fare 

structure does not address the concerns that bike rental companies brought up. Instead, 

the changes were about “optics.” In other words, even though the fare structure 

changed, it did not resolve their concern that tourists would use PBS instead of renting 

bikes. 

Another concern was that PBS stations in Stanley Park would take away 

customers from the bike rental industry around the park. Since PBS commuters would 

be unlikely to commute to Stanley Park, given the lack of residences and employment in 

the park, the stations would primarily serve tourists and recreational users, the exact 

users that bike rental targets. A map of Stanley Park with the locations of PBS stations 

and bike rental shops are provided in Figure 3. 
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The concerns of PBS in Stanley Park reached Councillor Affleck, who put 

forward a motion in July 2012 “THAT no Public Bike Share installations be placed near 

prominent tourist destinations specifically, but not limited to, Stanley Park, the 

Vancouver Convention Centre and English Bay.” However, that motion was struck and 

replaced with, “THAT Council reaffirm its support for staff to work with local bicycle rental 

businesses in the design and implementation of a public bike share system and the 

location of rental stations” (City of Vancouver, 2012d, p. 9). By no longer forbidding the 

inclusion of PBS in Stanley Park, it suggests an intention to include stations in the park 

along with consultation and a collaborative approach with local bike rental companies. 

However, although the motion no longer blocked PBS in Stanley Park, it still required 

staff to consult with bike rental companies. There was an acknowledgement that even if 

they were to include PBS stations in Stanley Park, staff would still have to work with the 

local bike rental industry. Council, by taking Affleck’s restrictive motion and changing it 

into a motion that reaffirmed PBS support, not only went against Robert’s Rules of Order 

but signified a support for PBS that overruled bike rental concerns. 

Figure 3 - Map of Stanley Park Public Bike Share Stations 
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4.3.2. The Intra-Field Narrative and Response 

Although the bike rental industry had concerns about the competitiveness of 

PBS, there was a narrative described by many of the participants of this research 

project, which I call the Intra-Field Narrative. The narrative suggests that Vancouver PBS 

program and the bike rental industry mutually complement each other. The Intra-Field 

Narrative is not limited to city hall, but seemed to have extended to the cycling 

community as a whole. As well, I began this research project with the premise that PBS 

and bike rental are non-competitive and on reflection. 

The purpose of the narrative is based upon the habitus of some of the actors in 

this field of urban studies. The Intra-Field Narrative serves the purpose of describing a 

reality whereby bike rental and PBS in Vancouver are not only not in competition, but 

have a harmonious relationship. The narrative is a way that both the Institutional and 

Proponent Threads can achieve their goals by providing a world view of non-

competitiveness with the bike rental industry. This negates the concern of the bike rental 

industry that PBS is a publicly subsidized competition, since they are no longer seen as 

being in competition. As a form of habitus, the narrative is more than description, it is 

also a world view. “One of the fundamental effects of the orchestration of habitus is the 

production of a common sense world endowed with the objectivity secured by 

consensus on the meaning of practices and the world” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 80). By 

highlighting the narrative as a tool to achieve the goals of a group, I am demonstrating 

how views can be the product of groups. After all, there is no self-explanatory 

justification to think that PBS would benefit the bike rental industry, and yet, among 

many of the actors who participated in this research project, this narrative is accepted as 

true. 

This narrative can be seen in the comments by different research participants, 

such as Lysa Morishita, who said that PBS can be positive for bike rental companies 

because they target different users and that by expanding the cycling mode share PBS 

can grow the cycling community. Steve Chou, who worked on PBS in 2012 until 

2013/2014, said that at a higher level, bike rental and PBS have a mutual higher level 

goal of increasing cycling. However, to both those points, the bike rental industry, while 

interested in cycling rates overall, would rather not lose their revenue base. Therefore, 
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even if PBS increases the cycling mode share of the city, where those users come from 

remains important to the bike rental industry. 

This narrative extends beyond City Hall. Jeff Leigh of HUB said, “We support 

bike rental companies. We did not think of bike share as competition for the tourist 

rental. It did not occur to us that they would be the same users. They went even further 

than we might have thought in terms of trying to draw that line” through the fare 

structure. Like Leigh, Paz believes that bike rental and PBS are not in competition and 

that the two models can complement each other. By going beyond City Hall, this 

narrative goes beyond being a perspective of the Institutional Thread and becomes a 

tool to achieve the goals of the Institutional and Proponent Threads. Once the narrative 

extended beyond City Hall, it becomes viewed as “endowed with the objectivity secured 

by consensus on the meaning of practices and the world” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 80). 

This Intra-Field Narrative acknowledges that PBS could be competitive with bike 

rental, but because of the fare structure and other program changes, they have become 

complementary services. Morishita says that although “bike share does have the 

potential to come in and totally undercut their business model,” she does not think bike 

rental “should be impacted by the introduction of bike share.” The 2015 CycleHop 

Supply Agreement also confirms the intent, saying, “The City and Supplier acknowledge 

that the PBS serves to achieve certain City public policy goals and is not intended to 

compete with bicycle rental” and “fees will not be set to undercut similar product offered 

by local bicycle rental companies to the visitor market” (Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 

2016, p. 100). 

The Intra-Field Narrative is so pervasive that the only interview participant I found 

who pushed back upon the narrative was Dragan, the bike rental shop owner. In his 

opinion, the general bike rental industry is “not happy [that public bike share] exists” in 

Vancouver. In which case, it creates a strange circumstance where the only group that 

disagrees with the Intra-Field Narrative, regarding the relationship between PBS and 

bike rental, is the local bike rental industry. This means that the narrative which is 

supposed to articulate the perspective of the bike rental industry, is actually speaking 

against and over the industry. 
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By being widespread, this narrative has been taken up as the official narrative by 

actors in the field thereby giving certain actors the political capital to achieve their goals. 

This narrative serves the habitus of city staff by making it easier to say that staff listened 

to the concerns of the bike rental industry, which means the program will be more likely 

to be approved by council. The next section will begin looking at how valid the Intra-Field 

Narrative is by looking at Mobi stations in Stanley Park. 

4.3.3. Tourism Vancouver, Stanley Park, and the Mobi Users 

To be considered a stakeholder, a party has an interest in or a concern with the 

project. One can also say that invited stakeholders are parties who are perceived as 

having an interest or a concern by the program’s developers. To reach out to potential 

stakeholders is an action which ties into the developer’s habitus by becoming a tool to 

fulfil one’s goals. After all, to reach out to a potential stakeholder is to say that their 

perspective is of interest to the program developers, which gives the stakeholders 

legitimacy. Conversely, when a potential stakeholder is left out, they both cannot 

contribute to the discussion and will not be viewed as a legitimate stakeholder. 

Therefore, the decision to reach out to, or not reach out to, certain stakeholders is an 

action and a tool for program developers.  

The habitus of City Hall could be seen in the people and groups that City Hall 

invited to stakeholder meetings. Chou confirmed that the people and groups who 

attended the stakeholder meetings were invited to attend by the City and also suggested 

that that some stakeholders, like Tourism Vancouver, were invited because they would 

be supportive of PBS. Dragan said, “I would say that one of the reasons I was invited 

was because City Hall knows that I am pro-bike share and that I am pro-cycling. They 

were happy to have me in the room because I was supportive of their program.” By 

including stakeholders that would be supportive of the PBS program, especially a 

supportive bike rental shop owner, it allows for the Intra-Field Narrative to develop by 

showing selected forms of support. Therefore, the stakeholder meetings are a 

demonstration of the habitus of city staff to make the Vancouver PBS program 

acceptable to council and the public, which it does by inviting stakeholders who would be 

supportive of the program. 
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Tourism Vancouver is a stakeholder that did not seem to have much impact on 

the development of the Vancouver PBS program, yet their inclusion suggests a desire 

for the program to target tourists, which would make PBS directly competitive with the 

bike rental industry. Tourism Vancouver, in the Tourism Master Plan, wrote that, “As a 

component of the public transportation system that considers existing bike rental 

companies, [PBS] will improve and enhance Vancouver’s positioning as a sustainable 

tourism destination” (Tourism Vancouver, n.d., p. 30). Alta referenced Tourism 

Vancouver, saying, “Providing residents and tourists with access to a Public Bike Share 

system has been identified as a priority for Vancouver” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, p. 4). 

This focus on tourism and recreational users by Mobi seems to bear out in the 

system data. According to the Mobi system data, the three busiest stations between 

January and July 2018 (the most recently available data) are all located in Stanley Park. 

This can be seen in Figures 4 and 5. 

One can also see, in Figures 6 and 7, that the stations which casual users and 

members use are different. Casual users are more likely to use the PBS stations in 

Stanley Park, while members are less likely to use the PBS stations in Stanley Park. 

Figure 4 - January to July 2018, Twenty Most Popular Departure Stations by Trips 
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As previously mentioned, SFU researchers were working with Mobi Data and one 

of their studies was an intercept survey conducted in 2017. They found that 22% of 

casual users had considered hiring a bicycle from a rental shop for the trip they were 

making on PBS (Winters et al., 2017c). Using Mobi system data from January to July 

2018, with some potential overlap of users between months, there were 30,188 casual 

users. If 22% of casual users in the intercept survey reported that they originally had 

planned to use bike rental, it could be estimated that the local bike rental industry may 

have lost roughly 6,641 potential clients. This relates to anecdotal evidence shared by 

Dragan, who said that he has seen “more groups who appear to be tourists on bike 

share bikes” and implied that this trend came at the proportional expense of lost 

ridership to the bike rental industry. 

More than anything though, the fact that the City of Vancouver said that tourists 

expect “to have PBS as part of their urban tourist experience” (City of Vancouver, 2013b, 

p. 4) and that the City allowed PBS to be placed in Stanley Park, which was 

subsequently used primarily by casual users, suggests that an intention was to attract 

tourists to use the PBS system. This contradicts the Intra-Field Narrative by suggesting 

that the Vancouver PBS program is taking potential clients away from bike rental. In my 

view, this demonstrates that the purpose of the Intra-Field Narrative was not to convey 

Figure 5 - January to July 2018, Twenty Most Popular Return Stations by Trips 
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the “objective reality” in which the Vancouver PBS program functions, but as a tool to 

allow city staff to say that they had resolved the concerns of bike rental. 

Figure 6 - January to July 2018, Departure Station Use by Casual Users 

Figure 7 - January to July 2018, Departure Station Use by Mobi Members 
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To better determine how many potential bike rental clients were lost because of 

the availability of PBS stations in Stanley Park, I looked at the system data provided by 

Mobi. I was interested in the PBS trips that began and ended in Stanley Park because 

the park is isolated from the downtown core, so members would not go to Stanley Park 

as part of their commute. This isolation from the urban core can be seen in the map of 

Stanley Park PBS stations in Figure 3. In this way I could safely assume that the Stanley 

Park users were recreational users. I looked at how many trips between January and 

July 2018 departed from a PBS station in Stanley Park and returned the bike to a PBS 

station in Stanley Park. 

Looking at the number of trips between stations in Stanley Park, it becomes clear 

that the vast majority of those trips are done by casual users. When all the casual trips 

are added up, there were 23,584 casual PBS trips that began and ended in Stanley Park 

(Table 11). Of those 23,584 casual trips, 13,060 had at least one overage charge 

(ignoring any specials or deals which may have been in effect) and 5,411 of those 

casual trips had at least two overage charges. Finally there were 1,879 casual trips that 

had at least three overage charges. 

Table 11 - Number of Trips between January and July 2018 that Departed and 
Returned to a Station in Stanley Park 

The 23,584 casual trips should be read with some caution. Some of the PBS 

stations in Stanley Park are close together. Users may have made some small trips 

rather than or before doing a longer trip, around the seawall of the outside edge of 

Stanley Park for example. It is roughly at the second overage charge (90 minutes of use) 

that the cost becomes comparable to bike rental (bike rental is $1.25 cheaper), as can 

be seen in Table 8. From the data, I found that 5,411 casual trips, which also began and 

ended in Stanley Park, also paid at least a second overage charge (Table 12). These 

are trips that would have been cheaper for the user to have used a bike rental (ignoring 

any sales), and they compromise roughly 23% of casual PBS trips. This analysis only 

considers Stanley Park stations and thus is geographically limited. These totals should 

not be treated as a definitive conclusion, but rather as a minimum number which may 

increase if the entire Vancouver PBS system is considered as a whole. Moreover, bike 

rental competition is difficult to measure given that user behavior can be affected by the 

2018 January February March April May June July 

Casual 828 1150 2497 2454 4551 5046 7058 

Member 62 83 146 210 400 356 713 



65 

fare structure, such as by turning long term trips into multiple short terms trips. 

Therefore, even the number of competitive trips within Stanley Park may be higher if 

multiple, consecutive short trips are treated as one long trip. 

Table 12 - Number of Trips by Casual Users between January and July 2018 that 
Departed and Returned to a Station in Stanley Park with Overage 
Charges 

 City staff embraced the Intra-Field Narrative that PBS is providing a 

complementary service to that of the bike rental industry. However, the City also seemed 

opaque about their intention to put PBS stations in Stanley Park. In the May 2012 

Stakeholder Meetings, staff noted that “PBS is intended to be a transit extension. Some 

users will try it out in places like Stanley Park but there won’t be the capacity to fulfill the 

demand for recreational users” (City of Vancouver, 2013a, p. 6). The system data 

suggests that PBS in Stanley Park is not an extension of transit, but rather, that trips are 

taking place in the park leading to multiple overage charges by potential bike rental 

users. Overall, I find Intra-Field Narrative is a tool used to promote the interests of 

certain subfields, such as the City of Vancouver and Mobi by Shaw. 

4.4. A Partial Evaluation of the Vancouver Bike Share 
Program in Consideration of Equity and Non-
Competiveness 

Why does this research into the fare structure and stakeholder meetings matter 

in a study asking, “How does the development, implementation, and growth of the 

Vancouver bike share program affect the program’s goals and observable practices?” It 

matters for two reasons. First, it illuminates the rationale of the Vancouver PBS program 

and explains how some key decisions were made. While in hindsight, aspects such as 

the fare structure can seem inevitable, they are actually the product of conflict and 

compromise. 

Second, it helps describe the goals of the Vancouver PBS program beyond the 

stated objectives. By looking at the rationale for the program’s development, we can see 

2018 Total Casual 
Trips 
(First 29 min) 

Trips with One 
Overage Charge 
(30-59 min) 

Trips with Two 
Overage Charges 
(60-89 min) 

Trips with Three 
Overage Charges 
(90-119 min) 

Casual Trips 23584 13060 5411 1879 

Percentage 100% 55% 23% 8% 
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that the fare structure and stakeholder meetings were trying to achieve a political goal by 

making the program acceptable to council and the public. Moreover, the goals, “Extend 

the reach of transit and walking trips,” “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips,” and 

“Encourage greater interest in cycling, and increase cycling ridership,” seemed to have a 

minimal effect on aspects such as the fare structure. 

Although equity and non-competitiveness with bike rental companies have been 

described as priorities of the Vancouver PBS program, they have been absent from the 

stated goals, and we can now evaluate their effectiveness in the context of the 

program’s development and implementation, which I shall do now. 

4.4.1. Equity 

During the 2012 and 2013 stakeholder meetings, city staff do not seem to have 

reached out to any low income or marginalized groups to discuss program access. 

Although the 2016 CycleHop Agreement notes that “it is a priority to make the PBS 

accessible to low income,” none of the explicit goals of the program relate to equity 

(Vancouver Bike Share Inc., 2016, p. 99). 

Equity priorities may not have been included as stated goals because it may 

have been considered more difficult to achieve and because adding new equitable 

criteria to the PBS program would make it harder to administer the program as a whole. 

The effectiveness equity considerations can be limited by structural and societal barriers 

that exist outside of the scope of programs and policies, and even a well-designed 

program may be labelled as a failure for results beyond their control. In other words, 

even if a bike share program were to be free and spatially accessible to low income 

groups of people, there may be other kinds of barriers preventing access. 

According to research from Dr. Meghan Winters’ Bicycling Research Team, the 

fare structure of the PBS program is described as a barrier by some groups of people, 

specifically people with low income. Focus groups found that “Individuals in the low-

income and student groups highlighted the cost of the Vancouver bike share program 

[as] a barrier” (Winters et al., 2017b, p. 22). Furthermore, in the member and population 

surveys, researchers found that 4.8% of Mobi users had incomes below $35,000 

compared to 19.5% of potential users. They mention “potential users were much more 
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likely to have lower incomes compared to current users, [furthermore] cost was cited as 

a barrier among 20% of unlikely users” (Hosford et al., 2018, p. 7-8).  

Until the 2017 ATPC motion recommending a low-income pass, equity does not 

seem to have been an important consideration of the Vancouver PBS program. The 

ATPC recommended that the City look at creating a low-income access pass because 

there was “no low income passes for Vancouver residents” (Active Transportation Policy 

Council, 2017, p. 7). Currently the greatest barriers for the Vancity Community Pass are 

that applicants must already have the Leisure Access Pass, Red Compass Card 

ownership, or a referral from an official community partner. 

I do not believe that the Vancouver PBS program has addressed the inequality 

inherent in the program though the Vancity Community Pass. Rather, the Vancity 

Community Pass exists because of the lack of equity and affordability considerations in 

the design of the Vancouver PBS program. The Vancity Community Pass does not 

address the root problem of why the fare structure is unaffordable to certain 

demographics nor is the pass without barriers. However, the pass has potential to meet 

social equity goals. In order to meet this potential, administrators just need to make sure 

that the pass is available to people that do not have either the Leisure Access Pass or 

the Red Compass Card. I do not think that the PBS program has become equitable 

simply because it has the Vancity Community Pass, but the pass could be a tool that the 

program can expand on, which I will detail in the recommendations section. 

4.4.2. Non-Competitiveness with the Bike Rental Industry 

As early as the time of the TransLink Feasibility Study, the fare structure was 

supposed to have been guided by the consideration “to minimize competition with 

existing bike rental businesses” (Quay Communications Inc, 2008, p. 197). Actors from 

local bike rental companies lobbied city councillors and staff since 2012 and council 

even passed a motion in 2012 directing staff to work with the local bike rental industry 

regarding PBS. The city held multiple stakeholder meetings with bike rental 

representatives and stated that they changed the fare structure due to bike rental 

concerns. This has led to a narrative that PBS and bike rental are non-competitive 

industries in the City of Vancouver. 
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However, bike rental owners seem to disagree with the narrative and view the 

Vancouver PBS program as a competitor. The CycleHop Proposal and municipal policy 

documents directly say that tourists are the target of the Vancouver PBS program and 

that the motivation for placing station locations in Stanley Park was to promote tourist 

PBS use. Although the position of non-competitiveness with the bike rental industry has 

been raised consistently in the Vancouver bike share program’s development, that 

aspect was not incorporated into the stated goals of the program. Research from 

intercept survey suggests that 22% (potentially 6,641) of casual users had originally 

intended to rent a bike and looking only at overage charges of trips within Stanley Park, 

at least 23% (5,411) of the casual trips in Stanley Park could have been replaced by a 

rental bike (Between January and July 2018). 

Therefore, it is likely that the Vancouver PBS program is undercutting the local 

bike rental industry despite changes to the fare structure. Based upon the argument in 

this thesis project, the rationale for the fare structure and station placement relates, at 

least in part, to encouraging tourist use. Moreover, the fare structure may be limiting the 

potential user base because of the high daily pass rate, which may be hurting the 

program goal to “increase cycling ridership.” Further, it is worrisome that fare structure 

also created a barrier for low-income groups. It means that the fare structure is not 

fulfilling its role of non-competitiveness while also limiting access for people with low 

income. 

This evaluation of the program’s equity and non-competiveness components 

demonstrates that the program continues to be beset by unclear goals and a mixed 

record of implementation of established priorities. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

In my introduction, I wrote about my hope that this research will benefit three 

different groups. Firstly, the Vancouver PBS program may be interested in the 

recommendations in the following chapter. Secondly, municipalities developing their own 

PBS programs may find this research useful in the development of their program goals 

and evaluative metrics, and I hope that they give a special consideration to an equity 

component. Thirdly, this research may be of interest to other cycling and urban 

researchers. Most of the current literature focuses on the potential of PBS, especially in 

regard to recent innovations in smart technology, but there is a dearth of literature of 

how cities themselves have developed PBS systems. This research will hopefully fill part 

of that gap and promote a more critical examination of how PBS programs develop. 

To return to my research question, how does the development, implementation, 

and growth of the Vancouver PBS program affect the program’s goals and observable 

practices? At the most basic level, the stated goals of the program are, “Extend the 

reach of transit and walking trips,” “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips,” and 

“Encourage greater interest in cycling, and increase cycling ridership.” However, the 

goals are vague, provide little direction for program developers and administrators, and 

make program evaluation more difficult. 

 Rather than provide direction, the stated goals have become a tool for city staff 

to call the Vancouver PBS program a success in the absence of failure. Furthermore, 

there is an alternative/additional goal unstated in the PBS program’s formal policy 

documents: “to fulfil political goals relating to sustainability and cycling by making sure 

that the Vancouver PBS program is not deemed a failure.” City staff seem to have been 

worried that if the program was deemed a failure by council and the public, it would 

affect other policies and programs related to sustainability and cycling, and therefore, 

staff had an institutional interest in presenting the PBS program as a success. 

Metrics, such as the number of passes sold, were promoted in staff updates, 

while other metrics, like the number of members and casual users, which more directly 

relate to the stated goals, are missing. Issues that were listed as priorities, such as 

equity and non-competitiveness, are absent from the stated goals and continue to be 

problematic for the Vancouver PBS program. 
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This research project found that the Vancouver PBS program developed into its 

current iteration through three different forms of habitus, or modes of operation. I labeled 

these three threads as (1) the Institutional Thread, (2) the Proponent Thread, and the (3) 

Social Equity Thread. The Institutional Thread, largely made up of city staff, had to 

balance the need to work with the bike rental industry with the responsibility to make the 

PBS system financially sustainable. This balancing act led to a fare structure which did 

not have a single use pass. The cheapest pass a casual user could normally buy is the 

24 hour pass, which costs $9.75. The resulting fare structure was not in the interest of 

the Proponent Thread, best represented by Mobi by Shaw. 

The Proponent Thread seeks to increase PBS use by attracting recreational 

users and tourists. As previously shown, when Mobi released a temporary single trip 

pass of $3, it led to an uptick in users for the month of May, which undercut the bike 

rental market. The PBS stations in Stanley Park are used primarily by casual users and 

the long distances between some stations has led to user overage charges, which 

provides a rough comparison of the competition between the bike rental and PBS 

industries. I have found that between January and July 2018, at least 5,411 of the casual 

trips in Stanley Park could have been replaced by bike rental trips. In other words, at 

least 23% of casual PBS trips in Stanley Park are in competition with the bike rental 

industry. This is a conservative number, in that it does not take into account users who 

may have temporarily returned their bikes to avoid overage charges. This suggests that 

although the City and the Vancouver PBS program have stated that they do not intend to 

compete with the local bike rental industry, they have taken actions in their station 

placement that produces competition between the two industries. 

There is also an issue that the Institutional Thread describes how the fare 

structure incentivises short term use, but it does not consider how the fare structure is 

affecting user behaviour. This means that users intending to make long trips may be 

encouraged to divide their trips into multiple short term trips. Since longer trip cyclists are 

viewed as potential bike rental clients, by changing user behaviour, the Vancouver PBS 

program may be reclassifying users to appear less competitive with the bike rental 

industry.  

The Intra-Field Narrative is a hegemonic view which states that the Vancouver 

PBS program and the bike rental industry are not in competition. It is a view held by city 
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staff members and it extends to the members of the public that I interviewed. The only 

group I found that disagrees with the Intra-Field Narrative is the local bike rental industry. 

This means that the narrative which is supposed to articulate the perspective of the bike 

rental industry, is actually speaking against and over the industry. This is a perspective 

which defines how the bike rental industry should be viewed in relation to PBS, and it 

helps city staff gain approval from council and the public. 

There seems to be a constant struggle between the Institutional and the 

Proponent Threads. This struggle manifests in the fare structure negotiations leading up 

to the program implementation, but also in the special Mobi deals, which temporarily 

created a single trip pass in May 2018 and May 2019. Moreover, person/persons 

working for the City of Vancouver asked the ATPC to put forward a motion to support a 

single trip pass, which, if implemented, would have created a fare structure more in 

keeping with the Proponent Thread. The Vancouver PBS program was developed by the 

conflict and compromises between these two threads and will likely continue to be 

shaped by them. I suspect that Mobi will continue to have regular sales in the future in 

order to make the fare structure more consistently in line with the Proponent Thread. 

Due to the price, the fare structure of the Vancouver PBS program is a barrier to 

some users, such as students and low-income groups. In order to compensate for the 

inequity of access and use, the program introduced the Vancity Community Pass, which 

provided low-income residents, who were eligible through other criteria, to pay only $20 

for a yearly membership. The Vancity Community Pass was a work around solution due 

to the fare structure and was originally conceived of by the ATPC, which primarily makes 

up the Social Equity Thread. This pass was made in spite of the lack of consultation with 

low-income and marginalized groups as stakeholders. 

What all this research goes to show is that the PBS programs are created by 

actors and groups with their own goals and responsibilities and that the particular 

mixtures of these elements drive a range of outcomes for the programs. Equity and non-

competitiveness with the local bike rental industry continues to be concerns. Through my 

research, I have provided a fuller and more contextualized investigation of the rationale 

that exists behind the design and implementation of the Vancouver PBS program that I 

will now use to provide recommendations.  
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Chapter 6. Recommendations 

In this closing section, I will make some recommendations to improve the 

Vancouver PBS program. My intention is to demonstrate other ways the program goals 

could be articulated. Even if they are not all be implemented, I hope that they will spark 

new perspectives and creativity. 

I have divided the recommendations into two sections. The first set of 

recommendations is related to the program’s goals. The second set of recommendations 

is related to the administration of the PBS system itself. These recommendations are the 

product of this thesis project and were designed in consideration of the different threads 

and actors involved in the Vancouver PBS program. 

6.1. Goal Based Recommendations 

At the most basic level, the program goals should be revised to be less vague, 

which can be done by better describing how progress will be measured. For example, for 

the more measurable goals, baselines and targets could be introduced. It is important to 

keep in mind that evaluations are not an end in and of themselves, but are a tool to 

describe how the program is doing. By that I mean, programs should not tailor their 

decisions in order to get a better evaluation outcome, but should instead use those 

evaluations to make needed adjustments in order to make the program better. 

Therefore, the following goal-based recommendations are not designed to say whether 

the program has been a success or not, but to allow flexibility for administrators and 

transparency for the public. 

To begin, I want to acknowledge that politics plays an important role for the 

Vancouver PBS program, therefore, I recommend having two sets of goals. The first set 

of goals can serve a political function by demonstrating how the program is achieving 

sustainability and transportation goals associated with the Greenest City Actions Plan 

and Transportation 2040. These goals should be designed to demonstrate how well the 

program is fulfilling broader city goals associated with sustainability and transportation in 

a way which is clear and understandable to council and the general population. 
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For example, there could be a goal, such as, “attract X# of Mobi Members who 

are new cyclists” with new cyclists defined as people who do not currently own a bicycle. 

The data could be collected on a regular basis by having Mobi ask people if they already 

own a bike when they sign up for their membership. Otherwise, since the SFU research 

team found that 30.2% of Mobi members do not own a bicycle, administrators could use 

that percentage, along with the number of members, to create an informed estimate of 

the number of new cyclists. Researchers will have to periodically update the survey data, 

but this should be a relatively efficient way to demonstrate how PBS is improving cycling 

in the general population, which could ensure political support. 

The second set of goals can be focused on program growth and user behaviour. 

These goals may or may not be reached and can change after periodic evaluation to 

allow for a level of flexibility. The success or failure of the program should not be based 

on these goals, but rather they should provide direction for program administrators while 

also letting the public know that the administrators are working to address important 

issues. A possible goal can be to “Reach a gender parity within 10% (45% to 55%) of 

Mobi members of self-identified men and women by 2020.” Other goals could include, 

“Improve the equitable outreach of the Vancouver bike share program including, but not 

limited to, having X Vancity Community Pass members by Y years,” and “have X% of 

members be between the ages of 16 and 25.” The intention of these goals is to help 

reduce the inequity of access to the PBS program between different demographics. As 

Morishita said, “Equity is one of those things that is pretty well known to be a problem 

with cycling” and these goals will give an insight into whether the program is overcoming 

those equity concerns. Data on Vancity Community Pass members is already being 

collected, however it is important to keep in mind that low income groups extend beyond 

people eligible for the pass. Data regarding age and gender could be collected by adding 

the voluntary questions when people sign up or renew their membership. The questions 

should be voluntary so that marginalized groups do not view potentially personal 

questions as a barrier to PBS access. 

Inequity is a difficult problem and there will not be no clear answer, but I have an 

easy to implement proposal. The Vancity Community Pass allows for a referral from an 

official community partner, and they have some valuable partners such as the Urban 

Native Youth Association, however, I have not been able to find a public list of all the 

community partners. This lack of a comprehensive list may make it harder for individuals 
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to determine whether a referral is viable for them. Therefore, Mobi and the Vancouver 

PBS program should provide an easy to access list of all community partners with a 

description for organizations on how to become partners. This will hopefully provide 

support for organizations to become community partners and allow for individuals to 

encourage their own organizations to become partners. 

If the City of Vancouver wanted the Vancouver PBS program to focus on and 

attract commuters, as per the expressed interest of the local bike rental industry (City of 

Vancouver, 2013a, p. 3), then perhaps a goal could be added, such as “Encourage X# of 

casual users to become members every year.” If this was a direction which the City of 

Vancouver wanted to pursue, perhaps Mobi could introduce a special deal to transition 

casual users into members. As an example, the combined cost of daily passes in the 

previous two weeks of use could be removed from the membership price, which may 

encourage people to transition into Mobi members and provide those new members with 

the option of commuting with PBS. Moreover, since tourists would be unaffected by the 

deal, since they would be unlikely to benefit from an annual membership, this deal may 

increase membership without competing with the bike rental industry. 

The goals, “Reduce the need for personal vehicle trips” and “Extend the reach of 

transit and walking trips,” can be combined into “Reduce the need for personal vehicle 

trips by extending the reach of transit and walking.” Otherwise, there is no explanation 

for how the need for personal vehicle trips will be reduced or what extending the reach of 

transit and walking seeks to accomplish. This also clarifies that the way to reduce the 

need for personal vehicle trips is through greater regional integration. Fortunately, Mobi 

has already announced a partnership with TransLink (C. Smith, 2019). If and when the 

Mobi payment system is integrated with the TransLink compass card, the regional public 

transportation smart technology payment system, then an evaluative measurement of 

this goal could developed based on how many users take transit immediately before and 

after using PBS. There is also the potential return of the TransLink Feasibility Study 

recommendation to give “transit customers a discounted rate on the use of public 

bicycles” (Quay Communications Inc, 2008, p. 212). Perhaps people who already have a 

monthly TransLink pass could be given a reduced Mobi annual pass rate, which could 

extend the reach of transit and increase ridership overall. 
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6.2. System Based Recommendations 

In consideration of my relatively removed position as a researcher, I suggest that 

program administrators themselves use this research project as an opportunity to re-

evaluate their fare structure and overall program design. Although I think there are 

benefits to a primarily publicly funded PBS program, especially in regards to social 

equity, political and administrative realities impose limitations on what is possible. 

However, for other municipalities in the early stages of program design, I recommend a 

strong public investment in PBS in order to promote an effective social equity 

component. 

I will not give any recommendations regarding the fare structure and bike rental 

competitiveness since they may have unintended consequences on the financial viability 

of both the local bike rental industries and the Vancouver PBS Program. Therefore, the 

following recommendations will be limited and based upon my research in consideration 

of the different threads. 

Given that the Proponent Thread is interested in inducing demand, I recommend 

including voluntary surveys for Mobi users (both casual users and members) which can 

include membership credit as a reward. This membership credit may induce demand 

through a reduced fare, while also collecting valuable data that could be used to 

evaluate the progress towards goals important to the Institutional and Social Equity 

Threads. Moreover, the membership credit could help ease the transition of casual users 

into becoming Mobi members, which could help with achieving other recommended 

goals, such as “Encourage X# of casual users to become members every year.” 

In regards to equity, I recommend removing the limit of passes, currently at three 

hundred, from the Vancity Community Pass program, and making the program a 

permanent feature of the Vancouver PBS program. Moreover, I recommend assigning at 

least one person associated with the Vancouver PBS program to find potential users for 

the Vancity Community Pass. In other words, I recommend a more proactive, rather than 

passive, approach to the recruitment of people with low income. It is also important to 

collect an array of data to provide direction for achieving social equity goals, so I 

recommend doing regular focus groups or interviews with key informants from low-

income and marginalized communities to determine barriers for non-users of PBS. As 
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well, I recommend having the Mobi website translated into different languages, 

especially the FAQ and Choose a Plan pages. 

These recommendations are given to promote clarity and better informed 

decision making for program administrators. Consideration of these recommendations 

will support the Vancouver PBS program to continue to develop and become more 

equitable. 
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