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Executive Summary
This paper explores the current value of the cycling industry and cycling in general to
the British economy. It is the first in a series of papers to develop the evidence base
on the present and future contribution of the cycling sector to Britain’s industrial
strategy.
Drawing on the existing literature, and making some broad provisional calculations
from this data, we estimate that cycling contributes around £5.4 billion a year to the
economy, with the larger share of this, £4.1b, coming from wider impacts,
particularly reductions in loss of life, and reduced pollution and congestion. Products
associated with the cycling industry contribute £0.7b, while tourism attributable to
cycling contributes, at least, a further £0.5b. Cycling generates around 64,000 FTE
jobs in the UK including jobs in tourism, sales and repair, cycle delivery,
manufacturing, and cycle infrastructure.
These are minimum estimates of the current scale of the cycling economy. Indicative
estimates from a variety of sources suggest that the total may be substantially higher
if other factors, for which less data are currently available, are included. For
example, evidence from research for the European Cycling Federation suggests that
if benefits associated with avoidance of climate change damage, reduced morbidity,
improved mental health as a result of physical activity, and improved children’s
health were included, there would be an additional contribution of £3.0b. The
significant economic benefits generated by large-scale cycling events are also not
included in our current estimate.
To put these numbers in perspective, the estimated £5.4 billion attributed to the
cycling economy is considerably larger than the value of the UK steel industry, which
is often seen as strategically important. In 2016, the economic output of the UK steel
industry was £1.6b. The businesses involved in the steel industry employ 32,000
people in the UK.1 This means that the economic value of the cycling sector to the
British economy is more than three times larger than that of the steel industry, and
the cycling sector employs approximately twice as many people.
Another way of thinking about the significance of these numbers is that every time a
new bicycle is sold in Great Britain – which is, roughly speaking, every ten seconds –
that sale is responsible for adding value to the economy of, on average, around
£1,800.
These figures reflect just the current value of the cycling sector to the British
economy. The government has set a target to double cycling by 2025, and if this
target is achieved there is potential for the economic contribution of cycling to be
considerably larger. If there were concerted support for on-shoring the production
of cycling parts and accessories and fostering re-growth in UK bicycle manufacture,
1

House of Commons Library Briefing (2018) UK Steel Industry: statistics and policy available at
https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7317 accessed 30.05.2018.
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there could be very substantial benefits to the economies of those regions where
this took place. More cycling also has the potential to stimulate the economies of
our cities, both by reducing congestion and making them function better, and by
making them more attractive places for employers such as the tech industry to
locate, knowing they will be able to attract a high-skilled, dynamic workforce. Future
papers will look at all these dimensions of the value of cycling to the British
economy.
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Summary of key contributors to the Bicycle Economy
Contributor
Estimated
Contributor
annual value
totals
Wider benefits
£4,134m
Value of loss of life
£2,942m

NHS savings

£204m

Reduced absenteeism

£343m

Pollution reductions: urban
Pollution reductions: rural
Congestion savings: urban

£210m
£19m
£416m

Bicycle tourism and events

Construction of cycle
infrastructure

Calculated using SQW
values (2008) and Road
Traffic Estimates for
Great Britain, 2016.

Tourism Industry analysis
from TNS.
No satisfactory overall
estimate found.

£729m

£126m

Estimates derived from
CONEBI (2017) figures for
2016.

£35m
£26m
£195m
-

The number of jobs generated by cycling
Cycle tourism
35,788
Cycle infrastructure
783
Bicycle retail and repair

18,943

Bicycle manufacturing

832

Cycle hire schemes

220

Gig economy: cycle deliverers

Calculated using SQW
(2008) values (based on
HEAT model) + British
Social Attitudes survey
data (2016).
Calculated using SQW
(2008) values + British
Social Attitudes survey
data (2016).

£520m

Tourism spend attributable to
£520m
cycling and mountain biking
Spend attributable to largescale cycling
participation/spectator events
Products directly associated with the cycle
industry including GVA where appropriate
Distribution and sales of
£346m
imported bicycles (GVA)
Distribution and sales of
imported accessories/parts
(GVA)
Distribution and sales of GBmade bicycles
Distribution and sales of GBmade accessories/parts
Provision of cycle repair services

Source of estimate

7,500

64,000
Estimates from Blondiau
and van Zeebroeck (2014)
report for ECF.

House of Lords Briefing
on the Gig Economy.
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1.

Introduction

This is the first paper in a series for the Bicycle Association, intended to develop the
evidence base on the current and future potential contribution of the bicycle
industry to Britain’s industrial strategy. This scoping paper explores the current value
of the bicycle industry and cycling in general to the British economy, through a
review of existing evaluations. Future papers will look at how the economic value of
the bicycle industry and cycling might increase, under different scenarios, if the
popularity of cycling continues to grow; the potential impact of cycling for regional
economies; the economic and industrial case for greater support for electric bikes;
and the potential for ‘last-mile delivery’ using bikes and e-bikes to tackle the growing
problem of congestion in British cities caused by increased van traffic.
Key contributors to economic value considered here are:
A. Wider benefits to society as a result of cycling:




Improved health, reduced absenteeism and reduced NHS costs
Reduced congestion
Lower emissions of pollutants and CO2.

B. Bicycle tourism and events:



Tourism spend attributable to cycling/mountain biking
Spend attributable to large-scale cycling participation or spectator events.

C. The ‘products’ directly associated with the bicycle industry, including gross value
added as appropriate:





The distribution and sales of imported bicycles and accessories
The distribution and sales of UK-manufactured bicycles and accessories
The provision of cycle repair and servicing
The construction of cycle infrastructure.

D. The number of jobs generated by the bicycle industry and cycling, including both
direct and induced employment.
So far as possible, the paper suggests a method for estimating economic value in
each of these areas. It also identifies areas where evidence is lacking and additional
information or primary research is required to reach a fuller estimate of benefits. A
subsequent paper will attempt to quantify some of the benefits that it has not been
possible to estimate at this stage.
The figures given in this paper should be considered indicative rather than precise,
and the resulting totals are of necessity incomplete and hence conservative.
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2.

Wider benefits to society as a result of cycling

The wider value of cycling is often considered in relation to cost/benefits of cycling
infrastructure and other cycling interventions, such as cycle training. SQW (2007)2 in
a report for Cycling England set out a methodology for evaluation that includes
benefits from increased health and fitness, reduced transport congestion and
reduced pollution.
The methodology focuses on the economic value of each new cyclist to result from
an intervention, based on the assumption that these cyclists travel an average of
3.9km per trip, and make 160 trips a year or three trips a week, equivalent to 624km
a year. Someone cycling on one day is assumed to make two trips. It is assumed that
this average level of cycling implies a ‘step up’ in physical activity (in comparison to
not cycling) that is sufficient to give rise to health benefits. The health benefits
evaluated, on the basis of a wide range of evidence, are avoidance of loss of life, NHS
savings and productivity gains through reduced absenteeism. Because of a lack of
quantified evidence no account is taken of health gains through a reduction in
obesity or health gains for children. The methodology gives a value to savings in air
pollution as a result of modal shift, reflecting both health benefits and lower carbon
emissions, and again based on a range of existing evidence. A further value is
attributed to the reduction in congestion. The methodology is further refined in
SQW (2008)3 with the use of the World Health Organisation’s health economic
assessment tool (HEAT)4 for cycling. The HEAT model gives a value per km cycled per
individual adult cyclist of €0.81. In this way, as shown in Table 1, the report produces
values for the benefit of each additional cyclist, cycling regularly for one year, with
the assumption that 50% of these additional cycle trips replace a car trip.
Although SQW’s methodology was developed to assess the economic benefit of a
cycling intervention, and hence the benefit-cost ratio, we can reasonably apply the
method to all existing adult cyclists, providing they are on average cycling sufficiently
to make a difference to their health (as compared to not cycling), and providing we
can also accept the assumption that 50% of these trips might otherwise be made by
car, causing air pollution and congestion. An indication that this is a viable approach
is that the methodology has been used to give a value to the loss in cycling that took
place between 1995 and 2005 (SQW, 2007). As can be seen in Table 1, the values for
savings in congestion and pollution are different in rural and urban contexts.

2

SQW consulting (2007) Valuing the benefits of cycling: A report to Cycling England.
SQW consulting (2008) Planning for Cycling: Report to Cycling England.
4
World Health Organization Europe and United Nations, (2008) Health Economic Assessment Tool for
cycling (HEAT for cycling) User guide, Version 2.
3
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Table 1: Summary of monetized values for wider benefits
Benefit
Value
Notes
Value of loss of £408.67 per
life
cyclist

Taken from World Health Organisation
HEAT model. Assumes 160 trips per year;
average distance 3.9km per trip.

NHS savings

£28.30 per
cyclist

Estimate of healthcare savings due to
reduced coronary heart disease and
stroke deaths, based on cyclists moving
up one activity level.

Productivity gains £47.68 per
(reduced
cyclist
absenteeism)

Assumes average employee has 6.8 sick
days a year and increased exercise can
lower this by 6% (WHO 2003); uses
average GVA per employee; adjusts for
proportion of adult population in work.

Pollution
reduction

Figures are weighted average of the
values for petrol cars and diesel cars
(urban areas: 5.8p and 32.2p; rural areas
2.1p and 2.0p). Includes both local air
pollution reduction and lower carbon
emissions.

Urban areas:
11.1p per km
not driven
Rural areas:
2.1p per km not
driven

Congestion relief

Urban areas:
22p per km not
driven
(Rural areas:
11p per km not
driven)

Figures as originally reported by SQW,
derived from Sansom et al. (2001) Surface
Transport Costs and Charges Great
Britain. Note that the figure for urban
areas is consistent with latest WebTAG
marginal external cost of congestion for
urban non-motorway roads (23p per km,
2015 figures), but the figure for rural
areas seems implausibly high compared
to the WebTAG value for rural nonmotorway roads (2.5p per km)5. We have
accordingly excluded rural congestion
from our estimates.

Source: SQW, 2007 and 2008

5

WebTAG Tables A5.4.1 (proportion of traffic by area type) and A5.4.2 (marginal external costs of
congestion by area type), average congestion costs. December 2017 release, available at
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-tag-data-book-december-2017; accessed
30.5.2018. Our estimates of marginal external costs of congestion weighted by proportion of traffic in
each area type, for A roads and other roads in London, inner and outer conurbations and other urban;
and for rural A roads and other roads.
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The inclusion of ‘productivity gains’ is based on the assumption that the average
employee has 6.8 sick days a year in the UK and a conservative estimate that
increased exercise can lower this by 6% (the lower limit reported by WHO, 2003).
This leads to an annual reduction of 0.4 of a day’s absence per cyclist worker.
Average Gross Value Added per employee in England is £37,000 a year, giving a cost
of £161 per day and £64.40 in reduced absence. This is then adjusted to allow for the
proportion of the population that are working (74.5% of working age adults in
England), and translates into an average value of £47.68 for all adult cyclists (SQW,
2007).
Using these values in conjunction with other available data, it is possible to generate
an estimate for economic value contributed by the UK’s existing cyclists that
combines savings from health, congestion and pollution. A variety of sources are
available. For example, the British Social Attitudes Survey suggests that in 2016 in
Great Britain 1.9m people cycled every day or nearly every day; 2.6m people cycled
2/5 days a week, and a further 2.7m cycled once a week.6 It seems reasonable to
estimate that for this group of 7.2m cyclists, the average number of trips taken
(though of unknown length) was at least three (bearing in mind that those cycling 2
days a week make 4 trips). We can then make the very broad estimate that the 7.2m
people aged 18+ in Great Britain who cycle once a week or more contribute an
estimated £3.5b in reduced mortality, NHS savings and reduced absenteeism, with
the breakdown as shown in Table 2. Alternative estimates could be derived using
National Travel Survey (NTS) data (in conjunction with population estimates) though
identifying appropriate data has been made less straightforward by a change in the
coverage of the NTS, which since 2013 has been limited to England rather than Great
Britain. The Sport England Active People Survey / Active Lives Survey (APS/ALS) also
offers a means to estimate the number of people who cycle, although again limited
to England. In a future paper we plan to explore the use of NTS and APS/ALS data to
estimate the health benefits of current and future levels of cycling by English region.
The congestion and pollution components of the SQW evaluation can be generated
on the basis of all cycling mileage, since these savings are not reliant on achieving a
given average of cycling frequency or specific to adults as the health/productivity
savings are. Road Traffic Estimates indicate that in 2016 the distance travelled by
pedal cycle on roads in Great Britain was 3.45 billion miles (approximately 5.56
billion km). The estimate is conservative as it does not include the substantial
amount of cycling that takes place away from roads, on byways, bridleways and
canal paths, a proportion of which is a substitute for trips that would otherwise be
made by car. This mileage is 32% rural (of which 4% is A roads) and 68% urban (of
which 15% is A roads)7. In line with the SQW assumptions, we treat 50% of this
6

Population estimates given by Cycling UK, based on British Social Attitudes Survey (ATT0305),
available at https://www.cyclinguk.org/resources/cycling-uk-cyclingstatistics#How%20many%20people%20cycle%20and%20how%20often?, accessed 10.5.2018.
7
Data in Tables TRA0401 and TRA0402 of road traffic estimates, overview available at
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/
611304/annual-road-traffic-estimates-2016.pdf accessed 10.5.2018.
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cycling distance as replacing car mileage. This assumption can be checked by
reference to NTS data on the proportion of trips and distance that are currently
made as a car driver, within each trip length band (since short cycle trips are more
likely to substitute for walk trips, whereas longer cycle trips are more likely to
substitute for car or public transport trips). Using NTS data for 20168, we can
estimate that the proportion of bike mileage that would be made as a car driver, if
nobody cycled, is 53%, suggesting that the SQW estimate of 50% is reasonable.
The resulting figures are again shown in Table 2: with a reduction in pollution worth
£229m and a reduction in congestion (in urban areas only) worth £416m.
Table 2: Wider benefits to society of cycling (annual)
Benefit
Reduced mortality

Value

Notes

£2,942m

Calculated using SQW (2008) values
(based on HEAT model) + British
Social Attitudes survey data (2016).

NHS savings

£204m

Reduced absenteeism

£343m

Calculated using SQW (2008) values
+ British Social Attitudes survey
data (2016).

Pollution reductions: urban

£210m

Pollution reductions: rural

£19m

Congestion savings: urban

£416m

TOTAL

Calculated using SQW (2008) values
+ Road Traffic Estimates for Great
Britain, 2016.

£4,134m

Taken together, these estimates suggest that the wider benefits to society of cycling
amount to over £4.1b per year. This figure should be considered a minimum,
because it does not include benefits due to reduced morbidity (i.e. people leading
healthier lives), or health benefits associated with cycling by children, which may be
very significant given the current concern about rising levels of childhood and adult
obesity.

Other approaches to estimating wider benefits
The headline figure, and some of the figures that underlie it, can be compared with
the figures resulting from various approaches suggested in other reports.

8

National Travel Survey (2016) Table NTS0308.
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SQW (2017)
First, it is possible to use the WHO HEAT tool directly to assess mortality data (e.g. on
the basis of mileage estimates for adults). In a more recent report, SQW (2017)9 use
the HEAT model to estimate the value of health benefits from cycling in the UK,
based on the average distance cycled per person per day. The HEAT tool is based on
the relative risk of all-cause mortality of 0.72 among regular commuter cyclists aged
20-60 years relative to the general population. The economic savings estimated are
based on reduced mortality and do not take into account NHS savings or reduced
absenteeism. The SQW authors calculate that in 2015 almost one billion (991 million)
miles were cycled by adults in the UK. Estimates are derived by applying NTS
distances cycled of the total adult cycling population segmented by bicycle user
groups proposed by Grous in his 2011 report for LSE.10 The value of the health
benefit from this according to the HEAT model is estimated as £1.06b. However, the
disparity between the total cycling mileage used by SQW and the much larger one
from Road Traffic Estimates above is problematic, even taking into account that the
larger figure includes cycling on roads by children, and it therefore seems likely that
the resulting health benefit figure may be a significant under-estimate.
Grous (2011)
Second, Grous (2011) offers an alternative value for reductions in absenteeism for
existing cyclists. Grous estimates that there are 13m adult cyclists in the UK
representing 27% of the population, a figure attributed to research by Sky/GfK on
cycling behaviour amongst 10,000 adults. These UK cyclists include 3.5m ‘frequent
cyclists’ (defined as cycling once a week or more) and 4.3m ‘regular cyclists’ (cycling
12 or more times in the past year)11. Grous uses data from the Chartered Institute of
Personnel and Development’s Annual Absenteeism Survey for 2010, which shows
the annual per employee cost due to absenteeism is £600, equating to a daily cost of
£78 per employee. He draws on a study of Dutch cyclists,12 which found cyclists take
just over one day less absence than non-cyclists. He then assumes that the UK’s
‘frequent cyclists’ will take one day a year less absence and, scaling the saving to
reflect the proportion of people employed (70.8%), estimates their current annual
saving to the economy in absentee costs to be £193m. He goes on to calculate the
value of absenteeism averted by ‘regular cyclists’. The reduction in absenteeism for
this group is estimated to be lower than for frequent cyclists, at 0.5 days per year.
The resulting saving is £119m. Consequently the total annual saving from existing
frequent and regular cyclists would be £312m (though Grous does not give this
summed figure). These assumptions are comparatively bullish as compared to those
used by SQW (2008), since they assume absenteeism savings from individuals
9

SQW (2017) The economic value of the bicycle industry and cycling in the United Kingdom: Report to
the Bicycle Association of Great Britain.
10
Grous/LSE (2011) The British Cycling Economy: ‘Gross Cycling Product’ Report.
11
It is clear from the paper that ‘frequent cyclists’ and ‘regular cyclists’ are distinct segments of the
cycling population.
12
Hendriksen,J., Simons, M., Garre, F. and Hildebrandt, V. (2010) ‘The association between commuter
cycling and sickness absence’, Preventive Medicine, vol. 51, pp. 132-135.
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achieving lower cycling levels. Notably however this absenteeism figure is of a
similar order to the estimate produced above on the basis of SQW values and data
from the British Social Attitudes Survey.
ECF (2016)
Third, the wider benefits of existing cycling levels are also evaluated in a report by
Neun and Haubold (2016) for the European Cyclists Federation (ECF)13 which
assesses the economic benefits of cycling across the EU. This uses charts and
pictograms to posit a very broad range of benefits, including some that are rarely
considered, such as contributions to gender equality and child welfare. The health
benefits assessed include healthier lives through reduced illness (i.e. reduced
morbidity) as well as longer lives though reduced mortality. Various methodologies
are used to make these assessments. Congestion easing, for example, is costed per
cycled km, using UK Government WebTAG values.
The monetary benefits assessed are also categorized according to their certainty,
and a distinction made between calculations based on ‘concrete evidence’,
calculations based on ‘best available data’ and estimations based on ‘best available
indications’.
Apart from being useful in suggesting methodologies for assessing specific benefits,
the study offers scope to derive UK-specific estimates. Many of the assessments
relate to the assumption that 134b km are cycled a year in the EU’s 28 countries, so
that it is possible to estimate the UK’s contribution to these benefits in accordance
with the proportion of EU cycle km travelled in the UK. ECF’s values for a range of
factors relating to health, CO2 emissions, pollutants and congestion are shown in
Table 3, along with derived figures for the UK contribution. Annual UK cycle distance
is based on Road Traffic Estimates.14
Some of the figures here are very different from those summarised in Table 2. For
example, the figure for air pollution EU-wide is estimated as €427m, while UK
reductions alone estimated using SQW values come out at £229m. The UK ‘share’ of
easing congestion is €273m, while the equivalent figure derived from SQW values in
Table 2 is £416m. Some figures are more consistent – the estimate for the UK share
for longer lives through reduced mortality is €4.0b, while the equivalent figure in
Table 2 is £2.9b, which is €4.0b at 2016 exchange rates.

13

Neun, M. and Haubold, H. (2016) The EU Cycling Economy – Arguments for an integrated EU cycling
policy, ECF, Brussels, December, 2016.
14
We do not know what distance was assumed for the UK in this study.
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Table 3: Examples of wider benefits of cycling in the EU-28 from The EU Cycling Economy
Source: Neun and Haubold, 2016 for ECF. Calculations are based on a value of 134b kilometres cycled for the EU 28.
Calculations
Estimations
Calculations
No data
based on
based on best
based on best
available
Comment
concrete
available
available data
at present
evidence
indications
Reduced CO2
CO2 saving based on distance cycled and CO2 cost of
€2.2b
emissions
€144.63 per tonne.
Related benefits to
Benefits linked to avoiding climate change damage –
€10b
x
reduced CO2
social cost of carbon.

Derived estimate
of UK
contribution
(x 5.56/134)
€92m
€415m

Reduced air
pollution

€0.43b

Estimates car kilometres replaced, assumes 41%
diesel, 54% petrol.

€18m

Reduced noise
pollution

€0.3b

Assumes 50% of km cycled are urban, 30% suburban,
20% rural.

€12m

Easing congestion

€6.6b

Price of congestion based on UK WebTAG, assumes
32% of cycling km replace car trips.

€273m

Longer lives

€97b

Uses WHO HEAT assessment tool and assesses
cycling by 20-64 age group.

€4,006m

Cites evidence that morbidity benefits are 40% of
mortality benefits.

€1,603m
€1,245m

Healthier lives

€39b

Improved mental
health

€30b

x

Cites evidence from a range of studies linking mental
health with physical exercises

Improved children’s
health

€20b

x

Emphasizes evidence for multiple benefits

Reduced road
fatalities

€0.38b

Reduced road
injuries (serious)

€0.33b

Reduced road
injuries (slight)

€0.06b

Reduced
absenteeism
TOTAL

€830m
€16m

Based on road safety gains and avoidance of car
collisions

€14m
€3m

€4.5b

Based on average employment cost of €200 per day
and 1.3 days reduction in absence annually.

€187m
€8,712m
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Taking the ECF figures at face value, the wider benefits of cycling for the UK listed here in
relation to health, pollution and congestion come to €8.7b, equivalent to £6.5b at 2016
exchange rates. This is a similar order of magnitude, but somewhat larger, than the figure
estimated using the SQW methodology and shown in Table 2. The main reasons for the
difference are because of the inclusion of benefits linked to avoiding climate change
damage, reduced morbidity, improved mental health as a result of physical activity, and
improved children’s health, which, taken together, represent £3.0b of this total.
Wrighton and Reiter (2016)
Finally, the benefits of urban cycle delivery services are discussed by Wrighton and Reiter
(2016).15 They highlight the scope of these services for reducing congestion, carbon
emissions, air pollutants and noise associated with delivery lorries, and also identify a 45%
financial saving through last-mile delivery by cargo bike compared to a motorized vehicle.
The authors estimate that in European cities every fourth motorized commercial delivery
trip could potentially be shifted to bicycle. They note that the European Cycle Logistics
Federation, established in 2012 to give a voice to the sector, has attracted 165 members
from across Europe, and that 50 new bicycle delivery companies have been formed as a
consequence of its training. While the paper describes an expanding and dynamic sector, it
does not estimate the overall scale of existing cycle delivery schemes or their economic
value. This is an area where new research would be useful, especially given the growth in
cycle delivery as part of the gig economy (discussed in Section 5). Outspoken Delivery in
Cambridge and Gnewt Cargo in London offer potential UK case studies. It should be noted
that since cycle delivery contributes to overall cycle mileage its impact in reducing
congestion and air pollution will in principle be reflected in the Table 2 estimates.

3.

Bicycle tourism and events

Tourism spend attributable to cycling/mountain biking
A tourism industry report (TNS, 2015)16 on the value of tourism activities, available on the
Visit Britain website, puts forward the concept of ‘attributable expenditure’: an estimate of
the amount of money spent on day or overnight trips which were motivated by being able
to participate in a specific activity when the decision was made on whether to take the trip.
The sources used are the Great Britain Tourism Survey, the Great Britain Day Visits Survey
and the International Passenger Survey. TNS calculates that the total annual tourism spend
attributable to cycling and mountain biking is £520m, as shown in Table 4. For comparison,
the tourism spend attributable to cycling and mountain biking is higher than for fishing,
watersports and golf but around half that for visiting zoos and aquariums.
To calculate attributable spend, TNS carried out research (an online survey in 2015) to
determine how far specific activities were important in the decision as to whether to take
the trip – see Table 5. In attributing all or some of the tourism expenditure to a particular
activity, it is assumed that this should only be done where the activity was considered to be

15

Wrighton, S. and Reiter, K. (2016) ‘CycleLogistics – moving Europe forward!’, Transportation Research
Procedia 12, pp. 950-958.
16
TNS (2015) Valuing Activities: Final Report, produced for Visit England, Visit Scotland and Visit Wales.
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either the ‘sole reason’, or ‘very important’ or ‘fairly important’ to the decision to take the
trip.
Table 4: Estimated annual tourism expenditure attributable to cycling and mountain
biking
GB Domestic
holidays

GB Domestic day
visits

Overseas holidays
to UK

Total

£563m

£666m

£497m

£1,725m

£119m

£302m

£99m

£520m

All spend on holidays
involving cycling and
mountain biking
Spend attributable to
cycling and mountain
biking

Source: TNS, 2015. Estimates for domestic spending on day visits and holidays are derived from tourism
expenditure data for Great Britain, 2012-14. The estimate for spending on inbound overseas visits is derived
from tourism expenditure data for the UK, 2006-11.

Table 5: Importance of cycling/mountain biking in decision on taking a day trip or holiday
(for holidays where this activity undertaken)

Domestic day
trips
Domestic
holidays
Source: TNS, 2015.

Sole reason

Very important
reason

Fairly
important
reason

Only a small
reason

Of no
importance at
all

28%

19%

40%

13%

0%

15%

20%

33%

21%

10%

TNS use a similar but slightly different method in relation to holidays taken in the UK by
overseas visitors. Using this approach the average ‘impact’ of cycling activities in the
decision as to whether to take a trip that involved this activity was 45% for domestic day
visits, 21% for domestic holidays, and, in the case of holidays made by overseas visitors, 14%
for cycling in general and 36% for mountain biking.
In addition, account is taken of the average number of activities that tourists typically take
on the same holiday – and which may also have contributed to the decision. In the case of
cycling and mountain biking, this is eight activities for domestic holidays and short breaks,
and 3.4 activities for domestic day trips.
To estimate how much money was spent on day or overnight visits that were motivated by
being able to participate in a specific activity when the decision was made to make the trip
the following equation is used:
Total spend on trips
involving that activity
multiplied by the
percentage of visitors
saying the activity was
the sole reason for the
trip.

PLUS

Total spend on trips involving that
activity multiplied by the percentage of
visitors saying the activity was a
very/fairly important reason for the trip
divided by average number of activities
per visit among those undertaking the
activity.
15 | P a g e

TNS find that the proportion of tourism spend (by domestic tourists/day visitors and
overseas visitors) on trips that involve cycling/mountain biking that is attributable to cycling
and mountain biking activities is 30%.
The same report produces a regional breakdown of attributable spend from domestic
holidays and day visits. For example, it is notable that, outside London, Wales and South
West England contribute the highest sums to the overall attributable spend on cycling and
mountain biking at £54m and £52m respectively. This is evidently useful in modelling the
value of cycling to an individual region. In Wales the larger share of this is generated
through day visits, at £44m, while in the South West holidays are more important,
generating £29m. A report for Visit Britain17 considers the propensity for holidays in UK
nations or regions to involve specific activities (2006-11) and finds that the South West has
the highest proportion of holidays involving cycling trips by inbound tourists (7%).
Several studies have considered the value of cycle tourists as against other tourists. Richie
and Hall (1999)18, reporting on a New Zealand study, point to the economic benefits of cycle
tourism in spreading tourism spend to more peripheral and rural areas. They found cycle
tourists spent above the average spend for international visitors, at $3021 as against $2776
(New Zealand dollars). Comparisons of tourism spend by cyclists and non-cyclists are made
less conclusive by the considerable variation in spend by different types of cycle tourist. For
example, Weed et al. (2014)19 in a systematic review of studies on the impact of tourism and
leisure cycling find that the spend per cyclist per day (at 2010 prices) was considerably
higher for cyclists on holiday in the area (£36.62-£48.97) than for cycle tourists travelling
through (£29.77), who tended to use low-cost accommodation. These figures however are
all below the average UK tourist spend per night in 2010 of £56. The comparative spend of
cycling tourists is also discussed by Weston et al. (2012) in a report for the European
Parliament.20 The authors cite some studies where the spend from cycle tourists was higher
– in France, for example, they spent €10 a day more than average tourists (Mercat, 2009)21
– but other studies where their spending was lower or similar to non-cycling tourists. These
authors also point to considerable variation in cycle tourism spending between countries,
with Norwegian cyclists spending 90% more per day than Dutch cyclists.
The same report gives figures estimating the number of cycle tourism trips in Europe a year,
as 2.295b with a total economic impact of €44b. The total economic value of this for the UK
is calculated to be €2.8b (£2.4b at the average 2012 exchange rate). The calculation gives
total spend rather than the attributable spend. There is clearly some disparity between
these figures, shown in Table 6, for total spend for UK cycle tourism and those reported by

17

Visit Britain (2013) Inbound tourism to Britain’s nations and regions: Profile and activities of international
holiday visitors.
18
Richie, B. and Hall, M. (1999) ‘Bicycle Tourism and Regional Development: A New Zealand Case Study’,
Anatolia: An International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research, vol. 10, issue, 2, pp. 89-112.
19
Weed, M., Bull, C., Brown, M., Dowse, S., Lovell, J., Mansfield, L., and Wellard, I. (2014) ‘A systematic review
and meta-analyses of the potential local economic impact of tourism and leisure cycling and the development
of an evidence-based market segmentation’, Tourism Review International, vol. 18, pp. 37-55.
20
Weston, R., Davies, N., Lumsdon, L., McGrath, P., Peeters, P., Eijgelaar, E. and Piket, P., (2012) The European
Cycle Route Network Eurovelo Study, European Parliament.
21
Mercat, N. (2009) Spécial économie du vélo. Etude complète, Paris, France: Atout France.
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TNS in Table 4. The TNS figures seem more grounded in recorded data rather than expert
opinion.
Table 6: Estimates for tourism trips in UK and Europe and economic value
Country

No.
daytrips
149m

No. overnight
trips
1.23m

Economic
value daytrips
€2.3b

Economic value
overnight trips
€0.5b

Total economic
value
€2.8b

United
Kingdom
European
2,274m
20.36m
€35.0b
€8.9b
€43.9b
total (28
countries)
Source: Weston et al. (2012). Sources for this data are given as expert estimates plus Eurostat (2008)22, Peeters
et al. (2004)23 and The Gallup Organization (2011)24.

Neun and Haubold in their report on the EU Cycling Economy for ECF (2016), make use of
the Weston et al. (2012) figure, stating that EU cycle tourism is worth €44b, but describing
this as a calculation based on ‘best available data’ rather than concrete evidence. These
authors suggest that a further sum could be included in the evaluation to take account of
benefits from cycle tourism to businesses not specializing in cycle tourism, such as travel
agencies. However, this overlooks the fact that figures for tourism expenditure do include
spending that is not immediately related to cycling, such as the cost of transport to the
destination, or the fee paid to a travel agent. Neun and Haubold also suggest that benefits
of cycle tourism to specific target groups such as ‘silver cyclists’ could be included. In the
context of the current project there is again some risk of double counting here. For example,
the health benefits to this group from cycle holidays may already be reflected elsewhere in
the analysis if calculations of health are based on overall annual distances cycled.
A further related question is whether a ‘tourism multiplier’ should be used in calculating the
benefits of cycle tourism. Tourism multipliers are generally applied in economic evaluations
that aim to capture the indirect effects of visitor spending within a region or country. They
are particularly applicable when considering the capacity of tourism to regenerate a specific
geographical region and the extent to which money does or does not ‘leak’ out of the
region.
Spend attributable to large-scale cycling participation or spectator events
Zovko, in a 2013 report for Transform Scotland25 on the value of cycle tourism in Scotland,
considers the economic impact of large-scale cycling events. He argues that an important
contribution to spending comes from guests at events who are there to support cyclists as
well as general spectators. Zovko estimates that there are 1.5 visitors per participant, and
uses data gathered from real cycling events to estimate spending per event
visitor/participant. He also cites a study by Adam and Munro (2009)26 of the Caledonian
22

Eurostat (2008) Eurostat data navigation tree, retrieved 11-02-2008, from ttp://epp.eurostat.ec.europa..eu/.
Peeters, P., van Egmond, T., and Visser, N. (2004) European tourism, transport and environment, Breda:
NHTV CSTT.
24
The Gallup Organization (2011) Flash Eurobarometer 312 “Future of transport”, Brussels, Belgium: European
Commission.
25
Zovko, I. (2013)The value of cycle tourism: opportunities for the Scottish economy, Transform Scotland.
26
Adam, J. and Munro, S. (2009) Etape Caledonia Economic Assessment 2009.
23
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Etape, which found that the spectator to participant ratio was 1.6 to 1 – a useful metric
since organizers can usually report the number of registered participants.
Zovko finds that event participants staying away from home spend £65.90 per day, while
visitors staying for a single day spend £16.40. In addition to assessing direct costs he applies
a tourism multiplier of 1.57. On this basis he estimates that the 17 Scottish cycling events
reviewed generated an economic value of £5.6m. He argues that if smaller events were
included, the actual value could easily be double this. Moreover, he points to the capacity of
cycling events to promote cycling further, for example, by improving signage and raising
awareness of local cycling networks.
Some individual cycling events have been credited with very substantial economic benefits.
For example, it has been estimated that the 2017 Tour de Yorkshire, attracted 2.2m
roadside spectators, of which 86% were from Yorkshire, and boosted the local economy by
almost £64m.27 In 2016 it was reported that London cycling events such as the Tour de
France and Tour of Britain had contributed £149m to London’s economy since the 2012
Olympic and Paralympic Games.28 The British Cycling event calendar gives an indication of
the popularity of cycling events nationally. This lists nearly 4,000 events across a year of all
types and sizes, including 178 Cyclo-Sportives.
One issue for the current project is how far the spend from cycling events is already
captured in the TNS study of spending attributable to cycling tourism through the Great
Britain Day Visits Survey and Tourism Surveys. This requires consideration of the surveys’
methodologies.
In the Day Visits survey, for a trip to be included as a tourism day visit, the participant must
indicate that it is one that is not taken very regularly and is made to a different place from
the city/town/village/London borough where the participant lives.29 However this rule is not
applied where the trip involved watching live sporting events, going to visitor attractions or
going to public events. This means that the Day Visits survey would capture spectator
participation in events such as cycling events, including participation from spectators living
very locally. However, this participation will not have been included in the TNS analysis of
tourism spend attributable to cycling, since the respondent’s activity did not involve
undertaking cycling themselves and would be categorized in the survey as either ‘Watching
live sporting events’ or ‘Going to a special public event such as a festival’. The position is
different for those participating, since their activity can be categorized as ‘Undertaking
outdoor leisure activities such as walking, cycling, golf etc.’ But it also follows that if
someone is participating in a cycling event within their local area it will not be captured as it
is categorized as an outdoor leisure activity rather than a live sporting event, public event or
a festival. What this suggests is that the Day Visits survey will capture some of the
27

Dorey, M. (2017) ‘Tour de Yorkshire boosts economy by £64m’, news item on Leeds Becket University
website, available at http://www.leedsbeckett.ac.uk/news/0717-tdy-economic-impact/ accessed 4.6.2018.
28
Cunningham, J. (2016) ‘£149 million contributed to London economy by cycling events since 2012’, news
item on Cyclist website, available at http://www.cyclist.co.uk/news/1513/149-million-contributed-to-londoneconomy-by-cycling-events-since-2012 accessed 4.6.2018.
29 TNS (undated) Methods and Performance Report for GB Day Visits 2016 available on Visit Britain website at
https://www.visitbritain.org/sites/default/files/vb-corporate/Documents-Library/documents/Englanddocuments/methods_and_performance.pdf accessed 4.6.2018.
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attributable spend from cycling events – i.e. where those participating in cycling at the
events travel to a different place to undertake cycling themselves. It appears less likely that
it will capture spend from participants in cycling events who live locally or spend from
spectators at a cycling event, whether living locally or further afield.
In the case of the GB Tourism Survey, it seems likely that the spend of those who take part
as cyclists in cycling events that involve staying away from home will be captured as part of
the spend attributable to cycling. However, it also seems likely that the spend of those who
attend cycling events as spectators, that involve staying away from home, will not be
attributed to cycling, as this is again categorized as ‘attending a festival’ or ‘attending a live
sporting event’.
In short, to avoid double counting in this project, evaluation of the additional tourism spend
generated by large-scale cycling events should include spend from all spectators (whether
on holiday or living locally) and spend by local people who participate as cyclists in the
events, as the spend by these groups does not appear to be captured in existing figures for
tourism and day visits. In contrast, the spend by people who participate in cycling events on
day trips or holidays away from home is theoretically captured elsewhere.
Unfortunately, according to information on the Visit Britain website, the tourism survey’s
activities questions were removed in 2016,30 making it more difficult to track the
importance of cycling going forward.
The ECF study of the Cycling Economy does not specifically evaluate the contribution of
cycling events. This is an area where further primary research would be helpful. We plan to
return to estimations of the value of large-scale cycling events later on in this series of
papers, as part of an assessment of the impact of cycling on regional economies.

4.

The ‘products’ directly associated with the bicycle industry

Distribution and sales of imported and UK manufactured bicycles and accessories and
provision of repairs
Grous (2011) reports that in 2010 3.7m bikes were sold in the UK, representing a retail value
of £1.6b, with £51m of this accounted for by locally manufactured bikes. The average price
per bike is given as £439. The value of UK accessories is given as £667m while services such
as repair and maintenance are valued at £186m, giving a total 2010 UK sales value for bikes,
accessories and cycle services of £2.54b. This estimation does not attempt to calculate Gross
Value Added for sales – monetary value less the cost of production – particularly relevant in
the case of imported bikes.
More up to date figures on imports and sales are available from the Confederation of the
European Bicycle Industry in their annual report (CONEBI, 2017).31 Sources include HMRC
and research by the Bicycle Association. According to CONEBI in 2016: the number of
30

Kantar TNS, Methods and performance report for British Tourism Survey 2016, available at
https://www.visitbritain.org/sites/default/files/vb-corporate/Documents-Library/documents/Englanddocuments/methods_performance.pdf, accessed 9.5.2018.
31
Confederation of the European Bicycle Industry (2017) European Bicycle Market Industry & Market Profile
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bicycles sold in Great Britain was 3.1m; the number of bicycles manufactured in Great
Britain was 83,000; and the number of bicycles imported to the UK was 2.8m. The
production of parts and accessories in Great Britain was valued at €32m (excluding VAT)
equivalent to £26m (at 2016 average exchange rate). Britain has a very small share of the
European production of parts and accessories at 2%. The average price of a bicycle in Britain
in 2016 is given as €521 or £427. The report estimates that bicycle sales account for 50% of
total value of the cycle retail market with 50% derived from sales of accessories, clothing,
tyres, repairs and maintenance.
SQW (2017) calculate the GVA of bicycle imports to the UK. The study specifically excludes
e-bikes and bicycles manufactured in the UK as well as bicycle parts, accessories and
clothing. Using the HMRC figure that in 2016 2,768,043 bicycles were imported to the UK,
they estimate that the value of sales of imported bicycles in 2016 was £1.28b. The cost
calculation is made using data from Grous (2011) to segment the market for bicycles and
estimate the market value, updating Grous’s original values to 2015 prices. To obtain an
estimate for GVA they then apply a standard turnover to GVA ratio of 29.25%. The resulting
figure given for GVA from the sales of imported bicycles in 2016 is £373m. Table 7 shows the
gaps in the evidence required to reach a comprehensive assessment.
Table 7: Value of products associated with the UK/GB bicycle industry in existing literature
Item
Bicycles
manufactured in GB
(2016)
Bicycles imported
to UK
(2016)
Bicycles sold in GB
(2016)
Parts and
accessories
produced in GB
(2016)
Parts and
accessories
imported to UK
UK sales of
accessories (2010)
UK sale of repairs,
servicing etc.
(2010)

Unit volume
83,000

Retail value
?

GVA
?

Source
CONEBI, 2017

2,768,043

£1,276m

£373m

3,050,000

?

?

CONEBI, 2017

-

£26m

?

CONEBI,
2017

-

?

?

-

-

£667m

?

Grous, 2011

-

£186m

?

Grous, 2011

SQW, 2017

Neun and Haubold’s evaluation of the EU cycling economy also includes values for the EU
cycle industry, given as bike manufacturing (€4.3b); parts and accessories manufacturing
(€1.7b); bike sales (€6.6b); parts/accessories sales (€2.3b); cycle repair (€0.99b). Since the
value of production for bikes and accessories is added to the larger figure of the turnover of
sales of bikes and accessories this estimate appears to have double counted. In this
assessment the retail value of accessories and equipment has been estimated as 35% of
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bike sales while cycle repair is estimated as 15% of bike sales.32 These authors also include
economic benefits from material damage avoided from car accidents, which they value at
€3.2b.
Using the CONEBI figures, together with the Neun and Haubold assumption on appropriate
ratios for accessories/equipment and repair (and overlooking for the moment the
differences between GB and UK figures quoted by CONEBI), it is possible to make simple
calculations based on the average retail price of a bicycle in Britain, as shown in Table 8. A
separate figure for the average price of British-made bikes as against imported ones would
refine these estimates. The value of sales of parts and accessories can be derived as a
percentage, from the figure for GB bike sales in Table 7, as can the value of repairs and
servicing. To broadly estimate the sales value of parts and accessories imported to the UK
we can deduct the value of GB-produced parts and accessories from the sales figure. In the
case of imports it is more appropriate to obtain estimates for GVA. To do this, a standard
turnover to GVA ratio can be applied (following SQW, 2017). These figures result in the
estimate that the contribution from products directly associated with the bicycle industry is
£729m. This comprises the retail value of bicycles, parts and accessories manufactured in
Great Britain; Gross Value Added for bicycles, parts and accessories imported for sale; and
the retail value of repairs and servicing.
Table 8: Value of products associated with the UK/GB bicycle industry in 2016 derived
from values in CONEBI (2017)
Item
Bicycles manufactured in GB (2016)
Bicycles imported to UK (2016)
Estimated GVA for bicycles imported to UK (29.25%)
All bicycles sold in GB (2016)
Sales of parts/accessories estimated as 35% of bike
sales
Value of parts/accessories produced in GB (2016)

Unit volume
83,000
2,768,043
3,050,000
-

Retail value (based on average
bicycle price of £427.22)
£35m
£1,183m
£346m
£1,303m
£456m
£26m

Estimated value of imported parts/accessories, i.e.
£430m
value of sales minus value of home products (assumes
all home products sold in UK)
GVA for imported parts/accessories (29.25%)
£126m
Sale of repairs, servicing etc. estimated as 15% of
£195m
bike sales
TOTAL*
£729m
* Total figure is for rows shown in bold.
The sales value of imported bicycles to the UK given here is lower than the SQW value given in Table 7 because
it is based on the average price quoted by CONEBI, whereas the SQW calculation effectively assumes a higher
average price of £461.25 (based on average bicycle costs for different user groups given in Grous, 2011,
adjusted for inflation). The number of bicycles sold in GB exceeds the sum of bicycles manufactured in GB and
bicycles imported to the UK suggesting that sales also drew on existing stock from earlier years. If bicycles
manufactured in GB are heavily reliant on imported parts then it may be more appropriate to estimate GVA for
this figure, an adjustment that could be made on the basis of more information.

32

These percentages are backed by a TMO – Pro Velo survey in 2014.
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Recent years have seen an expansion in town-wide cycle hire schemes, particularly with the
introduction of dockless bikes in some areas. It is not clear how far the CONEBI figures for
the bicycle industry capture this activity, which is also likely to be partially captured in
figures for tourism spend. This is an area that warrants investigation.
A further issue to be considered here, in arriving at a global estimate of cycling’s
contribution to the economy, is that a small portion of tourism spend on cycling holidays
and day visits could be spent on sales of cycle accessories/repairs. Blondiau and Zeebroeck
(2014) in an assessment of jobs in the cycling economy for ECF, discussed further below,
draw on insights from a Euro Velo study, to assume that the amount spent by cycle tourists
and cycle day trippers on bicycle equipment is 15% and 20% of their expenses respectively.
This seems a rather high estimate, bearing in mind that a tourist reporting details of their
holiday spend would not necessarily expect to include purchases of cycle equipment made
ahead of the trip. Moreover, if the spend on equipment is in practice on holiday cycle hire
then this does not currently appear to be captured elsewhere.
The construction of cycle infrastructure
The construction of cycle infrastructure is generally represented as a cost rather than a
benefit – i.e. in cost: benefit ratios where the benefits are considered in terms of improved
health and reductions in congestion and pollution as a result of increased cycling.
Commentators also point to wider benefits such as the relatively lower cost of infrastructure
in more compact cities that favour cycling; the relatively lower per head investment in
cycling infrastructure as against infrastructure for motorized forms of transport; and the
benefits of higher economic activity associated with the introduction of cycling
infrastructure. There are many individual case studies that demonstrate these benefits – for
example, the New York City Department of Transportation33 found that implementation of
protected bike lanes on 9th Avenue was followed by a 49% increase in sales. The benefits of
cycle infrastructure can also be monetized in terms of amenity, ambience and time savings
to cyclists.
Neun and Haubold’s 2016 evaluation for ECF includes the following EU-wide benefits related
to infrastructure:






Benefits for urban design, through integrated urban planning and infrastructure
(€10b)
Space savings from less parking (€20b)
Connectivity with other forms of transport (€20b)
Road infrastructure costs avoided by cycling (€1.89b)*
Road maintenance investment costs avoided by cycling (€1.1b)*

In addition they point to the value of cycling in improving community resilience, creating
greater connectivity between people and improving accessibility for both employment and
cultural exchange – all benefits underpinned by effective cycling infrastructure – which they
estimate to be worth €10b.

33
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Of these values, those marked with an asterix above are the only ‘calculations based on
concrete evidence’, giving a stronger rationale for including them in the current project.
However, the UK share of these benefits would be relatively small amounts, suggesting that
in practice they may be undervalued by the study.
An alternative approach is to treat cycling infrastructure as a product and evaluate its
annual production (on the basis of investment) much like the annual production and sales of
cycles. Blondiau and Zeebroeck in a 2014 report for ECF on cycling and jobs34, estimate that
the UK’s yearly investment in cycling infrastructure 2010-13 was 153,418,320 – no units
given, presumably euros. The estimate is based on Eurostat data for road construction,
adjusted in accordance with modal share of cycling. This does not seem likely to provide a
particularly accurate estimate, especially in relation to off-road cycle infrastructure, and
there is a considerable disparity between the report’s assessment of jobs generated in
producing cycling infrastructure and that made by Grous (2011). Further work to identify
alternative sources for this estimate is needed.

5.

Jobs generated by the bicycle industry and cycling

Grous (2011) estimates that in the UK in 2010 there were 23,415 jobs generated from
cycling through sales channels (20,000) manufacturing (900) and cycling infrastructure
(2,515). Resulting figures for wages and tax and NI are also given suggesting annual labour
costs of £514,900,010 and £106,451,910 tax and NI contributions. These figures do not
include jobs in cycle tourism or large-scale cycle events.
SQW (2017) use the figures for turnover in sales of bicycles imported to the UK to estimate
the amount of employment generated by importing, distributing and selling bicycles. To do
this they apply a standard turnover to employment ratio of 15% using average wholesale
and retail labour costs. As a result they calculate that total employment generated from the
sale of imported bicycles in 2016 was 12,420. The considerably lower number for sales
employment than the figure from Grous can be readily explained because the SQW figure is
generated from sales of imported bicycles alone and not accessories or repairs.
Blondiau and Zeebroeck’s 2014 assessment for ECF focuses on the direct employment
impact of the bicycle economy, dividing this into five subsectors: bicycle retail, bicycle
production, bicycle infrastructure, bicycle tourism and bicycle services. For each subsector
the authors calculate the economic value of turnover (with the exception of cycle
infrastructure where investment is used as the main indicator). Turnover is translated into
FTE jobs based on the FTE turnover ratio in Eurostat Structural Business Statistics. Their
estimates for the current level of cycling-related jobs in the UK are given below, alongside
the figures from Grous.

34

Blondiau, T. and van Zeebroeck, B., (2014) Cycling Works: Jobs and Job Creation in the Cycling Economy,
Report for ECF.
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Table 9: Estimates of cycling related jobs in the UK
Source
Blondiau,
and van
Zeebroeck,
2014
Grous,
2011

Bicycle sale
+ repair

Bicycle
manufacturing

Cycling
infrastructure

Cycle
tourism

Cycle hire
schemes

Estimate total

18,943

832

783

35,788

220

56,566

20,000

900

2,515

Not
included

Not
included

23,415

Notably most jobs are in cycle tourism. Only Germany and France have more cycling related
jobs than the UK. Blondiau and van Zeebroeck point out that, comparatively speaking, the
cycling industry has high employment rates measured in FTE per million euros of turnover:
4.89 in manufacturing; 5.42/8.13 in sales of bicycles and accessories/equipment (depending
on which information is used); 5.23 in repair; 7.33 in cycle specific infrastructure. They
highlight that per million of turnover a bike manufacturer employs three times more people
than a car manufacturer. As can be seen, Grous’s estimates for employment (excluding
tourism) while mostly in the same order, are considerably higher for cycling infrastructure.
Skinner et al. (2014), in a report35 for the World Health Organization, Europe, estimate the
number of cycling related jobs in London to be 1,069. In a subsequent report on cycling and
green jobs, this estimate is revised upwards to 6,104 (Skinner, 2016;36 Scotini et al., 201737).
The report explains that the earlier estimates were based on national level statistics and
studies whereas the 2016 research engaged directly with the cities. This suggests that more
empirically-driven estimates will be not only more reliable but larger. In the 34 major cities
considered in this research (in and outside Europe) the largest share of cycling jobs was in
retail and repair (48%), followed by design and manufacture (10%) and then tourism (7%)
and messengers (7%). This is in considerable contrast to the dominance of tourism in Table
9, which can perhaps be explained by the focus in this research on major cities. Smaller
percentages of cycling related jobs were accounted for by bicycle rental (4%), wholesale
(4%), infrastructure (3%), administration (3%), cycling organizations (3%), events (3%), public
hire (2%), cycle parking (2%), postal delivery (2%), police (1%) and bicycle classes (1%). It is
not clear how public hire differs from rental.
Neither Grous or Blondiau and van Zeebroeck attempt to assess induced employment.
Skinner (2016) highlights the importance of indirect jobs (supported in cycling-related
sectors such as tourist accommodation) and induced jobs (created in non-cycling sectors
through economic success generated by cycling). He cites an estimate in the Australian
Cycling Master Plan 2015-2025 that induced jobs (for tourism especially) could account for
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Skinner, I., Wu, D., Schweizer, C., Racioppi, F. and Tsutsumi, R. (2014) Unlocking new opportunities: Jobs in
green and healthy transport, World Health Organization, United Nations, Transport, Health and Environment
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joint report for United Nations Environment Programme, World Health Organization and United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe.
37
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40% of the total number of jobs associated with cycling, and identifies this as an area where
further investigation would be useful.
The figures in Table 9 also take no account of employment in the ‘gig’ economy. A briefing
paper by the House of Lords Library quotes two figures for the number of people delivering
food for Deliveroo, of 8,037 and up to 15,000.38 These are typically not full-time jobs: the
average number of hours per week worked by deliverers was 15 according to a survey by
the RSA quoted in the House of Lords briefing. Translated into FTE jobs, this would add a
further 7,500 to the figure estimated by Blondiau and van Zeebroeck, bringing the total to
around 64,000.

6.

Conclusions

Drawing on the literature, and making some broad provisional calculations from this data,
the contribution of cycling to the British economy is summarised in Table 10. It is estimated
that cycling contributes about £5.4 billion a year to the economy, with the larger share of
this, £4.1b, coming from wider impacts, particularly reductions in loss of life, and reduced
pollution and congestion. Products associated with the cycling industry contribute £0.7b,
while tourism attributable to cycling contributes, at least, a further £0.5b.
These are minimum estimates of the current scale of the bicycle economy. Indicative
estimates from a variety of sources suggest that the total may be substantially higher if
other factors, for which less robust data are available, are included. For example, evidence
from research for the European Cycling Federation suggests that if benefits associated with
avoidance of climate change damage, reduced morbidity, improved mental health as a
result of physical activity, and improved children’s health were included, there would be an
additional contribution of £3.0b.
Cycling generates about 64,000 FTE jobs in the UK.
To put these numbers in perspective, they are considerably larger than the value of the UK
steel industry, which is often seen as strategically important. In 2016, the economic output
of the UK steel industry was £1.6b. The businesses involved in the steel industry employ
32,000 people in the UK39. This means that the economic value of the cycling sector to the
British economy is more than three times larger than that of the steel industry, and the
cycling sector employs approximately twice as many people.
Another way of thinking about the significance of these numbers is that they mean that
every time a new bicycle is sold in Britain – which is, roughly speaking, every ten seconds –
that sale is responsible for adding value to the economy of, on average, around £1,800.
These figures reflect just the current value of the cycling sector to the British economy. The
government has set a target to double cycling by 2025, and if this target is achieved there is
the potential for the economic contribution of cycling to be considerably larger. If there
were a concerted support for on-shoring the production of parts and accessories, and
fostering re-growth in bicycle manufacture, there could be very substantial economic
38

House of Lords Library Briefing (2017) Gig Economy: Introduction.
House of Commons Library Briefing (2018) UK Steel Industry: statistics and policy available at
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benefits in those regions where this took place. More cycling also has the potential to
stimulate the economies of our cities, both by reducing congestion and making them
function better, and by making them more attractive places for employers such as the tech
industry to locate, knowing they will be able to attract a high-skilled, dynamic workforce.
Future papers will look at all these dimensions of the value of cycling to the British
economy.
Table 10: Key contributors to the Bicycle Economy
Contributor

Estimated annual
value

Wider benefits
Value of loss of life
NHS savings
Reduced absenteeism
Pollution reductions: urban
Pollution reductions: rural
Congestion savings: urban
Bicycle tourism and events

£2,942m
£204m
£343m
£210m
£19m
£416m

Tourism spend attributable to cycling and mountain
biking
Spend attributable to large-scale cycling
participation/spectator events

£520m

Products directly associated with the cycle
industry including GVA where appropriate
The distribution and sales of imported bicycles
(GVA)

£520m

£729m
£346m

The distribution and sales of imported
accessories/parts (GVA)

£126m

The distribution and sales of GB-made bicycles

£35m

The distribution and sales of GB-made
accessories/parts

£26m

The provision of cycle repair services

£195m

The construction of cycle infrastructure

64,000

The number of jobs generated by cycling
Cycle tourism
Cycle infrastructure

35,788
783

Bicycle retail and repair

18,943

Bicycle manufacturing

832

Cycle hire schemes

220

Gig economy: cycle deliverers

Contributor
totals
£4,134m

7,500
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