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Industry titans say more change in past 2-5 years than there has been in last 60
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Confoundment in sharing of space (or pooling) and sharing of vehicles (linked to temporal utilisation)
Technologies plus AI thought of as panacea—how much is hype?
Blurring of sector boundaries


Governance challenges

— Operational legitimacy
— Labour market issues
— Data availability

— Network management

On demand buses
Public transport impact

Road congestion

N~

Urban sprawl
» Travel time budget

The University of Sydney
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Mode

Ridehailing

Publication

Graehler Jr. et al. (2019)

Locality (Study period)
22 US cities (2002-18)

Boisjoly et al. (2018)

25 North American cities (2002-15)

Schaller (201 8)

New York City (2016-17)

Clewlow and Mishra (2017)

7 US cities (2015-16)

Hall et al. (2017)

US cities (2004-15)

Mucci (2017)

San Francisco (2016)

Public transport impact (by mode

where available)

Not statistically significant

Bus decrease, but not rail

Sadowsky and Nelson
(2017)

28 US cities (assorted)

First entry increase, second entry
decrease

Rayle et al. (2016)

San Francisco (2014)

Carsharing

Martin and Shaheen (2011)

18 North American cities (2008)

Lane (2005)

Philadelphia (2003)

Bikesharing

Graehler Jr. et al. (2019)

22 US cities (2002-18)

Campbell and Brakewood
(2017)

New York City (2013-14)

Ma et al. (2015)

Woashington, D.C. (201 3)

Shaheen et al. (201 3)

4 North American cities (2011-12)

Public transport both increase and
decrease

Light/heavy rail increase, bus

decrease

Bus both increase and decrease




ENOCH, M. P. 2015. How a rapid modal convergence into a universal automated taxi service could be

the future for local passenger transport. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 27, 910-924.
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Autonomous?

Electric?
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New mobility New mobility

services technologies

Mobility as a Service (Maa$)

A one-stop travel management platform digitally unifying trip creation, purchase and delivery.

SKEDGO

New mobility

businesses
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Australian start-ups leading the world
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Axes only—define
Public modes
Private modes
Shared modes
Active modes (for completeness)
Private status quo
Private MaaS (ownership model—sharing and pooling)
Public status quo
Public MaaS
Worst-case scenario


Target market

— Infrequent car users

—  Families’ second cars

HO, C., HENSHER, D. A., MULLEY, C. & WONG, Y. Z. 2018. Potential uptake and willingness-to-pay for mobility
as a service (MaaS): A stated choice study. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 117, 302-218.

Not subscribe (status quo)

Customised Plan A

Customised Plan B

Pay-As-You-Go

Stated shares of MaaS Options in the presence of status quo by type of car user

Non-user Infrequent user Frequent user | Very frequent user All user type
(0 day/week) (1 or 2 days/week) | (3 or 4 days/week) | (5 - 7 days/week) (0 - 7 days/week)
e |—o e —] e — ® 53%
—e e e e —eo 17%
—e e e ——e ——eo 20%
—e e —e e —e 11%
25% 50% 25% 50% 25% 50% 25% 50% 25% 50%

Data source: Maas survey (this study)
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Future governance ecosystem

B: Mobility as a service under economic deregulation

Demanders I

The University of Sydney

Government

Suppliers
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A. Status quo (in Australia where we’ve been doing empirical research)
Service contracts on defined modes for operator, who delivers km
Delivers services to customers for a fare
Competitive tendering case assumed—can be government operator
B. Economic deregulation (e.g. UK bus outside London)
New business opportunity for broker role (similar to telco model)
Purchases asset/capacity from suppliers, who enter into mobility contract
Sells mobility packages to consumers, who purchase subscriptions
Blur as broker can be existing mode-specific operator or non-mobility provider (e.g. tech startup, bank, property developer who bundle transport as part of rental agreement)
New relationship with existing contracts given new mobility focus
C. Government contracting
Government procures broker—defines accessibility standards (e.g. X% of people services within Y mins, for given period), broker can deliver with any mode (output to outcome-based thinking)
Opportunity to regulate for network efficiency (package can have inherent inputs on road price, defined by time, geography and mode)


Future of bus contracts

— Present:
— Area-specific
— OQutput-based

— Deliver kilometres on defined vehicle
types
—  Future:

— Mode-agnostic

— Qutcome-based

— Deliver accessibility using
any vehicle of choice

The University of Sydney

Page 12


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Next generation deregulation—combined best elements of competitive tendering+economic deregulation
Interim: flexible km provision in contracts (say 30%), with patronage incentive; future of service guidelines
Tender process for seed funding should not block businesses wanting to work independently without financial support


WONG, Y. Z., HENSHER, D. A. & MULLEY, C. 2019. Delivering mobility as a service (Maa$S) through a broker/aggregator business
model. 16th International Conference on Competition and Ownership in Land Passenger Transport (Thredbo 16). Singapore.

Mobility contracts

— Modal mix

— Government support
— Return on investment
— Business equity

— Value proposition

Key question is governance
Maa$ offers the opportunity for
road pricing reform, network
optimisation and travel demand
management
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Food for thought

— How much will Maa$ cost/save?
— Subsidy reduction
— Wider economic benefits
— Minimum service levels

— Ensure disruption advantageous?
— Institutional overlay
— Government objectives

— Role of government?
— In broker/aggregator model
— ‘Light touch’ regulation

The University of Sydney
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Will owning a car be a quaint hobby?
Regulatory harmony


»

Policy recommendations

The University of Sydney

Role of mass transit

»  Trunk vs. feeder functions
‘Transit fusion’ brings new
opportunities

Rethink Federal government’s
role in project appraisal

»  Travel time relativity

» Infrastructure vs. service
Integrate public transport with

TNCs through Maa$

Ensure the regions are supported
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Feds fund state govts even though might have indirect influence on ultimate spend
IA looking for innovative investments and should be asking Q every time light/heavy rail proposal put up—have we considered better alternatives which might be better value for money propositions?
My criticism of many evaluations—very limited in terms of only evaluating within remit what people submit (warped methodology)

Confusion that PT is like roads—much of cost in operations not just capital
BCR in big-ticket infrastructure vs. small tweaks (pinch points/bus lanes/queue jumps)


The University of Sydney

Technology can be
a risk, as much as
a saviour

Congestion is a
geometric problem,

not technological
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Policy Thinker series and Landmark Reports

bic.asn.au

sydney.edu.au/business/itls

The University of Sydney
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Education and loss of skills in agencies leading to growth of consultants—more people coming in as management experts (say) in leadership but lacking technical skillset
Big issue in TfNSW but DPC is upskilling (tension)—strong disconnect between one department competing against another (govt should be united)
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A final note about electoral success...

... cycling to work and building buses makes you PM (!)

The University of Sydney Page 19


Presenter
Presentation Notes
I know you’ve all had a long day…
But in all seriousness…
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