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Yehicle automation: cars and public transport



Automated vehicles: New concept?

Private transport

Public transport
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Driverless shuttles

Low operating speed
AL5 ¢ 25 km/h

Small passenger capacity
ABetween 6 and 12 pax

SAE automation level 4+
ADriverless operations
ANo user interfaces
ANo driver engagement
ALimited ODD




Impact on public transport usage



Scenario’s
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Mobility system design



Interventions

A Car less attractive
A\ Road pricing

A
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KIng capacity A car free cities

tax

A Public transport more
AHigher frequencies
AShared cars/bikes
AHubs
A Shuttles

attractive
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Combined scenario

AReduced parking capacity in the city centres of Rotterdam ( -30%), The
Hague ( -30%) and Delft ( all street parking locations )

A Extra hubs

AClose to the centre + shared bikes
AFurther away from the centre + shared bikes

Modal spli

Car 55% 47%
Bike 36% 34%
E-Bike 9%

Traditional Public Transport 9% 10%



Egress modes

A Bike 11%

A E-bike 8%

A Traditional PT 82%

Source: TNO, Urban Tools Next, 2021) >



