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Problem-driven: main urban mobility challenges & policy
goals
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What’s the motivation for SMCs to push for the introduction of Avs?

*Addressing driver shortages
and high operating costs

*Enhancing road safety

-ServinP the hard-to-reach: AVs
for the [ast mile

*Making public transport more
attractive and competitive

Small/medium cities often have limited budgets and
a smaller labor pool, making it harder to attract and
retain drivers.

Rural and peri-urban roads can be narrow, unlit, and
accident-prone. Roads in small- and medium-sized cities
often have minimal markings and signage.

A critical issue for dispersed populations in smaller
cities and surrounding villages, where PT is often
infrequent or unavailable.

Small and medium cities may struggle to compete with
private car convenience due to less frequent or less
integrated PT systems.
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e e Why? Potential Key issues for
4 - Optimism bias impacts cities

* Balanced debate « Travel behaviour « Planning
wopeme W T oereness + Spatial + Policy

« Social « Systems approach
Pols Mombarcle 496 ofhon a0 v ’ Road safety ’ ROIe and
' - Traffic management/ responsibility
T efficiency

e * Infrastructure
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Possible implications of AVs
Travel behaviour

* Worst case: projected increase in kms travelled

* Best case: removal of private cars in favour of shared
mobility + public transport, combined with walking &
cycling

Prerequisites for best case
Massive modal shift: not easy given attachment to car
for independent mobility
Level 5 automation (not realistic in medium-term)

Redundancy of fleet vehicles during off-peak: unrealistic
given fleet manager drive for economic efficiency
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Spatial Possible implications of AVs

* Some off and on-street parking could become redundant - but newly created road space must be put to other
functional uses

* Urban sprawl and longer commuting trips
Social

* Enhance accessibility to persons with limited transport access by reducing cost of service provision

* Risk of increased social division and inequality if market-driven approach
Road safety

* Reduction of driver distraction
* Technology infallibility?
* Interaction with non-automated road users, especially VRU

* FEthical issues
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Possible implications of AVs

Traffic efficiency
« Richer data for traffic and asset management

* Road space management - “More pain than gain” in short-medium term due to co-
existence and higher safety margins

Infrastructure

« Investments depend on AV implementation path: autonomous, CAV or systems-
approach

« Where significant investments required, new business models must be found
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The role of local and regional authorities in the deployment of AVs

* Facilitators: Provide testing grounds, invest in supporting , i : A
infrastructure (e.g., V2X, charging), align local regulations with AV £
needs. >
11| &
* Regulators: Define areas of operation, implement policies to o
facilitate the introduction of AVs in a sustainable way. i > &
« Coordinators: Bring together tech providers, public services, e ..;

citizens, and regional agencies to co-develop AV solutions.

* Urban Space Managers: Adapt street design and curb use to
accommodate AVs, pedestrians and cyclists, shared mobility, and
evolving travel behaviour.

» Traffic Managers: Ensure AV integration enhances traffic flow,
safety, and access; update signal timing, adapt traffic rules to AVs.
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Small and medium cities vs. metropolitan areas:
key differences in AV readiness =

More limited administrative capacity S

Competence gaps

Fewer financial resources

Lower digital maturity

More aqgility, less complexity
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Meeting societal EXPECTATIONS and NEEDS?

High hopes: Reduce congestion, improve accessibility (and services), and increase safety.
Skepticism: Concerns about inclusivity, actual reduction of emissions, and affordability.

Citizens' needs: Must be better understood, surveys and focus groups can reveal varying
levels of trust and expectations.

« Security and safety features rank very high.
 Trust
« Digital literacy as a prerequisite

 When implemented in public transport: is the technology eliminating jobs?
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Laura Babio Somoza

#EUCAD2025 Traffic Efficiency Cluster Lead, POLIS
#EUTransportResearch

lbabio@polisnetwork.eu
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