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& State of the Industry

U Growth In shareanobility
U Disruptivetechnologies
U Transit ridershigleclining nationwide

U Future integration ohutonomoustechnology
with shared mobilitywill accelerate disruption



Welchism

oWhen the speed of <cf
outside the organization

exceeds the speed of change

within...

The end 1's 1 n sight!

- Jack Welch, CEOQO,
General Electric



Shared Mobility and Public Transit Survey
(TCRP 188&/eigonand Murphy 2016)

Key Findin gs: e e e
U Shared modes largegomplement public ... :
transit, enhancing urban mobility 'ﬁ' ‘ﬁ

U Because shared modes are expected to e, ﬁ'
continue growing in significance, public 1
entities are encouraged tmlentify
opportunities to engagewith them to ﬁ
ensure that benefits are widely and |
equitably shared swperharers  } ok iRy



Scenario Planning Charrette

U Participants: JTA, UF, HDR, FTA, NFTPO, FDOT, City Plannin
RTCJaxChamber, and Private
U FocusRole of transit agencies in future mobility ecosystem

U Two separate scenario sessions:
A Level of transit, AV and shared mobilityegration
A Rates of adoption for AV and shared mobility




Scenario Planning Charrette

Scenario Session #1
U Level of transit, AV and shared
mobility integration:
A Smartly integrated
A Business as usual
A Insignificant player
U Scenario drivers
U Consequences of each




Scenario Planning Charrette

_ Smartly Integrated Business As Usual Insignificant Player

Service

Business model

Infrastructure and
Service

Relationships to
other modes

Reglonal Mobility Manager

IENC[ERVEICGCER{o]M Choice Riderand Mobility

Disadvantaged

Provider of infrastructure and IT
platform

Smart/autonomous buses (possibly
multiple sizes)yand possibly fixed
guideway transit. ExtensiveW, \A,
and X connectivity. Regional
coverage

Complemented by shared and owne
AVs(first mile / last mile solution),
seamless intemodal transitions,

sectors of travel

Regional Transit Provider

Some choice riders buostly
mobility disadvantaged

Provider of infrastructure, some IT
platforms for multtmodal
connectivity

Traditional buses and/or "smart"
buses and fixed guideway transit,
some levelof V-V, Vil and X
connectivity. Regional Coverage

Competing for markewith shared
and owned AVs (or humeadiriven

L . : . vehicles), Some level of intemodal
maintains competitive edge in certair

connectivity via technology

Localized Transit Provider

Mobility disadvantagedand/or
travelers along selected high volume
corridors.

Provider of infrastructure, some IT
platforms for multtmodal
connectivity

¢CNF RAOGAZ2Y It 0dza$sS
buses or just fixed guideway transit,
some level of W, Al and X
connectivity.Limited Coverage

Dominated by shared and owned A\
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Scenario Planning Charrette

Scenario Session #2
U High ratesof adoption for AV and

shared mobility

A Personalautonomousvehicles
A TransitAV

A Private sector shared mobility
A Public sector shared mobility

u Considered
A User needs and impacts
A Agency impacts
A Deployment goals




Scenario Planning Charrette

Session 2 Observations

U

PersonalAVand private sector shared mobility neffective for transit

dependent, oldeladults, anddisabled

Firstand last mile &y for transitAV

Public sector sharenhobility effectivefor existing transit users and

may alsaesult in mode diversion

Rolesof and between public agencies need to be defined

Public agency roles include:

A Installand maintaintechnology infrastructure, set poli@nd incorporate
technology into future planningfforts

A Implementpilot projects and form partnerships with other agenciesl
Industry leaders



Ridership Trends

Peer Agencies

U Ridership trendsiot unique to JTA

U JTA ridershighange over past 3 years better than all peers
U Peer downturn began sooner thafTA

U Largebus systemslso showconsistent declines

Ridership Change: JTA and Peers
2014- 2017
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Performance by Service Type

Passengers per Hour by Service Type
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Performance by Passenger Hour

Service Hours by Route Performance
(Passengers/Hour)
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Mobility Management Approach

U Developshared mobilitypartnerships in traditionally low performing areas
A Low density
A First and lasmile
A Late night
A Paratransit
U Create continuum of shared mobility options
A Transit as backbone
A Transit provider as mobility manager
U Focus resources where transit works best
A Grow high frequency network

U Plan forautonomous future
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Florida Peers

U Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority $24.73

A SandbOX MOD Paratransit -'

A TD Late Shift Aoy et

A Direct Connect ,,
U Hillsborough Area Rapid Transit (HART) = et

A Hyperlink Singgg;-;fﬂ\?
U Altamonte Sp”ngs HART HyperLINK - Umvr5|ty- Carrollwood reas o ‘.A =

University 2
s Zone
§

3
§ Carrollwood
Zone




AV In Transit

U USDOT/Volpd.ow Speed AV Transit Working Group

U Lowspeed, simplenvironments
A Campu®r business park, militarypstallation

U International Applications (e.g2ostBusRivium Heathrow)
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