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Kort sammanfattning 
Denna rapport presenterar illustrativa exempel på nutida initiativ inom mobilitetsområdet som syftar 
till att stärka miljömässigt hållbara och socialt rättvisa resor och transporter, och som involverar 
offentliga aktörer, medborgare och marknadsaktörer. Syftet med rapporten är att bidra till diskussioner 
och reflektioner kring vilka roller dessa olika aktörsgrupper kan ta i utvecklingen av nya 
mobilitetslösningar, genom att: 

(1) bidra med insikter om affärsmodeller, offentliga förhållningssätt till styrning av utvecklingen, 
och medborgarinvolvering, grundade i nutida exempel  

(2) inspirera utformning och introduktion av mobilitetslösningar inom det pågående 
forskningsprogrammet Mistra SAMS. 

I rapporten beskrivs arton nutida initiativ. Beskrivningarna baseras på en kombination av 
dokumentstudier och intervjuer med representanter för de undersökta initiativen.  

I en avslutande diskussion ges fem rekommendationer för utveckling av mobilitetslösningar: 

• Beakta hur nya mobilitetslösningar interagerar med befintliga trafik- och transportlösningar 
(t.ex. huruvida de integreras med, kompletterar, marknadsför eller konkurrerar med 
kollektivtrafik). 

• Beakta potentiella spänningar mellan marknadsdrivna initiativ och långsiktiga offentliga 
målsättningar genom att aktivt relatera introduktionen av nya mobilitetslösningar till relevanta 
offentliga styrramverk, inklusive målsättningar, strategier och planer. 

• Knyta arbete i ”living labs” till den lokala, sociala kontexten. Knyta an till befintliga 
organisationer och aktuella frågor, och identifiera kopplingar till andra policyområden.  

• Uppmärksamma de behov som finns bland förväntade användare av lösningarna genom 
reflexiva och inkluderande processer och involvering av medborgare i arbetet. 

• Tillvarata möjligheter att nyttja ”living labs” som ett sätt att gestalta och exemplifiera vad en 
socialt och miljömässigt hållbar mobilitet och tillgänglighet skulle kunna innebära. 

Nyckelord 

MaaS, kombinerad mobilitet, mobilitet, tillgänglighet, medborgardeltagande, governance, living lab. 
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Abstract 
This report presents illustrative examples of contemporary initiatives involving public actors, citizens 
and market actors in the mobility sector that intend to contribute to environmentally sustainable and 
socially just passenger transport. The purpose of the report is to support the discussion of, and 
reflection on, the role of these actor groups in the development of new mobility solutions. The aims of 
the report are to:  

(1) provide insights on business models, governance approaches and citizen participation, based 
on contemporary examples  

(2) inspire the design and implementation of mobility solutions in the on-going research program 
Mistra SAMS. 

Eighteen contemporary mobility-related initiatives are described. The case descriptions are based on a 
combination of desk research and interviews with representatives involved in the initiatives.  

In a concluding discussion, five key recommendations for developing mobility services are provided:  

• Consider how new mobility services interact with existing mobility solutions (e.g., do the new 
services integrate, complement, promote or compete with public transport) 

• Consider possible tensions between market-driven initiatives and long-term public goals, by 
actively relating the introduction of new mobility services to relevant public governance 
frameworks, including objectives, strategies, and plans.  

• Embed the living lab in the local social context, connect to existing organizations and issues, 
and seek out intersections with other policy areas 

• Recognize the needs of those expected to use the services through reflexive and inclusive 
processes, and by engaging citizens 

• Take opportunities to use the living lab to illustrate and exemplify what socially inclusive 
sustainable mobility and accessibility could imply 

Kewords 

MaaS, mobility, accessibility, citizen participation, governance, living lab. 
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Foreword 
Mistra Sustainable Accessibility and Mobility Services (SAMS) is an 8-year trans-disciplinary 
research program that explores how digitally supported accessibility and mobility solutions can 
contribute to a climate-neutral and socially just transport system. The program acknowledges a multi-
actor approach which accounts for perspectives, abilities and needs of public actors, citizens and 
market actors in the design and introduction of new services. The public actor perspective is concerned 
with governance approaches to new mobility solutions. The citizen perspective investigates ways of 
involving and collaborating with citizens. The market section investigates business models of new 
mobility services.  

As a way to support common learning and reflexivity within the program, grounded in insights from 
contemporary developments related to new mobility solutions, researchers who are engaged in 
studying the three actor perspectives have carried out and compiled descriptions of inspirational 
empirical cases from Sweden and beyond.  

The authors would like to thank Dalia Mukhtar-Landgren and colleagues within the Mistra Sams 
program phase 2 for valuable comments on an earlier draft of the report. 

Linköping, March 2022 

Jessica Berg 
Task leader 

Examiner 

Dalia Mukhtar-Landgren, Lund University. 

De slutsatser och rekommendationer som uttrycks är författarens/författarnas egna och speglar inte 
nödvändigtvis myndigheten VTI:s uppfattning. / The conclusions and recommendations in the report 
are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of VTI as a government agency. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 
There is an urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by passenger transport in 
order to achieve internationally agreed environmental protection targets such as the Paris Agreement 
(Bieser & Höjer, 2021; Sims et al., 2014). The need for an accompanying socially just transition has 
also been noted as paramount in transport and mobility justice literature (Sheller, 2018; Verlinghieri & 
Schwanen, 2020; Jasanoff, 2018). The United Nations (2016) suggest that future accessibility and 
transport demand should be met in a sustainable way by shifting focus from building additional 
transport infrastructures, towards providing improved conditions for avoiding unnecessary travel, 
shifting travel to more environmentally friendly transport modes or improving the environmental 
performance of transport modes. This is commonly referred to as the “Avoid-Shift-Improve” 
approach. Specifically, the “avoid” dimension of this approach builds on the idea that passenger 
transport is not “an end in itself, but rather a means allowing people to access what they need” (United 
Nations, 2016, p. 7). It thereby focuses less on improving mobility (i.e., the movement of people) and 
more on increasing accessibility (i.e., people’s ability to participate in activities) (Couclelis, 2000). 
Accessibility can be increased by improving the transport system, but also by planning for spatial 
proximity or through digital connectivity (e.g., through video conferences and remote working (Lyons 
& Davidson, 2016)). 

In recent years, new mobility services, often supported by digital technologies, have come to influence 
discussions on future mobility and accessibility in urban, peri-urban and rural settings. Multiple types 
of new mobility services have been tested in experimental settings such as urban living labs, pilots and 
demonstration projects (Hodson, Geels & McMeekin, 2017; Bulkeley & Castán Broto, 2013; Marsden 
& Reardon, 2018; Vaddadi et al., 2020; Bieser et al., 2021). These services are often discussed under 
the umbrella term of ‘smart mobility’. The concept ‘smart mobility’ is often used to refer to 
developments such as automation and electrification, as well as the rise in new transport services 
offered through platform technologies (such a ride-hailing and e-scooter services), and new concepts 
for integrated trip planning, booking and payment of a range of mobility services via digital platforms 
(i.e. Mobility as a Service) (see Marsden & Reardon, 2018; Van Dijck, Poell & De Waal, 2018; 
Paulsson & Sørensen, 2020; Polydoropoulou et al., 2020; Sochor et al., 2018)).  

Digitally supported mobility and accessibility services provide the potential to support the “Avoid-
Shift-Improve” approach to passenger transport and thereby contribute to sustainable passenger 
transport. However, there is a risk that new mobility services counteract such ambitions by increasing 
transport and its associated environmental impacts. For example, some studies of electric-scooter 
sharing and ride hailing services have revealed an increase in travel distances or a shift to more GHG-
intensive transport modes (Moreau et al., 2020; Tirachini, 2020; Bieser & Kriukelyte, 2021). In order 
to safeguard a desirable development from a societal point of view, and mitigate risks and potential 
negative consequences, previous research has called for proactive public governance to steer 
developments (see for example Paulsson & Sørensen, 2020; Docherty et al., 2018; Pangbourne et al., 
2020). The current situation has been described as a critical juncture for transport governance. 
Seemingly small and incremental decisions may create path dependencies and lock-ins which sustain 
certain development trajectories for the longer term (Docherty, 2018).  

Experimental initiatives, such as pilot projects and living labs, are often the settings in which new 
mobility services are currently being introduced. Ryghaug and Skjølsvold (2021) have argued that 
such initiatives often claim to take a citizen-centric approach, but generally do not live up to this in 
practice. Instead, citizens are often primarily viewed as consumers or users (ibid). Discussions 
regarding citizens’ rights and roles in a smart mobility transition have largely been absent limited in 
developments so far (Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020). Previous research has also highlighted that 
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changing everyday mobility practices involves understanding the different socio-economic factors 
influencing the norms and attitudes of citizens, as well as the spatial and material dimensions of 
geographies and infrastructures that influence how people move (Berg & Henriksson, 2020; Shove et 
al., 2012; Shove & Trentman, 2018).  

As new types of mobility services often “cut across and reconfigure relationships” among transport 
modes, infrastructures, policy makers, public and private service providers, and travelers (Hodson, 
Geels & McMeekin, 2017, p. 8), there is an unprecedented opportunity to systematically steer the 
development and provisioning of these services so that they contribute to more environmentally 
sustainable and socially just mobility. This raises important questions regarding (1) how public actors 
approach, govern and plan for these changes, (2) how citizens are engaged and involved in decision-
making surrounding new mobility and accessibility services, as well as (3) the way in which market 
actors develop services.  

1.1.1. Challenges outlined in the Mistra SAMS research program 
This report has been written as part of the second phase of the Mistra SAMS research program (2021-
2024). The program investigates how digital accessibility and mobility services can be designed and 
implemented in order to reduce dependency on, and use of, privately-owned cars in urban and rural 
areas, and thereby rapidly reduce GHG emissions caused by passenger transport.  

The Mistra SAMS approach is motivated by three main challenges identified in previous studies. 
These are:  

(1) The risk that new services will lead to a shift towards less sustainable modes of travel 
(Hollingsworth, 2018) and increased motorized individual transport (Docherty et al., 2017). 

(2) The risk for social exclusion of certain groups and geographies (Pangbourne et al., 2018, 
2020; Docherty, 2018). 

(3) Tensions between public sector long-term goals and ambitions of market-driven mobility 
service providers, whose business models are often based on increasing transport (Montery, 
2019). 

This report takes its point of departure through the perspectives of three actor groups identified in the 
challenges above: public actors, citizens and market actors. The importance of considering and 
including these perspectives in work to realize sustainable passenger transport has been emphasized 
also in previous literature (e.g. Karlson et al., 2020).  

The Mistra SAMS program strives to investigate the perspectives of the three actor groups empirically 
by adopting a ’Living Lab’ approach. (Urban) living labs have been defined as “a form of 
experimental governance, whereby urban stakeholders develop and test new technologies, products, 
services and ways of living to produce innovative solutions to the challenges of climate change, 
resilience and urban sustainability” (Voytenko et al., 2016, p. 45, citing Bulkeley & Castán Broto, 
2013). Mistra SAMS uses this approach to actively involve public actors, citizens, and market actors 
to jointly discuss, develop and test new mobility services in a real-life setting. 

1.2. Research aims and approach 
This report describes recent examples of developments in new mobility services. The report aims to: 

(1) Provide insights on business models, governance approaches and citizen participation, based 
on contemporary examples. 

(2) Inspire the design and implementation of mobility solutions in Mistra SAMS. 
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Brief case descriptions have been compiled and are used to illustrate contemporary initiatives in the 
mobility sector based on the perspectives of the three actor groups. In the public actor section of this 
report, we illustrate publicly adopted governance approaches. In the citizen section, we investigate 
ways of engaging and collaborating with citizens. In the market section, we compare different types of 
business models underpinning new mobility services.  

The overarching aim of the report is to exemplify and inspire developments of sustainable and socially 
just mobility services. The selection of cases should not be understood as systematically 
representative, nor does the approach follow a formal case study methodology. Nonetheless, there are 
insights to be gained from the cases. The cases have been selected by the researchers based on a 
qualitative assessment of their relevance. Further details on the selection process, research questions, 
and criteria used to investigate cases, can be found in the following chapters.  

The report is structured according to the perspectives of the three actor groups, i.e., public actors 
(chapter 2), citizens perspective (chapter 3), and market actors (chapter 4). In chapter 5, we summarize 
our overarching findings, and suggest key recommendations for the Mistra SAMS Living Lab. The 
appendix provides an overview of the conducted interviews and the questionnaires used. 
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2. Public governance of new mobility solutions 

2.1. Background 
The role that new mobility solutions will play in the future transport system is still an open question – 
but nonetheless, developments are already under formation. In this formation, public policy and 
governance has been called for to secure a desirable development, understood as a development in line 
with democratically formulated aims and objectives. Much public governance initiatives have, so far, 
been focused on monitoring developments and establishing collaboration among public and private 
actors (see for example Paulsson & Sørensen, 2020), but the degree to which public governance has 
been based on clearly formulated aims, objectives and boundaries for what constitutes a desirable 
development, differs significantly. Public governance of new mobility solutions makes up one of the 
central research themes in this report and will be explored through six cases which illustrate a breadth 
of government approaches to the introduction of new mobility solutions. 

2.2. Aim and research question 
The aim of this part of the report is to illustrate a wide span of public actor governance responses and 
approaches in relation to new mobility solutions. An ambition is to inspire discussions on roles and 
responsibilities of public actors in the evolution of new mobility solutions and contribute to reflection 
on public governance approaches and possibilities to further develop them. Cases span governance 
approaches which reflect a more reactive or voluntary attitude, as well as more pro-active approaches 
which more clearly set out to secure societal values and aims. Most cases also, to varying degree, 
exemplify how introduction of new mobility solutions are part of experimental governance, where 
developments are governed through public funding of, and/or participation in, experiments, pilots and 
trials with an ambition to facilitate learning (see for example Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2020). 

The cases provide examples related to the following research question: Which governance approaches 
do public actors take on in relation to new mobility solutions, and how is governance related to 
overarching public strategies and objectives?  

2.3. Background - public governance of new mobility solutions 
This section of the report is grounded in the normative position that the introduction of new mobility 
solutions should contribute to an equitable and sustainable development of mobility and accessibility, 
and an assumption that securing such societal values calls for active public governance of 
developments. Recent literature discusses reasons for public actors to take on an active role in 
governing developments of new mobility solutions. It has been discussed that the introduction of new 
mobility solutions may challenge current governance positions of public actors within the transport 
system (Marsden & Reardon, 2018). The success of mobility solutions may even depend on 
challenging existing public regulations. Mobility solutions also actualize the importance of access to 
data on usage of mobility solutions and their outcomes as prerequisites for capacity to govern. 
Possession of usage data may create information advantages which contribute to eroding public 
control (Docherty, 2018) and which might make public policy instruments less effective (Wallsten et 
al., 2020).   

The introduction of new mobility solutions also actualizes conflicting interests between a business 
logic of generating increased mobility and public aims and objectives. Docherty (2018) terms this a 
“great paradox of the smart future as currently postulated.” Outcomes and influences of new mobility 
solutions on societal objectives are uncertain, and unanticipated consequences should be expected 
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(Pangbourne et al., 2018; Hopkins & Schwanen, 2018). Stone et al. (2018) has noted a situation of 
lacking public capacity to govern, and a passive approach taken by public agencies in which planning 
is kept as open as possible for developments to unfold, to avoid the risk of making the wrong decision. 
There is an attitude of wait and see, and develop knowledge, while there is also a lack of objectives to 
guide planning and steering of the developments. But there are also risks associated with passivity, as 
doing nothing is not the same as no change, as change is already underway (Pangbourne et al., 2018). 
With reference to Giddens, Docherty et al. (2018) differentiates between enabling or ensuring 
positions among public actors. An enabling state confines the role of the state to stimulating others to 
act. An ensuring state, according to this categorization, stimulates others to act, but also takes on a 
further obligation to make sure that developments achieve certain defined outcomes. At an 
overarching level, public governance is called for in the research literature in order to make visible 
tensions between short-term and long-term outcomes of policy choices, given the general shorter term 
financial interests of private entities. Another argument relates to a need for society to attend to the 
complex and long-term impacts on, for example, social equity and urban development, which may 
follow from changes in mobility patterns (Docherty, 2018). Proactive and strong public steering is also 
described as needed to secure potential network effects and to achieve optimization of, for example, a 
collective vehicle fleet or infrastructure network (Reardon, 2020). Another role of public governance 
is to monitor developments and establish new accountability regimes which hold mobility providers 
accountable for negative impacts and steer developments towards public objectives (Moscholidou, 
2020). The government approach to the emerging landscape of new mobility solutions, affects what 
kind of transition the developments will result in (Marsden & Reardon, 2018). A challenge for public 
policymaking is to make sustainability the primary objective, rather than introducing new mobility 
solutions per se (Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020). Calls are made for public actors to (re)establish ways of 
both setting the strategic direction for developments, and steer developments in line with that preferred 
direction. Docherty (2018) describes the current situation as a critical juncture for transport 
governance. Seemingly small and incremental decisions may create path dependencies and lock-ins 
which sustain certain development trajectories for the long term. Public governance is seen as required 
to manage risks and potential negative consequences of developments (Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020). 

All in all, in current transport policy literature, there is a strong assumption that political involvement 
in developments is necessary, but less is known about how governance could evolve in practical terms 
(Paulsson & Sørensen, 2020). In any case, the literature provides some general notes on how public 
governance approaches may evolve. Not least the uncertainty permeating expected effects of new 
mobility solutions is by some authors put forth as arguments for introducing new solutions in an 
experimental and learning setting within a governance environment (Hopkins & Schwanen, 2018). 
Most cases in this report, to varying degree, carry characteristics of such experimental and learning 
settings, or what Kronsell and Mukhtar-Landgren (2020) describe as “experimental governance”, 
where developments are governed through funding and participation in experiments, pilots and trials 
with an ambition to facilitate learning. Such governing is temporary in character, provides 
opportunities to test solutions, and can be understood as a less interventionist form of public 
regulation. According to Sørensen & Paulsson (2020) much governance is focused on increasing 
understanding of new mobility solutions, establishing relations and roles between providers and 
authorities, and making the field governable. In a similar note, Reardon (2020) calls for a reflexive 
type of governance, in which debate, research and assessments are used among a collaboration of 
stakeholders to monitor and evaluate interventions and foster learning. If new mobility solutions are 
understood as policy instruments, continuous reflexivity and learning in the local policy context where 
the solution is introduced may incrementally shift policy towards sustainability.  

Reardon & Marsden (2018) describe a lack of bigger picture thinking among public actors and identify 
a disbelief in the possibility of collective effort and planning to influence developments. This while 
realization of potential benefits of new mobility solutions is stated to require strong politics, and a lack 
of proactive steering risks undermining institutional capacity in the long term. In a discussion on 
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insights from research on governance of new mobility solutions, they provide three generally 
formulated recommendations for public governance of new mobility solutions: (1) set policy 
objectives, (2) explore ways to make developments more reflexive and inclusive, and (3) experiment 
with new forms of public steering. The six cases that are briefly outlined in this part of the report will 
be summarized in the light of these overarching recommendations in a concluding discussion (section 
2.8).  

2.4. Method and selection of cases 

2.4.1. Selected cases 
Cases were selected with an ambition to reflect a variety in type of mobility solutions and public 
governance approaches. In a first search for cases, a series of weekly newsletters on developments 
within new mobility solutions from the Swedish national strategic innovation program Drive Sweden 
between 2017 and the spring of 2021 were screened (see Drive Sweden, 2021). Only a few on-going 
pilots, trials, and developments of relevance from a governance perspective were identified in the 
newsletters. Therefore, additional cases were screened based on prior knowledge and 
recommendations from research colleagues. Potential cases have been discussed among the full group 
of authors of this report. 

As e-scooters have been introduced quickly in many cities, they have actualized questions on how to 
publicly steer developments. Three cases were selected to illustrate differing governance approaches to 
these developments: Seattle, Birmingham, and Stockholm. Two cases illustrate new mobility solutions 
being tried out through forms of experimental governance with ambitions to facilitate learning and 
policy development: the exploration of new mobility solutions in a rural setting in KomILand, and the 
ambition to replace car parking for mobility solutions in the MoBo III project in Sundbyberg, Sweden. 
To illustrate how mobility solutions might be only a small part of more comprehensive platform-
based, data-driven transformation ambitions at city level, Google/Alphabet’s initiative to redevelop the 
Toronto Waterfront is also described.  

2.4.2. Empirical material and analysis 
Documents made up the main empirical material (public strategies, plans and decision protocols, 
academic and grey literature, newspaper articles, and websites, see also Table 1). Complementary 
explorative, semi-structured interviews with civil servants closely involved in governing new mobility 
solutions have, in addition, been carried out in four of the cases (see appendix 1 for themes covered). 
All interviews were conducted through video or telephone between April and August 2021.  

Due to the aim of illustrating various governance approaches, and the heterogeneity of studied 
mobility solutions and their governance contexts, the brief case descriptions vary in length and focus. 
The case descriptions are mainly based on secondary written sources. Where available, different types 
of written material have been studied together with carried out interviews in order decrease the 
influence of, and reliance on, specific single sources. In line with the focus of the report on providing 
insights on ongoing developments and inspire the design and implementation of new mobility 
solutions, it should be noted that the case descriptions should not be read as elaborated, comprehensive 
case studies, but as descriptions intended to further inspiration and discussion. The report does not 
make overarching claims for generalizable insights. The transferability of the insights to other contexts 
may best be a topic for further discussions among interested parties. Certain aspects of the governance 
approaches described might, nonetheless, prove relevant to further such discussions.  
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Table 1. Overview of cases and empirical material. 

Case Description Empirical material 

Seattle Governance of e-scooters Planning documents and protocols 

Birmingham Governance of e-scooters Interview, planning documents and 
protocols, newspaper articles 

Stockholm Governance of e-scooters Interview, planning documents and 
protocols, newspaper articles 

Sundbyberg Experimental governance to introduce mobility 
solutions in existing housing stock 

Interview, planning documents, 
essay, website 

KomILand Experimental governance to introduce mobility 
solutions in rural communities 

Interview, grey literature, research 
report, website, video 

Toronto Waterfront Ambition to establish a comprehensive “smart”, 
connected neighborhood 

Research articles, newspaper 
articles 

2.5. Three governance approaches to e-scooters 
Micromobility, and especially e-scooters, have been introduced rapidly in many cities and have come 
to illuminate a regulatory blind spot (Fearnley, 2020). They come with new steering challenges, but 
also with new possibilities for targeted regulation as the vehicles are digitally connected and 
geopositioned. According to Fearnley (2020), several cities have approached e-scooters with an aim of 
learning and adapting through pilot schemes, in which operators and public authorities may jointly 
carry out trials and evaluate outcomes. Literature on governing new mobility solutions points at the 
need for public actors actively govern developments to ensure societal objectives (see for example 
Docherty, 2018). Given the sudden introduction of e-scooters, they provide interesting cases to study 
public governance approaches and readiness to respond to and steer the developments. By comparing 
governance approaches in Seattle, Birmingham, and Stockholm, a broad range of responses are 
illustrated.  

2.5.1. A goal-oriented framework enabling successive learning and adaptation in 
Seattle 

Seattle provides an illustrative example of a city which has been active in formulated explicit 
environmental and social objectives and policy ambitions related to emerging mobility solutions. The 
city has established a specific governance framework which enables the city to control, successively 
learn, and adapt policy and governance accordingly. The existence of clear policy provides a 
directionality which seems to imply a need to actively gather knowledge, build capacity, analyze data 
and continuously adapt ways of steering, in order for developments to contribute to the desired 
direction and promote certain public interests.  

The ‘New Mobility Playbook’ as a policy and governance framework 
Seattle has been a forerunner in preparing an overarching strategic approach to new mobility solutions. 
The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDoT) adopted a New Mobility Playbook in 2017. Through 
the playbook, the city acknowledges its own responsibility to achieve a fair social distribution of 
benefits, while also securing that new mobility solutions contribute to a sustainable transformation of 
the transport system. The playbook provides a framework with a clear policy direction as well as an 
active governance approach to achieve a desirable development of new mobility solutions.  

Securing equity and social values is a main aim of the New Mobility Playbook. This is reflected in 
suggested strategies and actions: “With state-of-the-art infrastructure, community engagement, and 
thoughtful regulation, we hope to strike a balance between technology’s drive toward what’s new and 
our city’s essential commitment to equity and social justice.” (SDoT, 2017, p. 7) This aim is reflected 
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in an explicit task for planning: “Our job is to manage the emerging mobility system so everyone can 
benefit from the upsides, while protecting against the downsides. Together, we can create a 
transportation system that works for us all.” (Ibid., p. 24) To secure public values, gathering and 
analysis of data is important: “The data that these services generate will help us understand the unseen 
biases in the transport system so we can correct them. We can then create incentives and regulation to 
make sure the system serves everyone. We could also better target subsidies to those who need them 
most.” (Ibid., p. 26) Control and evaluation is paramount: “Without proper oversight and solutions to 
ensure equity, we risk advancing transportation options that are not accessible to a significant portion 
of the population.” (Ibid., p. 29) That could lead to the development of “systems we don’t understand, 
can’t manage, and can’t protect”, and the risk of “being unable to protect our communities and 
residents”. (Ibid., p. 31)  

The New Mobility Playbook sets out five principles for the development: put people and safety first; 
design for customer dignity and happiness; advance race and social justice; forge a clean mobility 
future; and keep an even playing field (Ibid., p. 32) It is stated that while new mobility may be 
constantly changing, two elements of transportation provide stability: hard, physical infrastructure; 
and the public mission, vision, values and goals. These elements, according to the Playbook, establish 
a “playing field”, where the city takes on a role to shape developments in a desirable direction: “We 
know it. We will protect it. We will play to succeed.” (Ibid., p. 36) 

Applying the playbook: the example of shared electric scooters 
With the Playbook, Seattle takes on an active governance approach in meeting new mobility solutions, 
and acknowledges a responsibility for steering developments in line with social and environmental 
objectives. Gathering and analysis of data, and adapting governance and steering arrangements based 
on successive insights, is described as key in operationalizing the New Mobility Playbook. The 
introduction of free-floating electric scooters can illustrate this approach. Between 2014 and 2017, 
Seattle operated a prior station-based bike share system. In 2017, the Seattle Department of 
Transportation introduced a free-floating bike share trial. According to the city, the Playbook informed 
the development of the free-floating bike share trial. Specific goals for the trial were set out, including 
to ensure an affordable and equitable service which expands access, improve connections to public 
transport, manage public space to make sure sidewalks being free of obstructions, provide insights on 
usage and compliance issues, and inform bike infrastructure investments (Sdot, 2018). The SDoT 
applies a “goal-based permit approach” to monitor compliance and evaluate the program against key 
objectives. In an annual evaluation report, it was concluded that the free-floating system improved 
social distribution of services compared to the previous station-based system, but that additional 
efforts are needed for bike sharing to become an equitable transportation option, for example by 
strengthened requirements for citywide system coverage, that bikes are made available also in areas 
with low accessibility and high displacement risk, and that low-income access plans are introduced, as 
well as booking and payment solutions for people lacking access to smartphones, data plans, charge 
cards, and/or bank accounts. The city planned to further develop the reporting requirements and key 
performance indicators of the goal-based permit approach to meet this. Actions could include to 
develop performance indicators on equity which covers not only bike availability in certain areas, but 
also for example percentage of trips that start and end in certain areas. Partnerships with non-profit, 
community organizations could also expand familiarity with bike share and reduced-fare program 
options. (SDoT, 2020). 

The legislation allowed Seattle to initially ban e-scooters, and prepare trial conditions and permits 
which support public values. During a two-year moratorium, consultation with citizens was carried out 
(SDoT, 2019). Input was sought also from people representing disability rights, transportation equity, 
pedestrian and bike groups, and public health experts. Nine scooter share companies expressed interest 
to participate in a pilot program, and three of those were selected by the city in the autumn of 2020. 
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Among those, one operator targeted an expressed call from the city for trying out scooter solutions 
suitable for disabled people, by providing a one-seat scooter (SDoT, 2020b). 

The city formulated permit requirements which reflected previous insights from the free-floating bike-
share pilot, while also answering to more recently identified needs. The requirements demanded 
scooter operators to: provide reduced-rate-plans for low-income communities and access to people 
lacking cell phone, bank account or credit card; make at least 10% of the fleet available in 
neighborhoods with a higher proportion of communities of color, immigrants, refugees, people with 
low incomes, and limited English-proficient individuals; and, pay attention to an area of Seattle where 
a temporary bridge closure would require alternative travel solutions (SDoT, 2020b). Scooter 
companies should provide vendor plans which describe how requirements will be met and goals 
achieved, regarding, among others, parking and fleet management, rider education, equity, and life 
cycle and sustainability analyses. Yearly reports should provide updates on the effectiveness in 
meeting goals and requirements. Data on trips, ridership, energy use and life cycle of the fleet should 
be provided. Wrongly parked vehicles should be removed by the operator within defined time limits 
(SDoT, 2021a).  

In the spring of 2021, the city published a call for an additional fourth e-scooter operator. This was in 
line with the scooter share pilot program, which included flexibility to issue an additional permit, with 
the aim to try out further technical solutions and respond to further identified needs. In this case, the 
operator provided additional hardware intended to identify if e-scooters are used on sidewalks or being 
wrongly parked. The operator should fulfil increased equity requirements to deploy 20 percent of 
vehicles in southern designated areas of the city (SDoT, 2021a; 2021b). As part of the pilot program, 
the city provides open data and statistics of, among others, number of trips, trip destinations, deployed 
vehicles in general as well as share of vehicles deployed in designated equity areas, including 
illustrated heat maps (SDoT, 2021c). 

While Seattle has adopted a specific policy and governance framework, problems associated with new 
mobility solutions persist. The SDoT acknowledges concerns over scooter parking. The city has 
installed additional parking spaces, created instruction videos on parking, required scooter companies 
to inform their customers, made it easier to report bad parking, and trialed dedicated scooter parking 
spaces combined with GPS tracking, intended to force riders to park correctly (SDoT, 2021b).  

A processual governance approach 
Seattle provides an example of a public authority establishing a governance framework to steer, learn 
and adapt developments of new mobility solutions. Grounded in the New Mobility Playbook with its 
clear and specific environmental and social objectives and adaptive governance approach, annual 
pilots and operating contracts, collection and analysis of data, and adapted contracts, allows for 
successively evolving operator requirements in order to improve fulfilment of publicly set out 
objectives. This framework approaches governance as an ongoing learning process, rather than one-
time decisions on how to regulate, with explicit ambitions to secure certain societal values in the 
developments.  

The case of Seattle shows how ambitious social and environmental targets, especially regarding equal 
access and distribution of benefits of new mobility solutions, puts demand on active engagement of 
public actors to secure those targets. Gathering and analysis of data, and likewise a mechanism to 
adjust the steering of the developments based on made insights is paramount. Seattle’s emphasis on 
social equity can be interpreted as reflecting an egalitarian value theory of the distribution of benefits 
of new mobility solutions in society, which in turn seems to imply an active public engagement in 
developments. Still, it should be noted that while Seattle addresses issues of equal access, e-scooter 
services in Seattle are not universally available throughout the city geography, and problems 
associated with, for example, parking persist.  
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2.5.2. Governing within a national policy and trial framework in Birmingham 
Birmingham provides a case of a city exploring ways of introducing new mobility solutions under 
strong influence of a strategic approach and a trial setting shaped by the national government.  

The national “Future of Mobility: Urban Strategy”  
In March 2019, the national Department for Transport (DfT) released their Future of Mobility: Urban 
Strategy, which sets out principles for the Government’s facilitation of innovation in urban mobility. 
According to the principles, solutions should: be safe and secure by design; benefit all parts of the 
country and all segments of society; sustain walking, cycling and active travel as best options for short 
urban journeys; support mass transit as a fundamental part of the transport system; lead the transition 
to zero emissions; help reduce congestion; stimulate innovation; be designed to operate as part of an 
integrated transport system; and share data appropriately in order to improve choice and the operation 
of the transport system (Department for Transport 2019, p. 39). The program includes aims to 
implement flexible regulatory frameworks for new mobility solutions, including micromobility, 
mobility as a service, and self-driving vehicles. It also aims at supporting both industry and local 
government, for example by fostering experimentation and trialing, encouraging data sharing, and 
building local capacity through support to implement the set out principles (Ibid.). The strategy 
thereby provides an overarching framework for how to approach, trial and introduce new mobility 
solutions, and social and environmental principles which should be safeguarded in the development. 
The framework is, in that sense, similar to Seattle´s New Mobility Playbook, while applied at the 
national level. 

Nationally coordinated e-scooter trials 
In the UK, e-scooters are not allowed in public space according to current legislation (Hirst, 2021). 
Following the Covid outbreak in 2020, the DfT initiated a national e-scooter trial program for local 
areas, aimed to “support a ‘green’ restart of local travel and help mitigate reduced public transport 
capacity”. DfT stated that a large scale trial provides opportunities to evaluate safety, integration and 
benefits of e-scooters, which can guide a later decision about whether and how to legalize scooters. 
The DfT set out to coordinate and approve trial proposals, introduce temporary legal changes to allow 
trials, and arrange central monitoring and evaluation across all trial areas. Local areas were to outline 
their own trial objectives and requirements together with those set out by the DfT, work with scooter 
operators to find ways of meeting those requirements, and carry out a process of assessing, selecting 
and procuring services. The trial period was planned to be one year, with a possible extension if local 
and national government agrees. Due to legal reasons, the scooters are classified as motor vehicles 
during the trials, wherefore scooters require a motor vehicle insurance, and riders require a driving 
license. DfT recommends that scooter providers offer training courses to users. The DfT retains its 
legal ability to revoke permits to operate where scooter use is not in accordance with regulations, 
agreements with local areas or the effective conduct of the trial. All proposals for trials should 
demonstrate that they can meet the set requirements. This includes that the local area develops and 
agrees local requirements and objectives for the trial. The national guidance also suggests additional 
requirements which the local areas may consider in designing the trials, such as: number of vehicles; 
geo-fenced restrictions of usage, but also ensuring that scooters serve particular areas or address 
specific local transport needs; availability of training or helmets; specific parking areas; and data-
sharing, in addition to the data-sharing between operators and the DfT (DfT, 2020). 

The DfT carries out central monitoring and evaluation across all trials, which include case studies 
within selected areas and detailed evaluation of local effects. The aim is to increase knowledge about 
safety, benefits, public perceptions and wider impacts of e-scooters to inform possible legal changes 
after the trial period. A secondary aim is to understand how the local transport system is working, 
factors which support or hinder this, and lessons for future rollout. This also includes to study effects 
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on modal shift and new journeys that have been enabled, characteristics of users and how uptake and 
outcomes differ between groups, local authority perception of effects on their transport system, overall 
costs and benefits to society, public perceptions of e-scooters, including people with disabilities and 
related groups, and safety outcomes and interaction with other road users (DfT, 2020; Hirst, 2021). 

Birmingham’s trial and unsolved problems 
Besides the national strategy, Birmingham’s work on new mobility solutions is also connected to the 
West Midlands Combined Authority (WMCA), which spans the geography of seven local authorities 
in the West Midlands county. In recent years, the WMCA has received substantial national funding 
related to new and “smart” mobility solutions. The WMCA has coordinated trials and introduced 
solutions within new mobility, which according to an interviewed civil servant in Birmingham has 
gradually shifted from a generally hands-off enabling attitude with a lower degree of public steering 
and reliance on for example voluntary agreements through letters of intent, towards more of hands-on 
governance, for example through public procurement (Interview 2021; see also Moscholidou, 2020). 
Within the national e-scooter trial program, cities may choose how to regulate relations with the e-
scooter providers. Most cities chose to procure e-scooters, rather than signing a voluntary 
“memorandum of understanding”, as procurement provides significantly stronger possibilities to steer 
developments (Interview 2021). In collaboration between the city of Birmingham and The West 
Midlands Combined Authority, a tender for a procured concession to trial scooters in specified urban 
areas was published in July 2020. One or two operators would be appointed to run a trial in three 
geographical zones in the West Midlands, including parts of Birmingham, and potentially additional 
zones in the region.  

The procurement in Birmingham is fully commercial in the sense that the city does not provide any 
economic funding for operations. Bidding scooter providers should, among others, describe how they 
would handle issues such as abandoned and wrongly parked scooters, and how low-income groups 
would be able to access scooters. The city initially considered to procure two operators but deemed 
that operations in line with the requirements set out by the city would probably not be economically 
viable with more than one commercial operator. The bids were deemed ambitious, in the sense that 
operators provided extensive descriptions of how to achieve e-scooter operations in line with the 
procurement requirements. Voi, who was eventually awarded the trial, employs a few people to move 
wrongly parked scooters, have introduced a system to fine users, and sustains intensive 
communication on a daily basis with city officials. The city has introduced a detailed patchwork of 
geofenced restricted zones. Still, the trial has not made evident that e-scooters in a dock-less system 
are sustainable. Traffic safety and street clutter have been major problems during the trial, despite 
terms stipulated in the procurement and actions being taken by the operator. More people on the 
ground could potentially mitigate problems to some degree but would result in higher operational 
costs. There is, according to an interviewed city official, potentially a gap between what the operators 
can deliver in a long-term commercially sustainable way, and what the publicly set objectives require. 
It is therefore uncertain to what extent the trial reflects how problems associated with traffic safety and 
street clutter would be handled in a more permanent deployment of e-scooters, beyond the trial period 
(Interview 2021). Possibly, it would be difficult to mitigate street clutter and traffic safety problems 
without public subsidies to monitor developments closely, and staff to handle problems sufficiently.  

A centrally formulated framework for trying out and learning 
The case illustrates a clear, national governance ambition to guide and steer developments, in which 
the coordination of a number of local trials and a central gathering of usage data provides 
opportunities to comprehensively analyze and make comparisons between different city sizes, 
geographies, and specific local trial configurations. As the trials are nationally coordinated and time-
limited, the future development of e-scooter rentals is uncertain. The comprehensive approach, which 
includes both principles that developments should contribute to, and a framework for how to trial new 
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mobility solutions, resembles the Seattle approach, although the UK case exemplifies a more 
centralized, national setting. Interestingly, Moscholidou (2020) notes that as local authorities in the 
UK have initially revealed technological optimism regarding new mobility solutions, while putting 
less consideration on risks associated with such novelties, the national DfT has instead come to shift 
the narrative towards a need to proactively steer the development by publishing The Future of 
Mobility: Urban Strategy and explicitly highlighting risks associated with the development. In that 
sense, the national guidelines and trail setup can be seen as important in highlighting consideration of 
societal values, risks with developments, and the establishment of an evaluation framework.  

As the trials are nationally coordinated, the future development of scooter rentals is uncertain, at the 
national level as well as in individual cities. The national coordination provides an opportunity to learn 
and build knowledge by comparing several trials and specific trial contexts, which can be of value in 
establishing a more permanent governance approach and introducing e-scooters and other new 
mobility solutions more broadly. For example, the comprehensive evaluation of the trials might 
identify similarities or differences in the magnitude of problems related to traffic safety and street 
clutter, as well as different strategies and results in mitigating such problems. The national monitoring 
and evaluation might also shed light on environmental and equity impacts of e-scooters.  

2.5.3. Regulatory void and initial reliance on voluntary agreements in Stockholm 
In comparison to the city of Seattle’s strategic approach, and Birmingham’s dependence on a national 
strategy and trial framework, there are yet no similar specific strategic framework guiding 
developments of new mobility solutions in Stockholm. Since the introduction of e-scooters on the 
streets of central Stockholm in 2018, a recurring issue in the political traffic board has concerned 
whether and how to govern and regulate the development. The city first introduced a voluntary, 
collaborative approach, followed by incremental introduction of rules to mitigate problems associated 
with e-scooters but without formulating a comprehensive governance approach. In parallel, there has 
been confusion regarding legal possibilities to regulate the developments, which has contributed to 
delaying a comprehensive approach. The city’s approach to e-scooters provides an example of neither 
the national level, nor the city, setting out a clear direction or objectives for the development, while 
problems associated with the development grows in the resulting governance vacuum.  

Voluntary approach and minor incremental policy initiatives 
Following the introduction of e-scooters in 2018, the city answered by preparing a voluntary “letter of 
intent”, which scooter providers signed in the spring of 2019. According to the letter, the city looks 
favorably on electric scooters, which are regarded to be “in line with the city of Stockholm’s 
ambitions to increase fossil free transports”. The scooter providers agreed to introduce usage 
restrictions by geofencing certain areas and assure that scooters are not parked in violation with traffic 
regulations. Parked scooters should be removed within two hours and damaged vehicles within one 
day. Scooter providers should inform customers about traffic and parking regulations and encourage 
customers to wear helmets and park in specific locations, so called “hot spots”, in case the city would 
introduce such locations. The city should be informed about the current fleet size every two weeks, 
and the planned fleet size for the upcoming two weeks (Stockholms stad, 2019a, 2019b).  

One and a half year later, in November 2020, the city traffic office concluded that the voluntary 
commitments in the “letter of intent”, regarding scooter operators removing wrongly parked vehicles, 
had not given any noticeable results. A trial with a few parking “hot spots” had resulted in only a few 
percent of journeys ending in hotspots, thereby implying that a great number of dedicated hotspots 
would have to be introduced to significantly influence parking behavior. The city introduced a fee for 
moving wrongly parked scooters a few meters out of way of pedestrians of 250 SEK, intended to 
cover associated costs (Stockholms stad, 2020b). According to an interviewed city employee, moving 
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scooters turned out to be problematic, as scooters have become increasingly heavy and difficult to 
move out of way.   

Parallel regulatory confusion delaying action 
Since the introduction of e-scooters, political discussions in the city traffic board have regarded 
requests for more far-reaching actions to achieve a functional system of e-scooters and continuous 
monitoring of the developments (Stockholms stad, 2019b). The voluntary approach has been described 
as “characterized by almost a naïve enthusiasm towards this new mode of transportation, without any 
greater reflection” by the political opposition, which expressed that such enthusiasm should not result 
in a passive stance towards problems associated with the development such as obstacles to people with 
disabilities. Calls were made for the city to enforce current legislative frameworks regarding traffic, 
removal of wrongly parked vehicles, and utilization of public space (Stockholms stad, 2019c). Calls 
were also made to regulate e-scooters by local traffic regulations, but due to bicycles sharing the same 
legal classification as e-scooters in national legislation, any restriction on scooters would restrict also 
biking in general (Stockholms stad, 2020a).  

A central issue impeding stronger governance approaches has been lacking clarity and deviating 
assessments of whether the Public Order Act could be applicable to regulate deployment of rental e-
scooters. The city awaited regulative guidance, as different investigations were carried out by the 
Police, the Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions, and by other legal expertise, which 
resulted in partly deviating conclusions (Swedish transport Agency, 2021; Stockholms stad, 2020a; 
2021a). An investigation of current regulations affecting “electronic one-person vehicles” and 
proposals for regulatory changes was also commissioned to the Swedish Transport Agency by the 
national government. The investigation did not find it necessary to introduce a specific legal definition 
for electric one-person vehicles, in order to avoid “overregulation” and provide opportunities for micro 
mobility to develop as part of “the collaboration that is established in traffic” (Swedish Transport 
Agency, 2021, p. 54), and as it “is important to, in the regulatory framework, provide opportunities 
rather than hinder a development towards transport modes which contribute to achieving 
environmental targets”. In line with this enabling approach to e-scooters, the investigation proposed 
that e-scooter operators should be invited to join established collaborative national transport policy 
and planning arenas as a means to strengthen national transport policy objectives. The investigation 
was also instructed to analyze whether current legislation should be revised to provide municipalities 
with improved possibilities to regulate such vehicles. The investigation concluded that there are legal 
possibilities to govern e-scooter rentals, including procurement of services, application of the Public 
Order Act, and moving vehicles in certain situations. Regarding the applicability of the Public Order 
Act, the investigation did not provide a clear answer, nor propose any legal clarifications. The Swedish 
Transport Agency interpreted the applicability of the Public Order Act in a more restrictive way than 
the Swedish Association of Local Administrations and Regions, while the Police has claimed that the 
applicability must be assessed in each individual case (Swedish transport Agency, 2021). A general 
conclusion, following all investigations, is that legal clarity can be obtained only by beginning to 
apply the current Public Order Act in practice.  

Eventual application of the Public Order Act 
Already before the Swedish Transport Agency had finished its investigation, the political opposition 
had proposed that the city should test the applicability of the Public Order Act by encouraging scooter 
providers to submit applications (Stockholms stad, 2020c). At this time, there were ongoing 
discussions between the city, the Police and the Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions 
regarding how permits for usage of public space, provided through the Public Order Act, could be 
designed in ways which allow the city to evaluate whether operators followed the permit or not. The 
city traffic office initially made the interpretation that applying the Public Order Act would not 
improve the situation. The Public Order Act only apply to deployment of vehicles by operators, not 
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parking by individual users, and the city assumed that dedicated space would have to be provided to 
all vehicles, which in turn would block a significant amount of public space from other uses. It would 
not be feasible to provide space to the 14 000 e-scooters being in use at the time, in early 2021. In line 
with the voluntary approach, the city recommended continued dialogue with e-scooter providers, 
combined with increased parking surveillance (Stockholms stad, 2021a). 

Given that the investigation by the Swedish Transport Agency did not result in any legal clarifications, 
nor any extended regulatory tools to govern e-scooter developments, the City Traffic Board and City 
Council in November 2021 eventually decided to regulate scooter rentals through local public order 
regulations under the Public Order Act, so that rental services would require police permits. The 
municipality holds veto power in the Police permit process, which allows the city to formulate 
conditions for the permits, such as an upper limit of vehicles. The city plans to charge a fee based on 
the permit, amounting to 1 400 SEK annually per vehicle in a free-floating system, and 100 SEK 
annually in a physically or virtually fixed station-based system. The different charges are motivated by 
significantly less negative side-effects of fixed systems and thereby lower costs for the city. Free 
floating systems would be provided a small number of dedicated spaces where scooters are allowed to 
be initially deployed. Scooters would thereafter be free floating. For fixed systems, a greater number 
of dedicated parking areas would be granted to cover parking needs. The city hoped that fees would 
approximately cut the current number of vehicles – 23 000 – by half (Stockholms stad, 2021b, 2021e).  

In preparing the enforcement of the Public Order Act, the general intention was presented to, and 
approved by, the elected members of the City Council, while formulation of specific conditions for e-
scooter permits was intended to be delegated to the traffic office as part of the permit process. As the 
Environmental Party chair of the Traffic Board, Daniel Helldén, stated regarding the confusion 
surrounding the application of the Public Order Act: “That is how it works: up and down and forth and 
back and weirdly.” (Stockholms stad, 2021c, p. 109) A representative for the political opposition, the 
Social Democrat Jan Valeskog, criticized the chosen approach for not being sufficient, and for lacking 
in transparency: “This has been a sad story during three years of anarchy.” He asked for criteria in 
selecting e-scooter providers to be spelled out and politically decided. In the weeks following the 
changes to the public order regulations, eight e-scooter operators applied for permits for a total of 
50 000 vehicles and 5 000 deployment locations, which would amount to double the current number. 
The introduced fee associated with permits was evidently not sufficient to lower the number of 
vehicles. The Traffic Office noted that Stockholm has a high number of vehicles per capita compared 
to other cities, but also a high utilization rate of 23 minutes per vehicle per day (Stockholms stad, 
2021e). 

While several scooter providers criticized the city’s ambition to regulate the number of operators and 
e-scooters, questioned the selection criteria and a lacking transparency in the decision process, other e-
scooter providers had been lobbying for such regulations (Svenska Dagbladet, 2021). Legislative 
experts also questioned whether the Public Order Act and local order regulations could be applied, 
especially with the intention to put a cap on the number of operators and vehicles. Potentially, the 
intended approach could prove not to be legally valid (Dagens Nyheter, 2021). 

Following operator criticism and political debate, the decision on permit criteria was moved from the 
traffic office to the traffic board. The traffic office recommended to grant permits to 3-5 operators. 
This limitation was motivated from user, competitive and business perspectives, with the rationale to 
allow enough vehicles per operator to enable an attractive offer to consumers while keeping the total 
number of vehicles down. Seven criteria for selecting operators were presented. Two criteria 
encourage a high utilization rate, three are taken from the previously signed voluntary agreement, and 
two criteria relate to compliance with parking regulations. The criteria relate to: current average 
utilization rate per operator, market share in trips per day, number of functional vehicles, number of 
broken vehicles, compliance with non-parking areas, compliance with a 24 hour parking cap, and 
number of moved wrongly parked vehicles (Stockholms stad, 2021e). While the Traffic Office 
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suggested a limited number of permits, the Traffic Board decided to grant all applications from current 
operators and to divide a cap of 12 000 vehicle permits evenly among operators. The oppositional 
social democrats and left party suggested a lower range of 5 000 – 8 000 vehicles, and that parking 
should be allowed only in designated spaces, that is, that e-scooters should be operated only as fixed 
systems (Stockholms stad, 2021d). The Traffic Board also conditioned permits with operators 
implementing speed limitations and parking restrictions according to city decisions, informing 
customers about traffic rules and safety, requiring all parking to be photo documented, sharing data, 
move wrongly parked vehicles within two hours and malfunctioning vehicles within twenty four hours 
after notice, collect vehicles thrown into water, encourage parking in designated areas, clear 
designated areas from snow, and remove all vehicles at heavy snowfall (Stockholms stad, 2021f). 

With time, the city has also acknowledged a need to continuously monitor and evaluate developments, 
and to potentially introduce additional public interventions if needed. The city has trialed data 
gathering and communication with operators through the international Mobility Data Specification 
standard. The city has not collected any journey data but has been provided numbers and locations of 
scooters not currently in use. It has provided some basic knowledge, such as usage hot spots, average 
number of trips per vehicle, and at which times vehicles are utilized. The data protocol is also used to 
communicate the city’s suggested slow zones and no-parking zones (Interview). The first two permit 
periods are suggested to be 6 months, which is stated to allow the city to evaluate developments 
successively. As there are limits to conditions that the city can set for allowing permits according to 
the Public Order Act, the city will also consider possibilities to carry out a concession procurement in 
coming years, with additional requirements set out by common law agreements (Stockholms stad, 
2021e). 

While a more active governance approach is evolving, and the city increases its influence over 
developments, there is yet no sign of a more comprehensive strategy or problematization of e-scooters 
in city policy in which their role – and limitations – are considered as part of the overarching 
development of accessibility and travel in the municipality. The traffic office states that e-scooters are 
most beneficial if they replace car trips, decrease congestion where needed in public transport, or are 
combined with public transport journeys. They might also contribute by making it easier to live in the 
city without a car (Stockholms stad, 2021e). Social equity and distribution throughout the municipality 
is still not discussed, nor how the city will ensure that e-scooters actually contribute to sustainable 
travel.  

A passive governance approach in lack of an explicit strategy 
In practice, the discussion regarding public governance of e-scooters in Stockholm has to a great 
degree concerned whether current regulation is applicable. Three years after the introduction of e-
scooters, the future development may eventually become regulated by this very same Public Order 
Act, and the right for the city to veto Police permits.  

Reliance on voluntary commitments, and a passive stance while awaiting regulative clarifications, has 
characterized the governance approach in Stockholm during the three years since e-scooters were 
introduced. It may be interpreted as a lacking capacity to experiment with potential governance 
solutions, or a political disinterest in actively influencing the developments. The recently proposed 
regulation is a clear shift towards a stronger governance approach. Still, in documents regarding the 
proposed regulations, there is an absence of comprehensive visions and targets which could guide the 
development. While general assumptions of e-scooters contributing to sustainable transport and 
promoting combined journeys with public transport are made, the city has not made any 
comprehensive analysis to validate the claims, and there is no extended discussion on environmental 
or social impacts. It is not yet clear if the city will gather or analyze additional usage statistics, if there 
are plans to establish a more active governance approach, or to what degree the city will utilize 
opportunities to steer developments based on successive insights, for example by revising permits and 
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updating permit conditions regularly. What would characterize a desirable development according to 
the city is still only vaguely expressed. During the three years since their introduction, the number of 
e-scooters has increased from a few thousand to 23 000, whereof all are still distributed only in the 
most central parts of the city region.  

2.6. Two mobility trials as experimental governance approaches 
Experiments and trials of new mobility solutions can be understood as a form of governance approach 
in itself (Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2020), which facilitates opportunities for learning and policy 
development. Two cases illustrate such experimental settings: the exploration of new mobility 
solutions in a rural setting in KomILand, and the ambition to replace parking for mobility solutions in 
the MoBo III project in Sundbyberg, Sweden.  

2.6.1. Exploring mobility solutions in existing housing with reference to a mobility 
strategy in Sundbyberg 

In Sweden, where municipalities are responsible for land-use planning, the introduction of new 
mobility solutions in housing construction provides a clear linkage between mobility solutions and the 
established, formal municipal policy and planning framework. Several municipalities have, in recent 
years, relaxed previous planning norms of requiring a set number of car parking spaces per apartment 
in favor of a shift towards more flexible parking requirements where location, distance to amenities 
and public transport, as well as provision of mobility solutions in the building, may allow lower car 
parking requirements (see for example Stockholms stad, 2015; Sundbybergs stad, 2018). Cities also 
discuss to broaden the role of municipal parking companies to also provide mobility hubs and 
solutions in their facilities (see for example Malmö stad, 2021). These introductions of new mobility 
solutions as part of shifts in policy and planning practice, can be seen as providing municipalities with 
additional policy tools to govern in line with sustainability objectives.  

Land-use planning and housing as focal points for mobility solutions 
A shift away from norms of minimum car parking requirements towards flexible application has so far 
been initiated by individual municipalities. But a recent national public investigation has suggested 
legislative changes which could increase the legal clarity of the shift. In the investigation (Samordning 
för bostadsbyggande, 2021), revisions in the Planning and Building Act, which regulates physical 
planning and building requirements, are suggested. The investigation describes a “shift in norms” in 
which a historically favored position for the car, sustained by requirements and planning norms to 
provide sufficient car parking in new buildings, should be reconcidered. The built environment should 
contribute to improved efficiency in transport and strengthen mitigation of environmental and climate 
impacts. The investigation suggests legislative changes which supports meeting mobility and 
accessibility needs by the provision of mobility and transport solutions. It proposes that the 
municipality should be handed an explicit legal mandate to put demands on mobility measures in 
physical planning and be able to refrain from or lowering requirements for car parking, as well as be 
able to monitor the implementation of mobility solutions (Samordning för bostadsbyggande, 2021). 

With the legislative focus on providing mobility solutions, rather than parking spaces for individual 
cars, land-use planning and housing construction are emphasized as important elements in the 
transformation of the transport system. The municipality is handed an additional planning tool, and 
individual buildings become specific segments for introducing mobility and accessibility solutions. As 
the national inquiry states, subsidies of car-based mobility through parking provision characterized 
great parts of the 20th century, but may now be exchanged for mobility requirements and improved 
possibilities to plan for shorter distances and spatial proximity (Samordning för bostadsbyggande, 
2021).  
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Favorable planning conditions and established mobility planning  
Sundbyberg is Sweden’s most densely populated, and geographically smallest, municipality. In that 
sense, it has unique place-specific conditions for planning, with space being a generally scarce 
resource. Conflicting demands for different land uses make up a general problem throughout the 
municipal geography, and there is no need to differentiate strategies or planning guidelines between 
different areas to the same extent as in municipalities with more heterogeneous geographies. In most 
parts of the municipality, public transport provision is good, and road congestion will be a problem no 
matter which energy source that will fuel vehicles in the future (Interview 2021).  

The municipality has adopted strategies and planning tools with a broadened mobility focus, which 
make up a clear strategic foundation for taking steps in shifting away from car-based mobility. The 
chair and vice chair of the city Urban Environment and Technical Board point at high population 
density and fast population growth as factors motivating space efficient transport planning 
(Sundbyberg, 2017). According to policy documents, the city should be at the forefront in mitigating 
climate emissions, while different forms of mobility, including digital and sharing solutions, should be 
developed and benefit all citizens (Sundbyberg, 2017). Planning should decrease the need for cars and 
transports, and priority should be given to space efficient and accessible travel modes – public 
transport, walking and cycling. Such planning provides conditions for behavioral change which 
contributes to sustainability (Sundbyberg, 2016). Mobility solutions and measures which improve 
conditions for sustainable travel should be discussed early on in land-use planning (Sundbyberg, 
2017).  

The mobility norm in Sundbyberg defines minimum requirements for car and bicycle parking, but 
allows land-owners to influence the car parking requirements in new multi-family housing by 
providing mobility measures of various kinds. The municipality allows land-owners to set the 
ambition according to five levels, where the first level is the predefined parking requirement with no 
additional mobility measures. For level two, good cycling facilities and charging infrastructure for cars 
should be in place. The land-owner should make sure there are good mobility solutions in place 
already from the start, and provide the city with a yearly evaluation. In addition, level three requires a 
car pool and information campaigns on sustainable travel opportunities. Level four adds a one-year 
public transport ticket per apartment, and access to a bicycle pool. For level 5 additional measures may 
be negotiated to lower the car parking requirements further in special cases (Sundbyberg, 2018). 

Extending mobility planning to existing housing stock in MoBo III 
While mobility solutions in new housing have the potential to contribute to a shift from car-based to 
more sustainable mobility, there is an even greater potential in shifting car parking for mobility 
services in the existing housing stock, due to the simple fact that most housing is already built. The 
mobility research project MoBo has in two phases explored mobility solutions in new housing 
developments, based on a problem formulation that the current way of planning and constructing 
housing contributes to unsustainable car usage. In the projects, new kinds of community spaces within, 
and adjacent to, housing were explored, such as in-door lobbies combining spaces for socializing and 
mobility solutions. In Mobo III, the focus shifts towards the infrastructures of existing housing. By 
exploring ways of replacing car parking with shared mobility solutions, increased resource efficiency 
is aimed for in three dimensions: emissions, space, and costs.  

Mobo III, which takes place in the neighborhood Rissne in Sundbyberg, is a collaboration between the 
municipality, the public housing company Förvaltaren, KTH Royal Institute of Technology, and the 
three corporations Theory in Practice, Trivector and Point. Besides the generally favorable conditions 
for mobility solutions in the densely populated Sundbyberg, the trial area is itself described as 
favorable for trying out mobility solutions in existing housing. Rissne is a densely populated 
residential area constructed in the 1980s with good public transport access. Public transport provision 
will improve further as the tramline Tvärbanan will be routed through Rissne in a few years. There are 
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five large parking facilities in need of refurbishment. As the associated costs are high, there is an 
interest from the property owner Förvaltaren to replace some of the parking spaces in the area by 
trying out mobility solutions. An interviewed municipal planner (2021) states that it is probably easier 
to introduce mobility services and carry out changes in larger parking facilities which serves a great 
number of dwellings, than introducing changes in smaller parking facilities dedicated to individual 
buildings. 

While the project concerns the introduction of mobility solutions, actors involved point at 
opportunities which extend beyond mobility. With increased sharing of amenities, and space 
previously occupied by parked cars being freed up, a real estate developer at the municipal housing 
corporation Förvaltaren foresees opportunities for densification with additional dwellings, added 
shared social spaces, and possibly additional commercial locations. Thereby, utilizing space which has 
previously been occupied by car parking may provide room for other social values to develop 
(Nilsson, 2020). 

The project is also expected to provide insights which can be utilized in the further development of the 
municipal Mobility Program and additional guidelines for how mobility services can be introduced in 
existing housing environments. The trial is expected to visualize and concretize the introduction of 
mobility services in ways that can further societal change (Nilsson, 2020). 

As of yet, MoBo III has been in a conceptual stage and insights on mobility behaviors are sparse. 
Since the summer 2021, a basic carpool with an electric car and an electric van has been introduced in 
the neighborhood. A mobility hub with additional solutions is planned to be introduced in 2022 
(MoBo, 2021).  

An iterative relationship between trial and guidelines 
The introduction of mobility solutions in new housing, and the trial in existing housing, is supported 
by explicit municipal mobility strategies and policy. A municipal planner underscores the importance 
of relating the introduction of new mobility solutions to overarching policy, and that these policies 
connect to broad, established societal objectives regarding, for example, climate mitigation. The 
planner points out that it is likewise important to learn from the application of new policy and trials, 
and revise guidelines and requirements based on gathered insights. Requirements may have to be 
reformulated to work effectively in practice, and continuous dialogue to capture viewpoints and 
experiences from planners and property owners can provide a basis for revisions (Interview 2021). The 
municipal mobility program can thereby be understood as an important link between established 
municipal policy, and the specific, further exploration of mobility solutions in the existing housing 
stock which is carried out in the pilot project MoBo III. The municipality has, in this sense, a 
governance approach which allows taking further steps in trying out and evaluating introduction of 
mobility solutions in new contexts. The established connection between mobility trials and municipal 
policy and its further refinement provides a favorable environment for learning and successive 
adaptation as developments unfold. As the parallel national investigation on mobility requirements in 
land-use planning and housing construction illustrates, the work of individual municipalities such as 
Sundbyberg may precede national policy development, and thereby function as a policy forerunner. 
Pilot solutions may influence not only local policy, but also national policy developments.  

Specifically favorable contextual conditions become evident in Sundbyberg. Policy makers point at 
population growth and land as a scarce resource as important rationales for ambitious mobility policy 
and planning guidelines. Also for property owners, the substitution of parking for mobility solutions in 
a densely populated geography comes with clear economic incentives. Although such contextual 
conditions for broad introduction of mobility solutions seem generally favorable in Sundbyberg, there 
is nonetheless still uncertainty regarding the eventual uptake of the solutions among citizens. A need 
to closely follow developments and adapt requirements is acknowledged as a municipal responsibility, 
in order to establish and sustain citizen acceptance for mobility solutions. One key challenge is to 
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achieve sufficient demand, and get attractive solutions in place to generate demand. There is a 
threshold challenge in getting commercially based services in place, and an accompanying need of a 
sufficient user base. It is as if citizens are awaiting the actual development of mobility solutions, 
resulting in developments not really taking off. One response from the municipality, which is intended 
to support provision of attractive solutions is a requirement that all pooled cars offered in specific 
buildings should be publicly available also for citizens in the wider neighborhood. One possibility to 
attract demand could be the introduction of more comprehensive, combined policy packages, which 
also include measures which lower the relative attractiveness of individual car ownership (Interview 
2021).  

2.6.2. Exploring new mobility solutions in rural areas: KomILand 
The introduction of new mobility solutions actualizes policy issues of equal distribution and 
accessibility to such solutions, which in turn relates to the role of public actors to ensure, distribute 
and possibly provide mobility and accessibility solutions among citizen groups and different 
geographies more generally. Previous research has shown that pilot projects can be understood as 
steering mechanisms for policy development in and by themselves (Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020). The 
project KomILand has explored possibilities to introduce new mobility solutions in rural geographies 
in Skaraborg, Sweden. The pilot trials a concept to link mobility service providers with local 
communities and facilitating the development of a locally adapted bundle of services. It is also 
intended to provide an additional tool for improved regional mobility (Fredriksson, 2021). KomILand 
relates to wider policy shaping processes, as it both responds to and contributes to current discussions 
on the role of public actors to support and distribute new mobility solutions also in sparsely populated 
geographies. Insights from the project might not mainly result from the actual mobility solutions 
tested, but rather from the public governance approach which is explored and the policy issues which 
the project illuminates. 

Trialling approaches to improve rural mobility and accessibility 
In Skaraborg, strategic physical planning and research on the socio-geographical structure of the 
region has in recent years raised an awareness of uneven geographies and structural conditions within 
the region. Current planning and distribution of transport infrastructures and public transport provision 
risks reproducing and further strengthening geographical and social inequity, exclusion and 
vulnerability. One insight from the studies is that new ways to provide mobility might strengthen 
geographical accessibility also in peripheral, less populated parts of the region (Interview 2021). The 
KomILand pilot project aims at exploring possibilities to provide new mobility solutions in such 
sparsely populated geographies beyond urban cores. Such geographies are characterized by relatively 
low travel volumes, weak public transport provision, and limited market potentials for individual 
commercial mobility solutions. In the pilot project, the regional public transport authority Västtrafik 
provides a technical platform for bundling and making available mobility solutions in such rural 
settings.  

Through KomILand, mobility solutions have initially been trialed in the three smaller neighborhoods 
Broddetorp, Lundsbrunn and Timmersdala. A mobile app with a travel planner as basic function 
included possibilities to: buy public transport tickets; book on-demand bus routes where avaiable; 
arrange and match journeys for car-pooling; book a “village mini-bus” for co-travel; rent out vehicles 
to neighbors; book taxi; arrange collective “travel rounds” to for example church visits, shopping trips 
or other leisure activities; book electric cycles; and share commodities such as carpenter tools. The app 
allows payment by one single monthly invoice (Skaraborgs kommunalförbund, 2021). In the coming 
years, the trial will be extended to additional rural locations in the Västra Götaland region. While 
several basic services will be made available at no fixed cost, additional services such as the “village 
mini-bus” will be included in the mobility package if a local organization guarantees to cover the 
vehicle leasing costs (Fredriksson, 2021).  
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Due to the Covid pandemic, learnings regarding user behaviors, experiences and sustainability impacts 
of the mobility solutions in the first three locations were limited. The extension of the project is 
expected to allow learning and evaluation to occur (Skaraborgs kommunalförbund, 2021). The project 
has also experienced difficulties in attracting mobility providers, such as commercial car-pools, to 
these smaller, rural neighborhoods. Several of the services are accordingly based on pooling and 
sharing of local resources (Skaraborgs kommunalförbund, 2020).  

The project points at a need for a publicly supported digital infrastructure for mobility services to be 
economically viable in sparsely populated geographies. By providing a technical platform in which 
providers can offer their solutions, while the public transport authority covers development and 
operation costs for the platform, potential markets are increased, and a threshold for service providers 
to introduce services might be overcome. Scaling up the platform to additional geographical locations 
comes at only a minor additional cost for the public transport authority. While the platform might 
lower thresholds, there are still economic obstacles for service providers, as for example smaller user 
volumes in rural areas result in lower revenues to cover fixed costs (Fredriksson 2021).  

KomILand has the ambition to evaluate six tentative principles for supporting new mobility solutions 
in sparsely populated geographies: 

• Publicly funded digital infrastructure for shared mobility. A platform which makes mobility 
services visible for both neighborhoods and service providers strengthens markets and 
opportunities for providers to establish services. 

• The user pays. While the digital infrastructure is provided by the public facilitator, 
consumption of mobility is paid by the traveler.  

• Choosing the right locations. Neighborhoods need, among others, a sufficient density and 
population of at least 1 000 inhabitants. 

• Local engagement and ownership. A local recipient, such as a community organization, needs 
to engage in the process. 

• A mobility consultant as a link. Between the local community, the public platform facilitator, 
and the mobility service providers. (Fredriksson, 2021) 

Citizen engagement as foundation and mobility consultant as link 
As pointed out by the KomILand principles, the project depends on a local partner, such as a 
neighborhood association, to mobilize interest among citizens by informing about the opportunities of 
KomILand and inviting to open meetings. A few of the mobility solutions, such as bike sharing and 
the “village mini-bus”, require some additional voluntary local assistance. KomILand provides a 
“mobility consultant” who initially helps mobilizing, carrying out meetings and identifying mobility 
needs, and thereafter functions as a link between the local association, the KomILand project, and the 
mobility providers. The project underscores the importance of grounding the bundling of mobility 
services in the conditions at each location. To meet real needs and build trust, solutions should be 
chosen according to local needs and desires. The process is described as grounded in citizens’ interests 
and engagement. Several of the services, such as the village mini-bus, the “travel rounds”, sharing of 
commodities, and bicycle pool, have been established following citizen input (Fredriksson, 2021). 

Nonetheless, it has proven challenging to engage citizens in the process. Experience from the first 
three locations point at the importance of rolling out services close in time after mobilization, in order 
to sustain citizen interest. This proved difficult during the Covid pandemic (Fredriksson 2021). Local 
representatives have also experienced insufficient communication, unclear project structure and a need 
to clarify expectations on the role of local partners (Berg et al., 2021). The project has come to develop 
a formal collaboration agreement between the main project and the local association, to clarify 
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expectations and responsibilities, as an answer to such deviating perceptions of each other’s roles in 
establishing and maintaining mobility solutions (Fredriksson, 2021). 

An illustration which furthers discussions on public responsibilities 
Although learning regarding specific mobility solutions have been limited, the project is interesting 
from a governance perspective. The pilot relates to the overarching objective in the strategic regional 
public transport provision program to increase the share of sustainable trips throughout the whole 
region (Västra Götalandsregionen, 2021). The project manager describes how the KomIland process 
has come to function as a concrete illustration and backdrop of what mobility services in the 
countryside could imply, which furthers more general discussions on future mobility and accessibility. 
A potential role of the regional public transport authority, grounded in the understanding of currently 
inequal geographies, could be to take on a permanent, stronger responsibility for providing mobility 
and accessibility in the whole region, also where public transport doesn’t provide a viable alternative 
for many kinds of trips, and beyond the “strong corridors” of attractive public transport services and 
the densely populated geographies which are of direct commercial interest to private mobility 
providers. One ambition with KomILand is, accordingly, to explore how the toolkit of public transport 
can be broadened to at least partly challenge car travel in less densely populated geographies by 
establishing and sustaining a platform for mobility solutions over time. This normative element of the 
project has contributed to a broadened discussion on objectives, strategic development directions and 
the scope of public transport in the region, where a possibly widened perspective on sustainable travel 
and accessibility forms part of discussions, for example in preparations for a revised public transport 
strategy (Interview 2021; Fredriksson, 2021; see also Berg et al., 2021). 

Governance capacity to explore and reimagine mobility provision embedded in a regional 
equity discussion 
KomILand explores geographies which tend to make up “blind spots” in discussions and 
developments of new mobility solutions. KomIland is a consequence of previously made insights from 
exploring geographical, structural inequalities in regional physical planning, at the same time as it 
contributes to a deeper and broadened discussion on how publicly supported, sustainable mobility and 
accessibility solutions may contribute to mitigate this. The project is thereby clearly related to an 
evolving policy and governance context and exemplifies how planning thought can successively 
develop through a series of related processes.  

The mobility consultant can be understood as a link between local, situated needs, and the more 
centralized planning of public transport and resource usage at the regional level. Potentially, such a 
consultant may reciprocally benefit planning with insights on local needs and opportunities, while also 
result in more tailored local solutions, grounded in perceived needs while possibly supported by public 
means as part of a broadened regional mobility and public transport responsibility. All in all, the pilot 
provides an awareness-raising illustration of what such a mobility focus could imply, and thereby 
evokes questions regarding the objectives, ambitions and delimitations of public transport governance. 

2.7. Failed platform urbanism: Sidewalk Labs in Toronto 
The urban development project, Sidewalk Toronto (ST), at the Quayside area of Toronto planned 
between 2017 and 2020, was intended to be only partly about mobility and not limited to the 
introduction of a single new “smart” mobility solution like other case studies in this report, but about 
the transport system as a whole. This was also just one of several components of an even broader, 
controversial, and never-before-tried “smart” city vision that would also live up to high standards for 
sustainability. It was about “building the city from the Internet up” (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021; 
Robinson & Coutts, 2019; Sands et al., 2020) on behalf of the public sector but with an attempt to 
contract companies to essentially take control. However, or perhaps precisely because of this case, it 
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provides valuable insights into the importance of public sector control and use of data to defend and 
strengthen its governance capacity and thus be able to assert public interests.  

2.7.1. Background 
In the project, representatives of the two most dynamic spheres of the world economy in the early 21st 
century met. On the one hand, Mega Cities, the big and fast-growing global cities driven by expansion 
in finance, IT, real estate, business services, and tourism. On the other hand, Big Tech, with expansive 
and gigantic digital platforms of American and Chinese companies. 

Contact between these spheres was nothing new. Since the financial crisis in 2008, several large IT 
companies such as IBM, Hitachi, Cisco, and Siemens sought compensation for lost markets following 
the economic recession (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021; Burke, 2018). Trying to find new markets, these 
companies contacted the mayors of major cities around the world to propose new offerings (Robinson 
& Coutts, 2019) and visions of the “smart” (from the beginning “smarter”) city (Sands et al., 2020). 
Like other ideas presented on shaky grounds, the “smart” concept has now become a mandatory 
feature of city branding. There are currently 240 self-proclaimed “smart” cities in Europe alone (Mann 
et al., 2020). Unfortunately, the positive changes promised to these cities and their inhabitants have 
not yet arrived. However, Sidewalk Labs (SL), a subsidiary of Alphabet Inc., seemed to promise 
something completely new in Toronto, as it was invited to develop a section of a former port area in 
downtown Toronto on behalf of Waterfront Toronto (WT), a publicly controlled company in North 
America's fastest-growing metropolis. High expectations were evident as the agreement was 
announced by, among others, Canadian Prime Minister, Justin Trudeau, and the Executive Chairman 
of Alphabet, Eric Schmidt. 

The parties 
Sidewalk Labs (SL) was founded in 2015 as a subsidiary of Alphabet Inc., the parent company of 
search engine giant Google, which has established extremely profitable online operations by leading 
the development in targeted advertising and data sales (Gullberg, 2020; Artyushina, 2020). The idea 
behind SL originated from Google co-founder Larry Page's side projects and his dream of “all the 
things you could do if someone would just give us a city and put us in charge." Upon finding out that 
an opportunity to put this into practice in Toronto, Eric Schmidt proclaimed, “Oh my God! We have 
been selected. Now, it is our turn” (Zuboff, 2019). It was a natural reaction given that SL has already 
reviewed and rejected 52 cities and completed the very restrictively dispersed so-called Yellow Book 
in 2016.  In a leak of this document in 2019, it became widely known that Alphabet was developing 
visions of how cities around the world could be reshaped: “no limits' digital design of cities” with 
privately owned streets, privatized justice, data sharing as a condition for accessing public services, 
and a social credit system (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). With great energy, far-reaching preparations, 
and a very well-stocked cash register, SL took on the work in Toronto. 

Waterfront Toronto (WT) is a company founded in 2002 with municipal, provincial, and federal 
funding and tasked with planning and redeveloping a major, centrally located factory and port area in 
Toronto, the city that serves as the entire Economic Engine of Canada (Morgan & Web, 2020; 
Robinson & Coutts, 2019). With three million inhabitants in the central city and not quite seven 
million in Greater Toronto, the region is in rapid development as a technology hub on a global scale 
(Morgan & McMeekin, 2020). It ranks third in North America after San Francisco and Seattle (Sands 
et al., 2020) and is well ahead in the “race for global competitiveness” (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). 
The city has a proud tradition of successful citizens' initiatives like actions targeting environmentally 
destructive urban highways in the 1960s with urban struggle icon Jane Jacobs (Robinson & Coutts, 
2019).  

From the start, WT had limited financial and legal resources despite the region's excellent material 
prosperity and the demanding task of redeveloping a total area of 2,840 acres (Robinson & Coutts, 



 

VTI rapport 1122A  33 

2019). Moreover, WT had direct control over only one percent of the area (Morgan & Webb, 2020). 
The company's weak conditions were shared with public operations in other North American cities 
during the era of neoliberalism and the financialization of infrastructure as “an asset within the 
international investment landscape” (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). Therefore, urban regeneration 
operations focused on collaboration among stakeholders through consulting and strategic planning. 

Given their scarce resources, it was natural that WT turned to private capital for help in developing 
everything from concepts, transport solutions, affordable housing to financing the first phase of 
redevelopment, the 12-acre area of quayside, located on the waterfront two kilometers east of 
downtown Toronto. With a weak organization and small resources but a good reputation, WT started 
the collaboration with SL. Gradually, however, legitimacy and accountability were eroded by the 
adoption of SL's closed working methods (Morgan & Webb, 2020; Mann et al., 2019). 

The project ran for two and a half years before SL unilaterally backed out, a period which was 
characterized by secrecy and a significant organizational imbalance between SL and WT. 

2.7.2. Progress of the project 
 In March 2017 WT published a request for proposal to develop Toronto Waterfront, in which they 
asked for “help [to] create, realize, and fund an unparalleled vision for sustainable urban development 
.... [intended to result in] a highly sustainable mixed-use, mixed-income neighborhood, providing a 
range of land uses, housing types and amenities as well as addressing the need for mobility, and 
accessibility.” (Waterfront Toronto, 2017). 

As indicated, it caused quite a stir when, in October 2017, it was publicly announced that WT had 
contracted SL to develop the quayside area. The tender presented by SL was 170 pages in writing and 
covered an area of 800 acres instead of the offered 12. The vision presented meant that all material and 
digital aspects of everyday life were to be coordinated and with elements such as shared and self-
driving vehicles, carbon-negative energy supply, completely flexible use of the building stock, streets 
that are never dug up, automatic waste sorting, 30-story wooden houses and much more. Hodson and 
McMeekin have argued that “the symbolic integration of urban infrastructure ... can be seen as a 
Trojan horse for experimentation with new modes of largely private forms of urban governance that 
reconfigure relationships between private and public urban governing” (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). 
Sustainability was used as a vaguely worded key-value and was also very unclear in the agreement 
(McCord & Becker, 2019). 

What SL wanted to create was the most advanced testbed for a profound transformation of urban 
governance. Sidewalk Toronto, Limited Partnership (ST), was formed as the organization within 
which the two parties would jointly create the MIDP (Master Innovation and Delivery Plan) for the 
project (Robinson & Coutts, 2019). The vision of an alleged vendor-neutral and, in reality, a 
mandatory data warehouse for coordinating everything attracted scathing criticism from the outset and 
was described as a threat to democracy (Robinson & Coutts, 2019; Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). To 
take the edge off these objections, a so-called data trust was proposed in the spring of 2018, with 
principles purported to guarantee privacy and balance the interests (Austin & Lie, 2021). 

A revised second agreement, the Plan Development Agreement (PDA) in July 2018, clarified the role 
distribution between the parties. WT would be the party representing the public interest (Hodson & 
McMeekin, 2021). No publicly owned land would be transferred to SL, and the project was limited to 
the Quayside parcel. SL no longer had the “co-master developer” role but would instead act as an 
innovation and financing partner. A Digital Strategy Advisory Panel was set up to make non-binding 
ethical recommendations. However, two members soon resigned, criticizing that the panel was not 
allowed to fulfill its mission and a lack of leadership within WT. Shortly afterward, one defector and a 
leading activist launched the #BlockSidewalk campaign under the motto “democracy is not for sale." 
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SL responded by orchestrating an engagement campaign (Mann et al., 2019; Hodson & McMeekin, 
2021). 

In violation of the agreement, after only a few months, SL began to again increase the list of the roles 
it intended to take (Sidewalk Toronto, 2019, in Robinson & Coutts, 2019). A wide range of protests 
created such public pressure that SL’s attempts to charm community interests with its glossy visions, 
close relationships with politicians, and arranged “participatory” processes failed (Hodson & 
McMeekin, 2021). In May 2019, a complete draft of MIDP was published following this intense 
criticism. It contained 1,524 pages in three volumes, with most principles from the not yet available 
Yellow Book. The utopian tech plan launched a long-driven integration of urban infrastructures with 
more than five dozen innovations combined in the same place for the first time in history. With this, 
the quality of life would dramatically improve, greenhouse gas emissions would decrease by 89 
percent, 40 percent of homes would become affordable. In addition, Google’s Canadian headquarters 
were supposed to be located in the area. Following the criticism of the previous variant of the data 
trust, a more concrete proposal was presented – an independent state-sanctioned Urban Data Trust 
tasked with managing data security and privacy (Austin & Lie, 2021). 

To finance the spectacular visions including a mass-timber production system and a Light Rail Transit 
(LRT) to Downtown Toronto, a much larger development was needed than the 12 acres offered by the 
agreement with WT, at least 190, and preferably in the long run the 800 acres detailed in the plan. In 
addition, revenues, real estate, infrastructure, and intellectual property, part of appreciation and tax 
revenues and specially adapted legislation, were also needed (Sands et al., 2020). 

In the MIDP draft, SL appeared in four roles as a land developer, urban planner, supplier of 
infrastructure, and service vendor (Artyushina, 2020). However, the element of the plan, which in the 
long term probably would have had the most significant impact on the balance between commercial 
and democratic principles, was the proposal for coordination, and in practice, an unavoidable data 
warehouse for all services and functions in the exploitation area. With, in all respects, a digitally 
controlled physical infrastructure combined with a monopolized dominance in the digital ecosystem, 
SL could have usurped the production and consumption of all services provided through the created 
data warehouse (Artyushina, 2020). 

WT had little involvement in the drafting of the MIDP, which was confirmed by the fact that, although 
the Board Chair of WT found the plan “impressive," they called for additional information 
(Deschamps, 2019). WT quickly formulated four critical questions, firstly about the scale of the 
project in addition to the requested 12 acres, secondly about SL assumingly being the leading 
developer, thirdly about the many far-reaching requirements for authorities with changing laws, rules, 
and significant investments, and fourthly wanting more information on data collection, data use, and 
governance in the proposed Urban Digital Trust. This was to determine whether this was in line with 
applicable guidelines and Canadian law (Austin & Lie, 2021; Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). In an 
interview the CEO of Sidewalk Labs said he was not worried and was waiting for permission from all 
three administrative levels, possibly after modifications should any objections be raised. “If the project 
cannot meet goals Sidewalk Labs sets for sustainability, mobility and economic growth then ‘we are 
not interested [because] this does not make sense anymore’” (Deschamps Guardian, 24 June 2019). 

2.7.3. The end 
In the autumn of 2019, the public criticism of MIDP still mainly came from the civil sector, while the 
government support for the cooperation with SL remained (Morgan & Webb, 2020). However, the 
project’s continuation was anything but a given. It was only in November, after several months of 
negotiations, that SL and WT were able to reach a partial agreement that restored the project’s scope 
to the original 12 acres. Eventual expansions and additional public resources were deferred to a later 
date. In addition, many of the proposed innovations (Sands et al., 2020) were removed. The 
authorities, along with WT, would be responsible for the infrastructure and SL for the buildings. 
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Following severe criticism from Ontario’s Information and Privacy Commissioner, the Urban Data 
Trust was canceled. It simply would not fulfill the functions promised, nor legal requirements (Austin 
& Lie, 2021). Responsibility for the data was transferred to WT and the applicable authorities without 
clarifying how this would be managed in practical terms. As a result, the SL vision was significantly 
circumscribed. The final decision on what remained of MIDP was postponed several times during the 
autumn, winter and spring 2019-2020. However, SL announced on May 7, 2020, that it was 
unilaterally leaving the project after two and a half years and a spending of 50 million USD. A 
probable cause for the withdrawal was that SL’s primary intentions with the project no longer seemed 
reachable as the privatization of personal data met with resistance (Morgan & Webb, 2020).  

What ultimately put an end to SL’s plans was apparently the authorities’ hesitation to wholeheartedly 
attempt to meet the company’s demands, despite expressing enthusiasm to do so. To what extent this 
was due to a reluctance to compromise on current legislation, whether it was due to a weak WT 
representing the interests of several different public bodies while negotiating with a highly resourceful 
counterpart, or whether the well-founded public criticism had taken root, is not easy to know. 

All this regarded a lack of data management and privacy, the transfer of planning power to private 
entities, and the public funding of private projects (Morgan & Webb, 2020). A now locally active 
former CEO of the data company Blackberry protested against SL’s plans as a “grab for more land, 
more power, and more control” pointing out that “This is not a road map for a smart city, it is an 
assault on our democracy” (Deschamps Guardian, 24 June 2019). Petitions demanded WT to back 
away from the cooperation with SL and obtain new proposals for the area’s development, but 
ironically it was SL’s departure that ultimately made this possible (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021).  

2.7.4. Analysis 
Increasingly, providers of advanced digital services and technologies create the urban context in which 
they operate, rather than cities running their business using selected digital solutions (Robinson & 
Coutts 2019). From previously being big cities with enlisted companies, companies are starting to 
acquire cities to operate in and dominate (Mann et al., 2020). SL’s visions and commitment to Toronto 
were an attempt to take the lead and push this fact (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021).  

Firstly, it was a question of adapting the built environment and community services to enable digital 
optimization, comprehensive governance, and extraction of interest rates. Local democracy is 
challenged as companies are entering the role of comprehensive city builder with unknown 
consequences of (Robinson & Coutts, 2019). Hodson and McMeekin argue that the desired control of 
infrastructure and services can act as a Trojan horse for the further spread of digital dominance 
(Hodson & McMeekin, 2021).  

Secondly, establishing a warehouse, a general digital infrastructure for the management and 
coordination of all ‘urban’ data, means a concentration of monitoring and governance resources to the 
controller. SL presented and tried to enforce such a solution in Toronto. By allowing SL to control 
access to infrastructure and other services in such a system, a technologically anchored monopoly 
would have been established. 

Concretely, such an arrangement means that a private stakeholder designs the rules for urban 
governance by “controlling means of control” (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021), thereby eroding public 
influence (Docherty, 2018). As a result, the city loses independence, and the opportunities for civic 
influence are curtailed (Mann et al., 2020). 

Thirdly, SL and like-minded entities strive to create, disseminate, and establish a dominant 
performative story about the fantastic opportunities that will emerge. This is described as giving 
technocratic profit-driven interests free rein at the expense of public interest and without being 
hindered by democratic political processes (Hodson & McMeekin, 2021). In the same way that ever-
increasing demand for private consumption is driven by raised expectations (Beckert, 2013), dominant 
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techno visions of the future city create expectations, preparedness, and patterns of action focused on 
the upcoming promised collective urban services. Simultaneously, it establishes a city where citizens 
are optimized as data sources and where the city and the entire community are orchestrated according 
to the algorithmic principles of dominant companies. In such circumstances, these companies possess 
a formidable ability to fundamentally change the city and the living conditions of the townspeople 
(Mann et al., 2020). Overall, this is about a vast potential transformative capacity. 

SL’s actions, what next? 
From one perspective, the accomplishments in Toronto were a spectacular failure. However, the 
endeavor helped spread the vision of the frictionless techno-fantastic city of the future, the narrative of 
the city that must come (Morgan & Webb, 2020), and SL gained experience for future projects. In 
terms of project progression, it appears that SL undermined its own cause by keeping pushing for its 
grand visions, contrary to what had been agreed (Austin & Lie, 2021). However, it may also have been 
the case that SL sought to avoid being associated with traditional urban development that lacks 
elements of advanced future-oriented technology. Such associations would probably have influenced 
SL's image more negatively than leaving Toronto with preserved visions.  

SL and other companies with similar ambitions are constantly making new major or minor attempts to 
advance their positions in re-shaping the city and its logs and flows of material resources according to 
principles that benefit their own business, especially control and interest rate returns through digital 
governance. The potential to transform transports and urban settlements is enormous, and if and when 
it frees up, it will likely push aside other governance principles such as democratic decision-making 
and bureaucratic rule-following. For those who want to strengthen governance capacity of public 
actors, there is every reason to be vigilant for future advances from SL and other companies with the 
same aspiration. 

What can the public sector learn? 
What the city of Toronto and the federal government tried in the Quayside area proved to be a difficult 
to combine. On the one hand, the public actors wanted to realize “an unparalleled vision for 
sustainable urban development." That is – transformative change. On the other hand, very limited 
financial, expertise, and administrative resources were invested. There were no stated ambitions to 
build up knowledge or try new public framework for governing developments. At first, the outcome of 
WT’s request for proposal looked promising as SL, an even more change-prone private party, would 
be involved. However, it turned out that the public and private transformative ambitions were not 
sufficiently aligned. Or, more accurately, the public side eventually realized, following collaboration 
disputes and civic protests, that it was not ready to initiate the kind of transformation laid out by SL. 
That is, to give SL control over not only urban developments but also services and data in the new 
neighborhood. The governance power available to WT and the other public bodies to assert their views 
was a veto to say no to SL’s proposal. More sophisticated opportunities – or governance frameworks – 
were lacking to influence SL to deliver in line with the request for a proposal. Artyushina (2020) 
argues that there is generally no way “for individuals and communities to participate in smart city 
governance." 

Success for the public side in a case like ST would have required an early clarification of what it 
wanted to achieve and active and targeted participation in the development process. With certain 
binding agreements from the outset, WT could have ensured certain values in the development. For 
Toronto, the adventure with SL meant at least three lost years. When digital platform governance 
emerges as a potent method of reshaping cities, urban transport, and other societal systems, the idea is 
close at hand that the public sector could actively influence and use platforms to ensure societal goals 
such as climate change of the transport system, privacy, social equity, and fair competition, instead of 
enabling private data monopolies. Currently it is not apparent to what extent public and cooperative 
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initiatives could assert their interests and transformative ambitions in digital ecosystems, which are, 
without exception, dominated by private platform companies. These have great opportunities to 
exploit their advantage over civic and public initiatives by redirecting development and usurping 
returns from activities conveyed through the platforms of the digital ecosystem (Artyushina, 2020). 
The Data Trust suggested by SL resembled a previous idea about a neutral data trust proposed by the 
creator of the World Wide Web, Tim Berners-Lee. The trust would renumerate data producers 
(internet users) for giving up parts of their privacy and independence. The proposal thereby focused on 
the economic aspects of data privacy and does not appear to strike a fair balance between the parties, 
as large data consumers tend to receive a far greater exchange of data than data producers could expect 
to receive in compensation. The suggested trust did also not clarify how to establish and sustain a 
guaranteed neutral trust party. A data trust would have been contradictory to Alphabet´s business 
model of monetizing user data. The data trust suggested in Toronto could, following such reasoning, 
therefore risk legitimizing and strengthening citizen´s incorporation into platforms and their interest 
rate extraction system.  

Large IT companies, driven by a logic of capturing emerging markets, are well on the way to reshape 
both cities and urban transport systems, while not necessarily aiming at mitigating climate change or 
achieving other societal goals. In relation to this, a major challenge facing the public sector is to assert 
the societal interests of the cyber world that are gaining increasing influence over the physical world. 

2.8. Concluding discussion 
Previous research has pointed at a need for active and developed public governance approaches in 
order for society to mitigate risks, meet challenges and secure public aims and values as new mobility 
solutions emerge. In this concluding section, the cases are discussed in relation to the normative 
recommendations put forth by Reardon & Marsden (2018), which were outlined in section 2.3. A 
summary is also provided in Table 2.  

The Toronto Waterfront case illustrates an urban development approach in which the built 
environment and communities would be fitted to enable digitally optimized flows, comprehensive 
control, and extraction of interest rates. With centralized data gathering, strong influence over urban 
governance would be placed in the hands of a private entity which would effectively possess means of 
control, with citizens as data sources and the community orchestrated according to specific algorithmic 
principles. As private companies attempt to realize such ambitions, advancing their positions in re-
shaping cities and controlling material flows and interest rate returns, it risks pushing aside public, 
democratically based governance principles. The extreme example of Toronto underscores calls made 
by previous research for active public governance in order to safeguard public interests.  

Shifting the focus from grand transformative ambitions such as Toronto Waterfront towards more 
narrow evolutions in approaches to governance of new mobility solutions, the first three case 
descriptions illustrate significant differences in how public actors respond to and establish governance 
frameworks to meet the sudden and fast introduction of e-scooters. In Seattle and Birmingham, 
introduction of e-scooters was possible to regulate with current legislation, and the introduction was 
preceded by the establishment of specific public governance frameworks. While the city of Seattle 
prepared its own strategic New Mobility Playbook, the mandates in Birmingham were subordinated to 
national legislation and the UK national Future of mobility: urban strategy. The strategies were 
evidently initiated at different levels of government, but nonetheless they established a strategic 
direction and spelled out objectives and delimitations for what was considered a preferrable 
development from a societal point of view. In both cities, e-scooters were introduced in time-bound 
trials with requirements reflecting the overarching strategies. The local regulatory discretion was 
greater in Seattle, and Seattle has established a more developed process of active monitoring and 
evaluation against city objectives, and subsequently adapting trial requirements to improve fulfilment 
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of strategic objectives. Both Seattle and Birmingham acted within established frameworks which 
combine overarching strategies and objectives with trials, and which provide favorable conditions for 
monitoring, evaluation, learning and adaptation. The two cities to a great extent reflect the normative 
recommendations of Reardon & Marsden (2018) to set objectives and explore new ways of public 
steering. Especially Seattle, with its recurring revisions of pilot requirements to strengthen goal 
achievement, also reflect the recommendation of Reardon & Marsden to explore ways to make 
developments more reflexive and inclusive. In Stockholm, no social equity concerns have been 
expressed in city policy. In fact, there has been a general lack of specific, explicit public strategy and 
objectives. Since the introduction of e-scooters, governance responses from the city have been partial 
and incremental. The governance approach has mainly reflected collaborative and voluntary 
characteristics. The introduction of e-scooters has been described in generally optimistic terms with 
unproblematized assumptions of e-scooters contributing to overarching climate mitigation targets and 
that e-scooters might eventually be distributed also in less central parts of the city. Recently, some 
collection of usage data has been initiated, but it has not yet been related to specific objectives or an 
overarching governance approach as in Seattle and Birmingham. Stockholm has explored ways of 
steering developments, but without grounding the governance approach in clearly formulated 
objectives, nor any explicitly stated ambitions to make developments reflexive and inclusive. 
Legislation to govern developments have been weaker in Stockholm than in the other cities, but the 
absence of a clear legislative mandate does not explain the disinterest in establishing strategic 
objectives for what the developments should achieve. Sharper regulations are now decided to be 
introduced in Stockholm, but it is currently uncertain whether the regulations will prove legally valid 
in court, and there has not yet been any expressed ambition to formulate a long-term city strategy 
which reflects environmental and social objectives for the development. While the environmental 
effects of e-scooters are generally disputed, social equity objectives concerning distribution and 
utilization of scooters in Birmingham and Seattle are still far from being achieved, and problems with 
parking and clutter have yet not been resolved, at least there is a governance framework which 
provides a direction for the developments and means to more actively evaluate and steer towards 
objectives, in those US and UK cities.  

The two case descriptions of mobility solutions in rural areas in KomILand, and exploration of 
mobility solutions in the existing housing stock in Sundbyberg, provide somewhat different examples 
as public actors do not directly respond to the actions of other actors in these cases, but rather are 
actively involved in the emergence of and experimentation with new mobility solutions. The two cases 
illustrate how trials and pilots may form a specific type of “experimental governance” (Kronsell & 
Mukhtar-Landgren, 2020), in which reflection and learning may take place, and which can eventually 
influence more solid, established policies as well as governance and planning frameworks. KomILand 
explores new mobility solutions as possible answers to uneven regional distribution of accessibility 
and mobility. As a result, the project provides a tangible illustration of how the role of municipal and 
regional public agencies could be broadened to provide more equal distribution of mobility. 
KomILand strives to enable both commercial and voluntary-based mobility solutions in sparsely 
populated geographies, while also cherishing locally grounded decisions on which mobility solutions 
to introduce, and this within a broad objective of strengthening equitable and sustainable accessibility. 
The work reflects the recommendation by Reardon & Marsden (2018) to make mobility governance 
more reflexive and inclusive. The very organization of the locally adapted mobility solutions also 
reflect experimentation with new ways to steer mobility provision.  

In relation to the other cases, the exploration of how mobility solutions can be integrated in the 
existing housing stock in Sundbyberg might appear as less startling. But it illustrates how an 
established policy – in this case a municipal mobility program – may provide supportive conditions to 
experiment with additional, broadened policy which is adjacent to current practices. In MoBo III, the 
municipality collaborates with other public and private actors to increase knowledge on how mobility 
solutions, which previously have been planned as part of new housing construction, may reshape 
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urban environments and mobility behaviors among households in the existing housing stock. The case 
exemplifies a relationship between the established planning framework and the individual trial, which 
enables learning and the utilization of experiences from the project when revising and broadening 
policy and guidelines in the municipality. 

Taken together, the case descriptions have shown a broad span of governance approaches to new 
mobility solutions. In Table 2, a brief overview is provided, which sorts characteristics of the six cases 
according to the three normative recommendations for public governance formulated by Reardon & 
Marsden (2018). 

Table 2. Characteristics of the studied governance approaches to new mobility solutions.  

Case Governance approach Connection to objectives Reflexivity and inclusion 

E-scooters, Seattle Trialing e-scooters within overarching 
governance framework 

City strategy setting objectives and 
a strategic approach to new mobility 
solutions in: The new mobility 
playbook.  

Environmental and social equity 
objectives. 

Consultation with interest groups 
during design of framework, 
preparation of trials. 

Governance framework which 
includes gathering, analysis and 
presentation of performance, which 
supports reflexivity and successive 
adaptation 

E-scooters, 
Birmingham 

Introducing e-scooters within 
nationally coordinated trial and 
evaluation effort 

National strategy with principles in 
Future of Mobility: Urban Strategy. 

Environmental and social equity 
objectives. 

Additional local objectives. 

National governance framework which 
includes gathering, analysis and inter-
city comparison of performance, 
aimed at providing insights and 
recommendations for revised 
legislation 

E-scooters, 
Stockholm 

Voluntary agreements and 
incremental, piecemeal steering while 
awaiting clarification of regulatory 
possibilities. 

Eventually shifting to more regulative 
approach as current legislation tested 
to be applied in practice.  

No specific strategy or objectives to 
guide and assess developments. 

Reference made to overarching 
climate mitigation objectives. 

Weak reflexivity and inclusion. 

No strategy for gathering insights and 
analysis of performance – some 
ambitions set out as part of recent 
regulative approach 

Mobility solutions 
in existing housing, 
MoBo III, 
Sundbyberg 

Trialing mobility solutions in existing 
housing stock, and considering 
potential extension of current 
municipal planning policy and 
guidelines 

Established mobility program and 
guidelines for mobility services in 
new housing construction. 

Connection to established policy 
enables opportunities for reflexivity 
and input to extended/revised 
guidelines 

Mobility solutions 
in rural areas, 
KomILand, 
Skaraborg 

Trialing a platform for mobility 
solutions, and specific solutions, in 
rural neighborhoods.  

Regional spatial strategy, objectives 
to improve sustainable travel 
throughout the region rural 
accessibility and current discussion 
concerning rural accessibility. 

Explicit ambition to contribute to policy 
discussions on sustainable and 
socially just accessibility, and the role 
and scope of public responsibilities for 
accessibility in sparsely populated 
geographies. 

Explicit ambition to engage local 
communities. 

Corporate “smart 
city” development, 
Sidewalk Labs, 
Toronto 

A public-private “smart” city 
development with comprehensive 
corporate governance ambitions, 
which was cancelled after strong civic 
criticism.  

Overarching objectives of “smart” 
city development, innovation, city 
branding. 

Critique regarding lacking public 
governance and control, lacking 
transparency, reflexivity and inclusion 
in the planning process, which 
contributed to its failure. 

Changes to the project were made as 
response to civic criticism, but was not 
sufficient to shift public opinion. 
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3. Citizen participation: insights and experiences from illustrative 
cases 

3.1. Background  
Issues of mobility and accessibility are issues of democracy. Though transport policies traditionally 
have been embedded within neutral, technocratic discourses – they have profoundly social and 
political implications (Joelsson & Scholten, 2019). As such they need to be subjected to democratic 
influence and accountability. One way of enforcing such processes is through increased citizen 
participation. In recent years, citizen participation has garnered considerable attention. A recent OECD 
report (2020) identifies what it calls a growing deliberative wave, influencing policy making 
processes. Co-production has become a central concept within a variety of experimental activities, 
such as urban living labs and pilot projects (Nesti, 2018; McGann et al., 2021). Bottom-up and human 
centered approaches are also terms which pepper policy and research contexts (Lewis et al., 2020, 
Blomkamp, 2018).  

Despite the proliferation of these terms and the increased interest in citizen participation, the concept 
of citizen participation is still used in an all-encompassing way, which masks the wide array of forms, 
rationales and tactics deployed within various fields. Within the transport sector, citizen involvement 
in deliberative processes is still limited (Sørensen & Isaksson, 2021). The research that has been 
carried out on citizen participation commonly focuses on institutionalized forms of citizen 
participation, not seldom in the form of citizens’ panels and assemblies (OECD, 2020). Less attention 
has been directed towards the movements and tendencies of citizen engagement which often precede 
these forms of institutionalizations, or which occur outside of formal institutional structures. 

The Mistra SAMS program includes the citizen perspective as one of the three key areas in the 
development of new digitally based accessibility and mobility services. Previous literature on the 
policy and governance of smart mobility flags an absence, or even non-existence, of policy approaches 
which establish the population as citizens with rights and roles in the smart mobility transition 
(Paulsson & Sørensen, 2020). Sørensen and Paulsson (2020, p. 211) suggest that it is necessary to 
distinguish “between the population as users and customers on one hand and as citizens on the other”. 
The authors argue that, as citizens, people should be entitled to participate in dialogue about public 
values and the role of new services, while at the same time participating in changes as “users and 
customers [who] pay for and utilize public and private services” (ibid). Developments taking place 
around smart mobility are at risk of continuing to develop at a distance from the groups who are 
ultimately the targets for these services, and the services being launched often fail to depart from the 
lived experience of citizens (ibid, p. 214). The authors also identify deliberation and citizen 
participation as key aspects in realizing transformative transitions (cf. Sørensen, Hansson & Rye, 
2021) 

Pilot projects are often a central tool used to introduce new mobility initiatives (Ryghaug & 
Skjølsvold, 2021). These can often be framed as “citizen centric” but often engage citizens as passive 
users, or alternatively as consumers, customers, or market agents (Ryghaug & Skjølsvold, 2021). 
Others have also argued that the use of the term citizen in smart city projects is often used as an 
“empty signifier” (Cardullo & Kitchen, 2019, p. 2), i.e., something that often lacks substance upon 
further investigation. However, there are examples of the “re-politicization” of citizen participation in 
cities such as Barcelona (something which we discuss further in section 3.4.6). Kronsell and Mukhtar-
Landgren (2020) also draw attention to the question of who is included and excluded in pilots and 
other kinds of experimental projects through which smart mobilities are being introduced (see also 
Eneqvist et al., 2021).   
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3.1. Aim and research questions 
The aim of the citizen perspective within this report is to explore global examples of citizen 
engagement or participation in relation to transport and mobility, connected to but not limited to the 
development of digitally supported accessibility and mobility services. Our comparative analysis is 
based on the following research question: in which ways do the different examples of citizen 
participation studied in this report compare in terms of a) visions, aims and strategies, b) the subjects 
mobilized and c) targets/goals reached? We focus on examples which illustrate the breadth of citizen 
participation across six transport and mobility projects. We examine and discuss what these cases can 
contribute to an understanding of citizen participation in the transport and mobility sector.  

3.2. Central concepts in citizen participation: an overview 

3.2.1. Defining participation 
In line with Verlinghieri, we understand participation as a:  

“…process by which people are enabled to become actively and genuinely involved in defining the 
issues of concern to them, in making decisions about factors that affect their lives, in formulating and 
implementing policies, in planning, developing and delivering services and taking action to achieve 
change” (WHO, 2003, p. 10 in Verlinghieri, 2019, p. 537). 

Verlinghieri (2019) does not limit citizen participation to formal, institutionalized process for citizen 
participation and engagement, but as a variety of different processes which take place “both inside and 
outside the institution, being initiated by and involving a variety of actors”, such as citizens, planners, 
and academics (ibid, p. 536). Taking into account both formalized and less formalized processes, 
Teocharis and van Deth (2016) also divide citizen participation into the following areas: digitally 
networked, institutionalized, protest, civic engagement, and consumerist participation. With more 
formalized processes, such as policy and planning processes, public participation can take the form of 
public hearings and citizen dialogues (see e.g., Hysing, 2015). Examples of participation which take 
place outside formalized processes include, for instance, protest movements, certain forms of 
common-pool resources and DIY-activities.  

3.2.2. Citizen participation in the field of transport   
Verlinghieri (2019) suggests that participation can be understood as a process which informs, educates 
and empowers citizens, a catalyst for social and behavioral change, an important arena for change in 
planning, as well as a pathway towards sustainable transportation (see also Banister, 2008). Authors 
who have discussed the limitations of participation have highlighted issues such as: the conflicts 
between the outcomes of participatory spaces and decisions made within formal institutional settings, 
the risk of participation reinforcing established patterns of exclusion and inequality, and participation 
being viewed as an essential good in and of itself (see Verlinghieri, 2019 for a further discussion). The 
final point has also been echoed by Falanga (2018) who argues that public participation is increasingly 
conceptualized as a device for good governance, neutralizing what are inherently political processes in 
the name of neoliberalism. Other researchers have argued that increasing levels of citizen involvement 
does not lead to more inclusive services (Collins & Ison, 2009 in Cardullo & Kitchen, 2019). The 
ongoing relevance of ‘the expert’ in planning and policy decision making has also been maintained by 
other authors. It has been argued that the expert role is necessary within decision making process, 
where experts represent citizens when tackling questions of which citizens have little knowledge 
(Cardullo & Kitchen, 2019).  

Transport planning is a field which is often guided and characterized by “econometric and forecasting 
models”, such as cost benefit analysis (Verlinghieri, 2019, p. 542). However, Booth and Richardson 
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(2001) argue that although ‘predict and provide’ techniques have dominated transport planning, in 
recent decades transport planning has been influenced by participatory techniques used in other policy 
areas, such as urban planning. Booth and Richardson also note that, since public involvement has been 
introduced into land use and transportation planning frameworks to a larger extent, the ‘public’ has 
gone from being viewed as a homogenous whole, to a more fragmented, pluralist approach. At the 
same time citizen, or public, participation in in deliberative processes in the transport sector is still 
limited (Sørensen & Isaksson, 2021). 

3.2.3. Transport and mobility justice 
In line with the ambition of Mistra SAMS to contribute to a socially just transport system, the citizen 
perspective in this report is broadly inspired by theories of transport and mobility justice.  

The use of theories of transport and mobility justice have grown in recent years (Verlinghieri & 
Schwanen, 2020). This theoretical approach has been used to broaden a discussion of justice beyond 
questions of transport and mobility distribution (see Verlinghieri & Schwanen, 2020 for a discussion 
of transport equity). This broader approach places an emphasis on procedure and recognition as two 
key aspects to consider in relation to transport and mobility justice. Verlinghieri and Schwanen (2020, 
p. 3) define procedure as “the nature of decision-making and governance, including the level of 
participation, inclusiveness, and influence participants can wield”, and recognition as 
“acknowledgement of and respect for the rights, needs, values, understandings and customs of groups 
involved in, or affected by, decision making and governance”. 

Verlinghieri and Schwanen (2020, p. 3) emphasize that transport and mobility justice is an ongoing 
process, instead of an end state, influenced by “power relations and struggles over praxis, meaning and 
values that are actively shaped by the spaces and spatial configurations in which they unfold”. This 
approach in turn overlaps with Lefebvre’s notion of the The right to the city (1968). Put simply, the 
right to the city emphasizes the right of citizens to not only partake in, and access the urban space, but 
also the right to participate in the production and reproduction of it. It calls for a democratic making 
and remaking of the city which is not limited by the logic of capitalist functionality which Lefebvre 
saw as a homogenizing force through which “economic space and political space […] converge 
toward the elimination of all differences” (Lefebvre, 2009, p. 192). The struggle for space, or 
placemaking is therefore a continuous process. Efforts have been made to anchor this notion within the 
mobilities tradition. One example of this is The right to the mobile city (Castañeda, 2020, p. 58), which 
highlights “the centrality of mobility in the production of the city” and calls for mobility perspectives 
which go beyond mere utilitarian uses and instead emphasizes the creative and joyful aspects of urban 
(non-car based) mobilities.  

In their recent discussion of theory and research into transport and mobility justice, Verlinghieri and 
Schwanen (2020, p. 4) suggest avenues for further research  along specific themes such as: 1) the ways 
in which differential needs, experiences, and practices regarding everyday (im)mobilities are 
recognized, 2) causes of injustice in transport and mobility, 3) methodologies for transport and 
mobility research, and 4) exploring the practices and strategies of the (urban) actors who challenge and 
seek to address transport and mobility injustice.  

3.3. Method and data collection 

3.3.1. Case selection  
Initially 112 abstracts were gathered from a systematic search in Scopus, and Swedish media archives. 
From this a rudimentary classification of dominant themes, trends and forms of citizen participation 
was identified. These were then classified in terms of the driving actors and rationales behind the 
participation processes, taking into consideration the visions and modes of operation of each case. 



 

VTI rapport 1122A  43 

These roughly fell into the following categories social movements, citizen platforms, platform 
cooperatives, social enterprises, action research/ co-creation, digital deliberation. Against this 
background, and in discussion with the other report authors, cases were selected that represented these 
different facets. These cases are: a platform co-operative for ridesharing (Montreal, Canada), a 
suburban cycling project (Toronto, Canada), a Citizens’ Panel (Thessaloniki, Greece), a co-designed 
MaaS pilot for 16–25-year-olds (Scotland, UK), a citizen led planning institute, (Santiago, Chile), and 
participatory processes in the planning and implementation of Superblocks (Barcelona, Spain). The 
cases demonstrate a range of examples of citizen participation in various transport contexts and 
include cases connected to the development of so-called ‘smart mobility’, as well as cases covering 
more established transport planning processes.    

Table 3. Overview of cases and empirical material. 

Case Description Empirical material 

EVA, Montreal, Canada  Ride-hailing platform co-operative Interview with Chief Operating Officer, 
document analysis  

TCAT, Scarborough 
Cycles, Toronto, 
Canada 

Suburban Cycling project Interview with researchers, and project 
leader, project report  

Citizens’ Panel, 
Thessaloniki, Greece 

Citizens’ Panel for Sustainable Mobility Interview with researcher/Citizens’ 
Panel organizer, book chapter 

NaviGoGo, Scotland  Co-produced MaaS pilot with 16-25 year olds Interview with director and co-founder, 
project report 

Living City, Santiago, 
Chile 

Citizen-led planning institution  Interview with activist/researchers, 
academic articles, web material 

Superblocks,  
Barcelona, Spain 

Participatory processes connected to development  
of Superblocks 

Interview with city architect and civil 
servant responsible for participatory 
processes, article 

3.3.2. Interviews and analysis  
Having selected the cases, we then proceeded to conduct semi-structured interviews with either one or 
two representative(s) from each case. We carried out a total of six interviews (see Table 3 above, and 
Appendix 2). The interview guide used to structure interviews was based on the following themes, 1) 
how have citizens been involved, 2) what has driven citizen participation in the case, 3) learnings from 
the process, 4) changes which have occurred, 5) if, and how, citizen participation connected to themes 
of social justice and sustainability, and 6) ways in which the case involved market and public actors. 
The interview guide was adjusted according to the specificities of each case. The interviews were also 
combined with document studies. The documents which we have studied include reports produced by 
the actors involved in the cases described (such as project reports and white papers), as well as 
academic articles, and relevant planning documents. The documents have been used to expand and 
compliment the material gathered from interviews. The interviews and various forms of document 
analyses were combined into narrative case descriptions based on our research question and structured 
according to the a) visions, aims and strategies, b) the subjects mobilized and c) targets/goals reached, 
as well as other key aspects of the specific case. The lack of source-material that has been produced by 
actors not involved in the project creates a possibility for bias. One reason for this is the limited 
material documenting some of the cases.  
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3.4. Results 

3.4.1. Challenging the gig-economy through co-operative structures: EVA – a ride 
hailing platform co-operative  

 

The entrance of Uber and similar ride-hailing companies has had a profound impact on private urban 
transport. Whilst quickly rising to market dominance in its field, the introduction of these platform 
ride-hailing companies also generated worldwide contestation. Inspired by the intense waves of 
protests initiated by unions and taxi drivers, the platform co-operative Eva was founded in 2017 in 
Montreal, Canada and has since become the second largest ride-hailing company in the city. The 
rationale behind EVA was to provide an alternative to the extractive model of the platform companies. 
On a surface level, the modus operandi of EVA is identical to that of other ride-hailing sharing 
companies. Users download an app – which in the case of EVA bears many similarities with that of 
Uber – which pairs drivers with users based on their geographical position and availability. In other 
words, the app facilitates the matching between demand from users and supply of drivers and 
guarantees safe payments, which are made when the trips are booked, much like other platform 
competitors. EVA charges 15% of the transaction fee for each trip. As a comparison Uber charges 
25%. The main difference however is to be found in the democratic accountability which stems from 
the co-operative structure. The cooperative is a multi-stakeholder co-operative, which means that it is 
constituted by both worker members (i.e., the employees/EVA-staff) the producer members (i.e. the 
couriers/drivers) and user members (i.e., the passengers). In total the co-operative has 50.000 
members. Drivers are effectively co-owners, and all members – both drivers and users – are invited to 
general assemblies in which all stakeholders have equal voting weights. Besides the democratic 
influence, all drivers enjoy full social insurances, and the co-operative provides a minimum wage 
unlike its competitors.  

However, as the co-founder of EVA stated in an interview, most user-members (i.e., passengers, or as 
the EVA co-founder referred to them, ‘rider-members) are passive participants in the democratic 
processes. Indeed, most of these members are not aware that they are part of the co-operative: “Most 
of the rider-members (i.e., passengers) are not aware of it, but in order to use the app you have to 
become a member” (Interview, ref). “They are hard to incentivize”, said the co-founder. At the time of 
the interview, only four users had turned up to the digital general assembly, whereas the number of 
drivers had been in the hundreds, something which the CEO considered a healthy participatory 
engagement, especially considering that most of the drivers were older men, most of them first 
generation immigrants with limited digital experience.  

However, this participatory imbalance was of little concern as this was always going to be the case, 
stated the co-founder. Whereas the incentives for the users (in terms of the cooperative structure) is, at 
best, the possibility of fairer, more equitable consumption in comparison with Uber and Bolt, the 
drivers have many more reasons to be actively engaged as members of the cooperative. Therefore, the 
main USP in terms of attracting users was always going to be the functions and simplicity of the app 
and digital platform, rather than the social sustainability of the company.  

A platform co-operative refers to a digital platform, be it an app or other form of computing 
platforms, which is owned and governed collectively through co-operative structures (Sutton, 
2016). It can be seen as a democratic alternative to venture-capital backed platforms like 
Amazon, Airbnb and Uber which are often referred to as examples of platform capitalism 
(Seidl, 2021; Srnicek, 2017). Platform co-operatives in the ride-hailing sphere have emerged as 
a counteraction to the destructive effects of what has been called the gig-economy model. 
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During the Covid-19 pandemic, EVA has also gone into logistics, mainly food-delivery. As ride-
hailing went down whilst food-deliveries skyrocketed this was a no-brainer (Uber was up 125% 6 
months after the pandemic in relation to the revenues of the previous year). At the time of the 
interview (April 2021) food-deliveries and logistics constituted their biggest service in terms of 
revenue (at the time of the interview this was 90% of their business). 

In terms of social sustainability EVA stresses that their main strengths in comparison with other ride-
sharing platforms is the way in which they localize gains. As opposed to the extractive globalized 
models of Uber and their like, EVA localizes both economic gains and data. As their structure is built 
on blockchain (a type of decentralized, distributed database for storing digital information) the EVA 
HQ in Montreal does not have access to data on either drivers or users in Vancouver and vice versa. In 
practice this means that EVA has no financial information on its users, as EVA uses cryptography 
procedures and protocols, meaning that all of the information is encrypted within the private device of 
either the passenger or driver. EVA also intends to franchise their app for the benefit of other ride-
sharing cooperatives worldwide. 

Summary 
EVA’s overarching vision is to democratize the platform economy through co-operative structures and 
to unlock the sustainable potential of the sharing economy by subjecting it to democratic 
accountability. To do so, EVA appropriates the technological functions of the large-scale ride-hailing 
companies whilst attempting to democratically distribute the gains. This is done via the localization of 
revenues and data, facilitated by the use of blockchain structures. Methods employed to realize this 
vision have involved democratic structures being built through “standard” participatory methods with 
general assemblies. In certain contexts, EVA finds itself limited both by market forces and legislative 
hinderances. The huge venture capital behind Uber means that the space for competition is very 
lopsided and, in this regard, EVA could potentially benefit from stronger policy measures against rent-
seeking ride-sharing operations. However, there are some cases in which such policies have hindered 
their development. For example, the mayorship in Barcelona have had close contacts with EVA as the 
city has been very interested in co-operative, democratic alternatives to the large platform-players. 
Yet, at the moment EVA cannot operate in the city since Barcelona has imposed harsh regulations for 
ride-hailing companies in a bid to suspend the operations of Uber in the city. 

3.4.2. Challenging car dominated mobility practices in the suburbs: The Centre for 
Active Transport (TCAT) and the Scarborough Cycles project 

 

The Centre for Active Transport (TCAT) is based in Toronto, Canada. Formed as a grassroots 
coalition in 2006, this movement then developed into the TCAT project as part of the charity 
organization, Clean Air Partnership. TCAT’s vision encompasses a transport system which prioritizes 
walking and cycling and emphasizes the role active transportation plays in creating environmental and 
economically sustainable cities. The work taking place at TCAT is focused on research, policy 
solutions and evidence prognoses. Of the many projects connected to TCAT, we have chosen to focus 

Active transport is a term commonly used to discuss walking and cycling. The term has been 
promoted in urban planning, transport planning and public health – and has been said to support 
the mitigation of common transport-related environmental problems (see Koszowski et al., 
2019). Active transport is often discussed in relation to integrated sustainable transport and 
urban development policies. An emphasis on walking and cycling highlights that many of the 
pressures on urban environments connected to transport and mobility “cannot be addressed 
solely through technological innovations” (Racioppi, 2018, p. 206-7). 
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on the Scarborough Cycles project, which is one of three similar projects at TCAT focused developing 
suburban bike culture and community bike hubs.  

The Scarborough Cycles project focused on developing a bike culture in an area outside Toronto’s 
downtown core. The project developed based on evidence of the potential for cycling in suburban 
areas in a Canadian context which suggests that suggests that, although certain trips take place over 
longer distances, others such as grocery shopping, healthcare visits and journeys to local transport 
hubs are often shorter and could potentially be done by bike (see Mitra et al., 2016). In the interview, 
the two researchers who had been involved in the project explained that one key part of the strategy 
that lay behind this project was an attempt to shift and broaden the focus on cycling away from 
downtown areas. One interviewee emphasized that while Toronto’s downtown receives a lot of 
attention in terms of infrastructure, organizations, and housing, the majority of people in north 
America live in suburbs, and therefore if you want to induce a change, you need to look at suburban 
areas, especially in terms of influencing emissions from transport, and provide options for people 
without cars. However, the development of a cycling practice in suburbs is often inhibited by barriers 
in the physical infrastructure which lack clear cycling lanes. On the project page, the Scarborough area 
is described as an example of a neighborhood which is often overlooked in terms of cycling potential, 
and commonly loaded with the assumption that the car is the dominant mode of transport. 

A second key aspect to the project’s approach was to engage with established organizations in the 
community. In this case, a central organization TCAT collaborated with was CultureLink (a 
community organization working with refugees). CultureLink’s focus on health provided a crucial 
intersection with mobility. The collaboration with TCAT around the cycling project therefore gained 
traction after it was identified that cycling would be a way to address CultureLink’s mandate to 
address chronic health issues through nonmedical interventions. This turned out to be an area where 
the organization was struggling to achieve their goals. Public health was described by the interviewees 
as a policy arena which overlaps with active travel, and in this case the intersection between cycling 
and health was an important base in which the two organizations were able to build their collaboration 
around participation and cycling1.  

In terms of the methods used to develop the intervention in Scarborough, the project started with some 
research in Scarborough, which involved focus groups and travel surveys with local residents to 
understand barriers and challenges connected to bike use, what motivated and prevented people from 
cycling, and generally gather feedback from the community (Interview TCAT, 2021, Scarborough 
cycles summary report, 2017). This survey involved both people who were involved in the project’s 
partner organizations, as well as the general community. Themes that stood out were that higher 
income groups were highly motivated by health and fitness, as well as the safety of infrastructure for 
cycling. The lower income people they spoke to were motivated by health, but fitness was not a 
concept that was on their radar. For the lower income groups, saving money, and specifically saving 
money on transport, was a critical motivator. Consequently, having a bicycle stolen was a major 
concern for these groups.  

Within the Scarborough Cycles project, TCAT have worked to develop community bike hubs. These 
have been developed as spaces for people to meet around cycling, learn more about cycling and cycle 
together. The three main areas the project has worked with have been questions of access, skills and 
knowledge. They have also worked to develop cycling as a visible and common aspect of the local 
community. These hubs have offered opportunities to develop do-it-yourself repair skills, introduced 
the option to loan bicycles, and take part in guided rides. “The project started in Scarborough with the 
idea of a cycling hub, a place where you could actually find a bike, find community, find training, find 

 
1 More recently, bike repair hubs have also been developed in other suburbs. These have been financed via waste department 
services to avoid bikes being taken to the dump, highlighting another way in which mobility projects can build connections 
with other policy areas. 
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rides, get your bike fixed” (Interview TCAT, 2021). The project also had a proactive stance - “we 
were trying to get people who did not cycle to start cycling” - despite the lack of cycling infrastructure. 

The Scarborough Cycles project has now moved to be part of the Access Alliance Multi Cultural 
Health and Community Service and continues to develop there. That a partner organization took over 
the project, including cycling as part of how they treat chronic illness, and funding it independently 
was seen as a key success of the project. In the interview it was remarked that this is one of the only 
examples the researchers had witnessed of an initial intervention moving to the responsibility of 
another organization.  

Summary 
The overarching aim of the Scarborough Cycles project was to develop cycling in a suburban context. 
Participation in this case focused on developing participation in relation to a specific mode of 
transport. Embedding the project in the work of existing organizations in Scarborough was a key part 
of the project’s approach. This involved finding, and connecting to, issues where mobility intersects 
with other policy areas - in this case, public health. A range of methods were used in the project, from 
surveys to the implementation of the bike hubs, all of which were based on a proactive approach to 
include the local community in many aspects of bike riding. Though the lack of cycling infrastructure 
remains a challenge, the project has been fully taken over and integrated into a local community health 
center. The goal of the project to develop suburban cycling has now become more closely wedded to 
the role of cycling in public and community health.  

3.4.3. Challenging the need to own a car: Co-designing Mobility-as-a-Service with 
16–25 year-olds: NaviGoGo, Scotland 

 

NaviGoGo is the name of a MaaS pilot launched in Scotland in the city of Dundee and the Northeast 
Fife region, which ran for six months between October 2017 and March 2018. The target group of this 
pilot were 16-25 year-olds, and the development of the MaaS web application incorporated co-creation 
methods involving a group of volunteers from this age group. The 98 young people who participated 
in the pilot were given access and payment opportunities (where possible) to a range of mobility 
services through the NaviGoGo platform, such trains, taxis, bike schemes, buses, car clubs and 
walking (ESP Group, 2019). The key features included in the application were a personalized journey 
planner and fare calculator which integrated user entitlements (reduced fares, student discounts etc.) 
into the journey pricing, as well as a taxi splitter tool to divide rides between groups, and incentives to 
encourage sustainable choices (Hensher et al., 2020).  

The pilot was initiated and led by the private company, the ESP Group, which supports transport 
operators and cities with customer services as well as with design work of future mobility services. 
The ESP Group’s innovation department, which was working with questions related to the 

MaaS is a concept to integrate various transport services, and combine public transport with 
other mobility services such as taxi, car-pooling/hire, bike-share, electric scooters etc. Smith 
(2020, p. 3) considers MaaS as the medium not the sum of the mobility services, defining MaaS 
as “a joint digital channel enables users to plan, book, and pay for multiple types of mobility 
services” (Smith, 2020, p. 3; cf. Pangbourne et al., 2020, p. 36). The concept has garnered major 
attention within the transport sector and has currently been implemented and tested in a variety 
of pilot scale projects as well as a limited number of fully launched services (see Hensher et al., 
2020). Research into citizen involvement in MaaS developments has been limited, however 
recently more focus has been placed on user experiences of trials (Rothnie et al, 2020; Smith et 
al., 2019; Smith et al., forthcoming). 
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development of MaaS and autonomous vehicles, led the work with the NaviGoGo pilot. The pilot was 
granted funding from the UK’s innovation agency and involved a range of partner organizations 
ranging from a charity organization (YoungScot), the companies responsible for the technical sides of 
application interface design, journey planning software, to the key public transport companies, 
mobility service operators, and the Fife and Dundee Councils.  

The project had a number of different aims. One central aim was to “improve how young people aged 
16-25 relate to, use, and combine travel modes and transport services to meet their lifestyle needs, 
without the need to own a car” (ESP group, 2019, p.2) and learning more about what a younger 
demographic wanted from a MaaS service. In an interview with the project leads, they explained that 
they were also inspired to work with this age group because they are at a transitional stage in life, 
where they may be thinking about using a car or learning to drive. Another aim of the pilot was to 
learn more about a digital platform application to combine mobility services. At the time of the pilot 
launch, it was the first MaaS pilot in Scotland, and the interviewees explained that on a broader level 
the project was also an opportunity to learn more about the MaaS concept, which at the time was 
relatively new and characterized by quite rigid ideas about what constituted a MaaS service: “at that 
time [...] MaaS was really just conceived as a subscription package, and if it was anything else then it 
wasn’t really MaaS” (Interview NaviGoGo, 2021).  

Previous experiences with market research and travel behavior change led the project leaders running 
the NaviGoGo to involve service design methodologies in the project. They described service design 
as an empowering method to involve people in the design of products and services. The main 
organization involved in and leading the co-creation process was the Scottish charity, Young Scot, 
who ran 5 residential weekends over a four-month period with the same group of young people. 
Young Scot was specifically invited to join the project because of their experience working with 16-25 
year-olds, and because they were an organization which were very aligned with service design.  

Instead of starting the co-creation process with direct discussions about MaaS, the work began with 
more general discussions to understand the role transport played in young people’s lives. This 
involved exploring mobility in a very qualitative way, such as writing stories about mobility and 
everyday travel. The co-creation process highlighted that the young people involved wanted and 
needed a serious service which helped them with their everyday lives. In discussions in the interview, 
the representatives who had been involved in the NaviGoGo project emphasized that many of the 16-
25 year-olds were driven by questions related to budgeting and understanding travel costs. This is in 
part related to the specific privatized transport context in Scotland in the UK in general, where fares 
can be complex and it can be expensive to travel across different modes, often requiring a new 
payment per operator (e.g., in the NaviGoGo context, some public transport operators had a flat fare 
for the region, whereas others had fares which increased depending on the number of stops). 

In terms of key take-aways or learnings from working with young people, reflections during the 
interview highlighted how the process of co-creation challenged ideas about MaaS that were very 
prominent at the time (i.e,. the WHIM subscription model). Working with the 16-25 year olds 
questioned this way of understanding MaaS, as this group did not want to pay for monthly 
subscriptions. They were more interested in a basic system – easy to use, seamless, cheap transport. 
For the young people involved, it was more important to know price differences between buses, which 
buses took cash, or required exact change or took credit or debit cards. Ideas that the team had entered 
this project with, specifically that gamification could be relevant for this age group, were also 
challenged. It became clear that this was not something which intersected with how the young people 
wanted to use a travel service. Some of those involved in the co-creation process had just left social 
care services, or were on very low incomes, and in the interview it was described as a trivial approach 
from the project to present them with a service fronted as a game. 

Translating the qualitive co-design process into specific input to the programming and interface design 
for the application emerged another difficult part of the process. An additional workshop session 
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needed to be added to try and translate recommendations in the report into what to prioritize in the 
more technical processes of building a platform. One other aspect of the co-design process which 
misfired was what the project team described as the getting too distracted by “the extras”, or “value 
creator features” in the app, instead of the primary functions in the app. Examples of this included the 
idea to integrate discounts for young people and students into how information was provided in the 
platform (i.e. showing tickets at the correct discount price), and a fare splitter for dividing taxi fares. 
However, it was the basic features for transport planning that were seen as the foundation of the 
service, and the more important aspect to establish before looking into other areas to develop.  

Since the NaviGoGo pilot ended in 2018, the program software developed in the pilot has been moved 
to a separate company, Fuse Mobility. The software has been developed in various projects in 
different local contexts, often with specific user groups in focus. The founders of Fuse Mobility 
described their approach as “mode agnostic” (i.e., they do not sort the modes into a hierarchy in the 
platform) and added that they are specifically interested in expanding the “pie” for public and shared 
mobility options, and increase sustainable modes, ideally eating away at the private car. However, they 
also emphasize that they do not want to alienate the car driver. Fuse mobility provide the platform 
software, which another company can decide to place their brand on, and Fuse Mobility are the ones 
who do the work to link in various different transport services, and potentially customize the platform 
to the local context, or service provider. They have worked with the NHS in Tayside and accessibility 
to hospital services, and West Midlands Trains with a MaaS project for over 55 year-olds. In the 
project with West Midlands Trains, they focused on trying to understand what a 55+ demographic 
wanted to see in MaaS service. The core functions of the platform stay the same (journey planning, 
payments) but can be branded differently depending on the demographic, and have different 
functionalities added or taken away depending on the context, as well as some very specific features 
depending on the cohort. The service can also be co-created with the private or public organization 
who they supply the platform to.  

Summary 
The overall aim of the NaviGoGo pilot was two-fold. It included both an ambition to develop and 
learn more about the MaaS concept and the co-design of a MaaS service for a specific age group. The 
co-design methodology used proved insightful for better understanding the 16-25 year old 
demographic, but also highlighted the challenges of translating qualitative material in relation to the 
technical specifications of the application. The co-creation process allowed young people to actively 
contribute to the development of an emerging transport service concept (MaaS) and define the main 
issues concerning them related to travelling without a car. However, ultimately this project was a pilot 
which ran for a limited period, and it is the MaaS platform from the pilot which has been developed 
further in a separate company. The broader implications or effects of involving this demographic in 
MaaS developments are therefore limited.   
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3.4.4. Challenging the lack of citizen involvement in public transport policymaking: 
Citizens’ Panel – Thessaloniki, Greece 

 

The Citizens’ Panel on sustainable mobility was formed in 2018 with local citizens in the city of 
Thessaloniki, Greece. The panel is part of the ‘Public Engagement for Sustainable Public Transport’ 
(PE4Trans) project, funded by the European Development Fund. PE4Trans has an overall focus on the 
importance of citizen involvement in the development of local and regional policymaking. The two 
main aims are: 1) the improvement of public transport policies by including citizens in the process of 
design and implementation of sustainable transport strategies and plans, and as a result of this, 2) to 
change peoples’ habits and routines. The Thessaloniki Citizens’ Panel aimed to develop more 
inclusive participatory planning processes and engage citizens in policy making2.  

The process of the citizens’ panel in Thessaloniki is made up of a total of five panel meetings, planned 
between December 2018 and autumn 2021. The outcome of each meeting is intended to feed into the 
next, with the final results to be synthesized by researchers at the Transport Systems Research Group 
at the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, and presented in an action plan to be adopted by the 
Region of Central Macedonia (RCM), who have committed to implement the plan by May 2023. The 
five panel meetings have been divided into separate topics: 1) to develop and define long-term visions 
for a sustainable future for the city of Thessaloniki, 2) identifying citizens’ mobility habits and the 
values influencing these, as well as existing local and regional challenges, 3) setting priorities and 
identifying specific citizen groups which could require change to realize a sustainable mobility future 
(this meeting also included representatives from the city’s transport sector), 4) design and decide upon 
actions in relation to the target groups identified in the previous panel meeting, 5) discuss the validity 
of the proposed actions developed in the previous panel, and integrate them into an Action Plan (see 
Amprasi et al., 2020 for a full account). 

In the interview, the researcher involved in the panel process explained that in terms of changing 
behavior, their vision is that the participatory process will lead to behavior change through participants 
being actively involved in discussions concerning planning for more sustainable mobility measures for 
the region. They hoped that this would lead participants to influence friends and family and increase 
citizen engagement in planning and policy questions. The project also aimed to influence public actors 
in the region. The regional administration is also a key stakeholder in the project, as they have agreed 
to implement the final output of the panel, an action plan co-defined with citizens. A more long-term 

 
2 As part of the overarching PE4Trans project consortium, similar processes involving Citizens’ Panels have also been set up 
in Valladolid (Spain), Coventry (UK), Grafschaft Benthaim (Germany), Poznan & Kalisz-Ostrow (Poland). 

Citizens’ panels have developed as one tool used in representative deliberative processes across 
the world (OECD report, 2020). These often have a clear link to questions of policy making and 
are an example of a type of deliberative process commissioned by public authorities to develop 
informed citizen input on policy questions. They have also been introduced as permanent 
models of representation (ibid). Citizens’ panels (also sometimes referred to as citizen juries or 
assemblies) have been described as having three main phases: learning, deliberation, and 
decision-making (ibid). They can also be divided into three main sub-categories 1) processes 
which take place over consecutive days, 2) processes where meetings are spread out over 
numerous weeks, and 3) ongoing panels which are established for longer periods of time (e.g., 
1-2 years) (ibid). Panel processes can often be combined with other practices of citizen 
participation (e.g., community or neighborhood meetings, online calls for proposals, advisory 
committees, public consultations, focus groups etc.) (ibid).  
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aim of the project was therefore to also influence the region’s planning through their initial 
endorsement and agreement to implement the action plan from the citizens’ panel  

As this panel is one of a number of similar projects across Europe, it is based on a core methodology 
which will be used in the different projects, adapted to the local context. The process of establishing 
the Citizens’ Panel was divided into two phases: one preparation phase and one implementation phase. 
In both the interview and book chapter on the panel, the importance of a heterogenous panel involving 
different participants who reflected the differences across the society/area the panel would discuss was 
emphasized. During the preparation phase it was identified that the success of a citizens’ panel is 
heavily dependent on the “heterogeneity and inclusiveness achieved during the identification and 
selection of the mixture of participants” (Amprasi et al., 2020, p. 666). After communicating about the 
Citizens’ Panel through various different communication channels (media appearances, contacting 
union, social media, press releases) 28 non-expert participants were selected from over 60 applicants 
(ibid). These included people from a range of age groups, different economic backgrounds from 
different areas of Thessaloniki, genders, persons with disabilities (ibid). Generally, the researcher told 
us, there is not a participatory culture in Greece, so they were very happy with the level of interest in 
joining the panel, and participation throughout the meetings.  

During the interview, citizens were described as being motivated to take part in the panel by the wish 
to “do something good for their city”. The motivation to do something good for their city was mostly 
driven by an interest in the environment and the protection of the environment, hopes to improve the 
quality of life in the city, and some citizens also wanted to change the mentality of the authorities. 
These motivations may have been influenced in part by the themes that the researchers focused on in 
the material disseminated on the panel, which highlighted that the panel would be an opportunity to 
co-create something, have a voice on (soft) measures to be implemented in the coming two years, as 
well as protecting, but also bettering the quality of life in the city.  

After formally being notified that they had been chosen as panel members, the selected citizens 
received what researchers working with the project described as ‘inspiration material’ to inform them 
about the coming implementation phase of the panel and provide them with “thoughts/pictures/ 
definitions/interpretations” of a sustainable transport future (Amprasi et al, 2020, p. 667). In this 
material the researchers organizing the panel tried to define the concept of sustainable mobility a bit 
more. Images from different places in the world were included to inspired ideas about sustainable 
mobility. Sustainability was defined according to both economic, social and environmental terms. One 
challenge noted by the researcher in the interview was that, despite their efforts to emphasize that this 
material was to help citizens to develop visions not necessarily connected to the city today, the 
participants were very much restricted by the reality they knew and were accustomed to in the city.  

Thessaloniki’s existing public transport infrastructure was described as limited, and changing this was 
described as a hard measure that the citizens’ involved in the panel understood would not change 
within the next two years, but they still understood the panel as a step in a direction to influence public 
authorities over a longer period. The current infrastructure for biking is not very safe for those who do 
not live within the proximity of the existing bicycle paths. Thessaloniki has areas which are quite 
mountainous, which also poses a difficulty for cycling. In terms of changing car use, when asked 
about the role of the car within discussions at the panel the citizens’ panel participants expressed that 
limitations with public transport infrastructure and services often made car use the most practical 
option. The discussions at within the panel highlighted that the car was often a pragmatic, practical 
option, but participants were open to this changing. 

At the time of the interview, the action plan and the suggestions, or guidelines co-designed with the 
citizens had not been finalized. However, the representative from the research team explained that the 
ideas that had developed in the four steps of the panel which had been carried out were “mostly on soft 
measures, campaigns, contests, student competitions on sustainable mobility”. This was described in 
part as a result of the limitations in Thessaloniki’s existing public transport infrastructure, where the 
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only public transport mode are buses. Active transport, such as walking and cycling, were therefore 
also included in discussions in the panel’s discussions.   

Summary 
The main aim of the Citizens’ panel was to develop citizen participation in public transport planning 
and policy making, as well as influence behavior change. The citizens’ panel in Thessaloniki provides 
an example of a methodology which can be used to gather a heterogenous group of citizens around a 
specific issue and involve them in defining and forming policy for public transport. At the time of 
writing the project is not yet finished, however the regional actor responsible for public transport has 
agreed to implement the Action Plan developed through the panel. The main challenges highlighted in 
this case were the difficulties participants had with envisioning sustainable mobility futures beyond 
the existing infrastructures in Thessaloniki. Another challenge was the car as the only viable option 
because of the limitations of the public transport network. These challenges emphasize the close 
relationship between behavior change and infrastructure changes, and the need for development in 
both areas in order to challenge the dominance of the private car. 

3.4.5. Challenging planning elites: From protest to more permanent forms of 
participation – creating a “Living City” in Santiago 

 

In the late 1990s, citizens of Santiago started to react to the plans of building a new highway cutting 
through the city. The highway was planned to start in the wealthy suburbs and cut through the more 
economically disadvantaged city center and connect to the airport and coast (Sagaris, 2014, p. 77). 
This infrastructure project - through which a highway would be constructed through low-income 
communities mainly reliant on walking, public transport, and cycling - was seen as mainly benefitting 
the high-income communities with high car ownership rates (ibid).  

This plan led to urban revolts against the urban highway project and highlighted the citizen role in 
achieving more sustainable transport systems. A coalition was formed which was characterized by a 
large degree of heterogeneity. Neighborhood associations, homeless people, small business owners, as 
well as a range of citizens living in the areas of the city most affected, joined together to create a 25-
organisation coalition - the Coordinadora No a la Costanera Norte - who in turn-built alliances with 
environmental and academic groups (Sagaris, 2014). The coalition managed to delay the project, and 
ultimately the highway was rerouted underground. This coalition spawned the citizen institution 
“Living City” (Ciudad Viva) in 2000: a citizen-led, anti-highway movement made up of civil society 
organizations and citizens. The Living City movement aims to be a permanent citizen institution, 
bringing citizen perspectives and skills into urban planning processes. Using a wide array of methods, 
spanning from participatory mapping to “charrettes”, a compressed problem-solving workshop format, 
the institution has managed to successfully launch several projects in collaboration with municipal 

Protest as participation is an established area and focus of studies on citizen, or public, 
participation (Teocharis & van Deth, 2018). In transport and mobility research, a number of 
studies have explored protest movements, often in relation to policy reforms and changes to 
pricing and infrastructure planning. Examples of this include the 2013 mobilizations in Rio de 
Janeiro against increases in public transport fares and an unjust transport system (Verlinghieri & 
Venturini, 2018). Other recent examples of this include the 2019 Ecuadorian protests and the 
2019-2021 Chilean protests which were sparked by fuel subsidy cuts (in the case of Ecuador) 
and raised public transport fares (Chile), but which developed into protests against neoliberal 
reforms and societal inequalities more broadly (Díaz Pabón & Palacio Ludeña, 2021). Themes 
such as ‘right to the city’ and the ‘right to mobility’ commonly characterize this area. 
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planners. These projects include the renovation of streets with widened sidewalks and new bike lanes 
to develop active transport and redistribute road space.   

In our interview with one of the key spearheads of the Living City and the coalition of protesting 
communities which preceded it, she emphasized the transformation from a bottom-up initiative, to a 
middle-out one. For her, the bottom-up experience was the process of citizens coming together, united 
by a common interest though driven by different rationales. Not only did this coming together of 
bottom-up initiatives reach its target in terms of delaying, and ultimately stopping the construction of 
the high-way, it also sparked a series of debates and discussions amongst the citizen organizations that 
partook in the process. The citizens involved in the process realized that they had the capability not 
only to question the decisions of power elites, but to come up with answers of their own. This process 
of becoming, so to speak, a movement that is self-aware of its capabilities as a political and democratic 
subject, marked the transformation from bottom-up to middle-out. The middle-stage thus begins with 
the creation of the Ciudad Viva. Ciudad Viva not only questioned the decisions of authorities, but they 
also actively sought to influence planning processes, partly by participating in planning processes 
through their newly gained platform, and partly by establishing relations and partnerships with global 
expertise.  

The Living City has also spawned many new projects. One of them being the Laboratorio de Cambio 
Social (The Laboratory for Social Change) which was created in collaboration with a university in 
Santiago with support from local, regional and national governments. The lab uses Participatory 
Action Research (PAR) which emphasizes research with rather than on citizens. Among other things, 
the lab has produced a Transport Justice report (between 2017-2019), involving citizen organizations, 
as well as local regional and national government organizations. The report highlights that “despite a 
planning system that favors high-income households whose members rely mainly on cars, the majority 
of pedestrians, cyclists, public transit and even car users would prefer a redistribution of road space 
and investment in favor of active transport” (Sagaris, 2020). As of now, the Lab is currently working 
on monitoring how well the insights from their report are taken aboard by politicians and NGO:s, thus 
measuring the effectiveness of the Transport Justice report “as a policy and power distributing 
instrument” (ibid). A key take away was how discussions went beyond transport modes to include 
other areas, such as universal access, gender, health, crime, car-ideologies – i.e. this case highlights 
how issues related to transport can be strengthened by building on the ways in which they intersect 
with other themes. 

These examples from the Chilean capital point to a trajectory which we recognized from many of the 
cases we went through in our initial search. That is the initiation of protests of transit or transport 
justices, often triggered by the launch of an infrastructure project (or lack thereof), or higher tariffs on 
public transport. These protests then go through a process of organization and mobilization, turning 
into a social movement which unites different rationales and perspectives but with a shared antagonist 
(often local, regional or national governments and/or elites) which is questioned. During these 
processes of becoming a social movement can generate processes of subjectification, i.e., subjects 
becoming “aware” of themselves as active subjects who are able to affect and contribute. In the cases 
we have looked at, these processes of subjectification have often led to an institutionalization of the 
movements. Now aware of its capability, the movement turns from protests to engagement with other 
actors and planning processes, or middle out rather than bottom up, to keep with the language of our 
interviewee. 

Summary 
The Living City developed from a protest movement against the construction of a highway. It 
expanded from a mobilization to a more permanent organizational structure for citizen participation 
and engagement in planning issues in Santiago. The vision of the Living City is to bring citizen 
perspectives and skills to transport and mobility decision making and policy implementation. This case 
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highlights how citizens moved from contesting a decision to more actively producing knowledge (or 
what was described as a bottom-up to middle-out process). The citizen-led planning institution 
collaborates with a range of public actors but could also be described as a parallel planning institution 
to public offices, where the citizens themselves define issues of concern and take action. This case also 
highlights how transport issues intersect with other societal issues (such as gender, health, crime, and 
access), and that it can be limiting to view transport in isolation (see also Verlinghieri, 2019). 

3.4.6. Challenging the car-based mobility model: Participation in Superblock 
planning, Barcelona, Spain  

 

In 2020 Barcelona’s mayor, Ada Colau, announced that Barcelona would be developing a super-sized 
version of its superblock concept. The first Superblock was piloted in 2016, and since then the 
development of superblocks has been an arena for the city to work with putting ideas about citizen 
participation and decision making in urban planning into practice.  

Participatory democracy came to the forefront of politics in Barcelona with the election of Barcelona 
en Comú (Barcelona in Common, or BeC). BeC started as a citizen platform that was launched in 
2014 after a series of diverse activities from several citizen initiatives in the Spanish political arena 
and was elected to lead the Barcelona City Council in 2015 (Eizaguirre et al., 2017). BeC emerged as a 
citizen platform with radical new ideas about housing and social issues, participatory democracy and 
public/citizen involvement in decision making processes. Methods to realize BeC’s core participatory 
values have included the development of horizontal mechanisms of decision making, such as citizen 
assemblies based on different themes (gender, urbanism, participation and democracy, environment, 
and health), as well as the organization of specific neighborhood commissions (Eizaguirre et al, 2017).  
At the time of writing, BeC are currently in power for their second political term. In the first term the 
citizen platform focused more on housing and social issues, which were central to their first run for 
election. In their second term, the Superblock concept came to the forefront of the BeC’s agenda.  

The Superblock concept has gained traction in relation to ongoing issues with air pollution and traffic 
issues in Barcelona, and efforts to improve the quality of public space in the city. One representative 
we interviewed from the municipality made it clear that this was not a framing which the current 
political party were the first to articulate. Issues with pollution has been an ongoing problem in the 
city. As with many other cities, during the 1980s and 1990s the car increasingly gained dominance in 
the public space in Barcelona. As a reaction to the issues this has caused, the need to re-green public 
space, work with traffic calming, and the health impacts of pollution and noise became areas of 
improvement in Barcelona in the 21st century. The Superblock concept has been discussed in theory 
since it was introduced 20 years ago by Salvador Rueda (Oliver & Pearl, 2018), and superblocks were 
put forward as one measure to combat ongoing issues related to mobility in Barcelona’s 2013-2018 
Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan (Ajuntament de Barcelona, 2014).  

Superblocks (or Superilles in Catalan) are a 3 x 3 block grid, the interior of which is public 
space where the predominant forms of mobility are walking, and biking, with motorized 
vehicles limited to the perimeter of the area (Oliver & Pearl, 2018). More generally, the 
Superblock concept is a tool through which to redefine the use of public space and mobility. 
The block structure has been introduced as a way to redistribute flows of motorized traffic 
around neighborhood “cells”, freeing up public space within these areas for re-greening, 
walking, cycling, playground spaces and other new uses of road space (Rueda, 2018). Including 
those living in the neighborhoods affected by these proposed changes in participatory processes 
has been a key aspect of the introduction of Superblocks in Barcelona. 
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The first attempt to put the concept into practice however was through a cross-university collaboration 
between several architecture schools across the city in the neighborhood of Poblenou (see Roberts, 
2019). Though it was approved by the municipality, the pilot was not led by public authorities and was 
implemented quite abruptly with little dialogue with those living in the area, who suddenly found the 
traffic in their neighborhood re-rooted, and many changes were made without them knowing, or being 
made aware of the next steps. Some information had been provided to houses in the July before the 
pilot launched in September 2014, but generally the process was described as being completely 
outside the municipality’s methodology (Interview Superblocks, 2021). This led to what the 
representatives interviewed from the municipality described as the ‘crisis of Poblenou’. 

One of the representatives from the municipality we interviewed, who also happened to be living in 
Poblenou at the time of the pilot, explained that the neighbors living in the area felt that many 
decisions had been made regarding the use of street space in their territory without their involvement. 
Too many changes were made at once, without those living in the being made aware of the next steps. 
Within a short space of time the students who had implemented changes disappeared, along with the 
temporary installations. According to the interviewee who lived in the area, suddenly the public space 
had been reorganized, and only changes to mobility and transport were left, but with no clear future. 
Citizens were met with stop signs and new signage but nothing else. This left the interviewee with 
mixed feelings. On one hand, the Superblock concept was an idea they had worked with in its 
theoretical form, and now it had been implemented, which opened an opportunity to continue to work 
with the new idea. On the other hand, the intervention was criticized heavily by opposition parties, the 
media, and some of those living in the area. Despite the awkward implementation of this first pilot, 
and uncertainties about whether the concept could be pursued further, the municipality ultimately 
decided to continue with their own piloting of the Superblock, but with much more detailed and 
careful participatory processes.  

In the second pilot, in the neighborhood of Sant Antoni, questions of citizen participation were 
approached very differently. As the lack of citizen participation in the implementation of the Poblenou 
pilot had been a major point of contention, participation processes were led by the municipality in Sant 
Antoni. The participatory processes to develop the Superblock in Sant Antoni took a year and a half, 
and moved very slowly and carefully as the citizens in the area were worried and skeptical about the 
implementation of a Superblock after the previous Poblenou pilot. Finalized as a Superblock in 2019, 
the San Antoni project was considered a success and as a result of this process, the municipality 
established a specific method of participation in Superblock projects which involves two moments of 
participation and two moments of technical study. The process entails considerable preparation from 
municipal department responsible for Superblocks, who identify changes which need to be made in a 
neighborhood for it to work as a Superblock and develop an action plan correspondingly. This 
preparatory work is followed by meeting a with a smaller group of representatives from the 
neighborhood to explain and discuss the plan. The plan is then opened-up for a moment of 
participation with the whole of the neighborhood, with an emphasis on bringing different groups 
together (residents, business owners, key services), instead of having separate discussions with 
different groups represented in the neighborhood. The digital platform decidim (a digital infrastructure 
for participatory democracy) has also been formally used for the past 6 months to support this kind of 
participatory process in the most recent phase of plans for the large-scale super-superblock in 
Barcelona. 

Summary 
Superblocks are a concept which reimagines the use and organization of public space and mobility and 
ultimately aim to transform the character of urban space. In Barcelona the superblock concept has 
become wedded to the problems the city faces with dangerous levels of air pollution. The participatory 
dimension of the work Barcelona is doing with Superblocks is partly tied to the participatory ethics of 
the citizen platform in power, BeC. However, this case also highlights that participation became a 
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practical question of working with transformative policy measures for re-organizing urban space, and 
the need to actively involve those living in the neighborhoods affected by the changes. The 
development of a process for participation in Superblock planning has been challenging and time 
consuming but illustrates how public actors can approach citizen participation as an ongoing, two-
sided process, which requires learning and change within public organizations.  

3.5. Concluding discussion  
The selection of cases presented here illustrate different examples of citizen participation from 
diverging areas of the transport and mobility field. As we have a disparate range of examples, we 
acknowledge the challenges of drawing general conclusions. Nevertheless, a number of insights can 
still be drawn regarding commonalities, differences, and key-takeaways from the six cases discussed 
above.  

On an overarching level, a common thread running through the cases is that each case seeks to 
challenge the dominant position of the private car. Some of the cases approach this more directly, 
while others approach private car use through neighboring issues. For example, the Living City and 
the Citizens’ Panel aim to change the role of citizen perspectives in relation to planning and policy 
practices, and in turn influence how more sustainable forms of mobility (such as public transport and 
cycling) develop in urban and regional planning and policy making. In the example of suburban 
cycling in Toronto, the project aimed to challenge the use of the car in the suburban context by 
working to actively encourage cycling via bike hubs. NaviGoGo and EVA are two examples of digital 
services which aim to reshape private car use or provide socially just alternatives to the car. Private car 
use is therefore a recurring factor across the cases explored. As has been previously suggested in 
literature on transport and mobility justice (Sheller, 2018), the private car can be understood broadly 
as an injustice – both in terms of unjust planning practices which favor the private car, as well as the 
unjust effects of car use, such as air pollution.  

In this chapter of the report, we defined participation broadly as various types of process which enable 
people to become actively involved in defining issues which concern them and achieving change. In 
terms of the processes, or methods, of participation in the six examples we have explored various 
methods including a citizens’ panel, participatory planning used in the implementation of Superblocks, 
co-design methods in the testing of a MaaS platform. In some cases, citizen participation occurred 
spontaneously as a reaction to events in a specific context (e.g., protests in Santiago), while others are 
examples of how participation is decided, based on the appropriate processes to engage the key group, 
whether that be a heterogenous group (e.g., in the Citizens’ Panel), or a narrower target group (e.g. 
NaviGoGo). The cases of citizen participation explored in this chapter therefore highlight/exemplify a 
variety of connections between procedure and recognition (see Verlinghieri & Schwanen, 2020) and 
that there is no one size fits all approach to citizen participation. Instead, participation should be 
understood as an ongoing process. We also conclude that a number of examples highlight how 
mobility and transport issues are embedded within specific neighborhood issues or needs. One way of 
understanding this is through the concept of ‘scale’. Previous research has noted that (in policy 
making) citizen participation often relates to questions of scale, either in relation to the scale of the 
policy question under deliberation, or the scale of the specific policy context, such as local, regional, 
national, or even international policy issues (Lewis et al., 2020). In a number of the cases studied we 
see how general issues are translated in the local context. We also note that another commonality 
between the cases was that to gain legitimacy and relevance, organizations working with citizen 
participation would connect to, or build on, other organizations working with questions which 
overlapped with the aim/challenge of the project in question. For example, the intersection between 
public health and mobility became a key point of departure for embedding cycling in a suburban 
context in the Scarborough cycles case.  
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Overall, we suggest that these cases emphasize a need to focus on the particular over the general in 
relation to citizen participation. Citizen participation looks differently depending on the context and 
issue at hand. Writing about transport and mobility justice, Verlinghieri and Schwanen (2020, p. 3) 
emphasize that justice is an ongoing process, instead of an end state, influenced by “power relations 
and struggles over praxis, meaning and values that are actively shaped by the spaces and spatial 
configurations in which they unfold”, something which can equally be extended to an approach to 
work with citizen participation. 

3.5.1. A note on Covid-19 
As the interviews undertaken as part of this report were carried out during the ongoing Covid-19 
pandemic, this topic was not absent from the discussions at the interviews. As mentioned above EVA 
changed how they worked to adjust to the pandemic. Cycling in Toronto in the Scarborough case, the 
use of public space in Barcelona, and the effect of the pandemic on the discussions in the Thessaloniki 
Citizens’ Panel were also discussed in light of the pandemic. 

In our interview with representatives involved in the Scarborough cycles project, the Covid-19 
pandemic was described as having been particularly influential in terms of more the general affect the 
pandemic has had on how public actors approach planning for cycling. As in many other places, 
temporary measures were introduced to allow for cycling in the areas beyond Toronto’s downtown 
core, such as in the suburbs close to downtown and midtown Toronto. Although these measures did 
not reach nearly as far at the Scarborough suburb. The interviewees had noted that the political council 
responsible for the wider Toronto area, who had previously been reluctant to engage with active travel 
policy, suddenly unanimously implemented temporary cycling infrastructure. Prior to this, there had 
been some indications of interest in the introduction of cycling infrastructure on key arterial roads in 
the suburban areas, but our interviewees reflected that the pandemic had potentially opened up a 
clearer shift in thinking around cycling infrastructure. This again intersects with questions of public 
health, as the number of cases and pattern of case intensity recorded by public health data in Toronto 
showed a clear correlation between high infection rates and areas and communities (such as 
Scarborough) where predominantly non-white residents could not work from home, or were required 
to work in dangerous workplaces, and return to crowded homes. 

In the Citizens’ Panel processes, the panel method and issues under discussion were also influenced by 
the Covid-19 pandemic. As the pandemic broke out between the third and fourth panel meeting, this 
impacted how people were able to discuss public transport, which had clearly been affected by the 
pandemic. As in many other places, travel with public transport in Thessaloniki was restricted to avoid 
crowding. The panel therefore responded to this by focusing more on active mobility as members of 
the panel had noticed that many more people were walking or had purchased a bicycle. Temporary 
measures had also been put in place to introduce new bicycle paths and pedestrianize certain streets in 
Thessaloniki. New ideas regarding how working hours could be altered to avoid crowding on public 
transport, and requests from the citizens for clearer information about how to travel safely from public 
authorities, also emerged in discussions in panel because of the pandemic.  

In discussions with the public representatives from Barcelona working with Superblocks, they 
observed that the Covid-19 pandemic had emphasized the need, and benefits, of outdoor meeting 
space – such as the changes in public space the introduction of Superblocks had already started to 
bring. Lockdowns and limitations to in-person meetings during the pandemic also underlined the 
benefits of digital platforms for deliberation, such as the decidim platform used in Barcelona, which 
provided a digital forum for continued dialogue between public actors and citizens.  

To summarize, the specific insights the cases discussed in the chapter could be generalized to suggest 
that the Covid-19 pandemic has generated a push towards active transport (as suggested in the case of 
suburban cycling in Toronto, and the Thessaloniki Citizen’s Panel), with public organizations 
responsible for urban and transport planning now more open to rethinking the allocation of public 
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space. This also emphasizes the intersection between the use of public space and public health, and the 
role transport plays in the interrelationship between these two spheres. The pandemic has also pushed 
digital communication and a reliance on services provided through digital infrastructures to the 
forefront (e.g. decidim in Barcelona, and EVA’s shift to also providing food deliveries). These are 
limited examples, but they imply that the pandemic has ongoing implications for the contexts and 
ways in which new digital mobility and accessibility services are introduced. 
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4. Market perspective 

4.1. Background 
Even though revenues generated with mobility services are growing (Statista, 2020a), many service 
providers are not able to generate profits (Klochikhin, 2019). Polydoropoulou et al. (2020, p. 150) 
prototype MaaS business models and suggest that the “success of MaaS significantly depends on 
understanding the unique particularities of each implementation area so as to design appropriate 
business models which are capable of providing the necessary business viability to the involved actors 
while flexibly responding to the cities’ and end users’ needs”. According to them key success factors 
of MaaS business models (and thus mobility services in general) are: 

‐ Having a value proposition that addresses the needs of the local citizens. 

‐ Providing services that have a right to exist in the current and future transport landscape. 

‐ Taking into account the interests and capabilities of actors from different sectors (e.g. public 
sector, transport, ICT) and forming partnerships. 

‐ Exploiting new sources of revenues and accounting for new forms of cost. 

‐ Taking potential barriers to implementation (e.g. of regulatory nature) into consideration. 

Thus, there seems to be no one-size-fits-all approach when it comes to successful mobility service 
business models. Instead, the success of a business model depends on its ability to account for the 
specific characteristics of the context it is applied to (e.g. existing transport infrastructure, 
demographic groups, car ownership). For example, business models that work in urban areas might 
fail in rural areas, where demand for mobility as well as public transport coverage is usually lower, 
and car ownership higher than in urban areas. Thus, there is a need to better understand the 
characteristics of mobility service business models and the factors that make them viable in their 
respective implementation area. 

4.2. Aim and research question 
The aim of the “market”-section of this report is to identify commonalities and differences among 
existing mobility service business models in order to learn about their viability. This section thereby 
contributes to one of the aims of the Mistra SAMS program, i.e. to explore conditions for sustainable 
entrepreneurship in relation to digitally supported mobility- and accessibility services, with a special 
focus on business models. The results will also inspire the design of the mobility services that will be 
tested in the Riksten living lab. 

In line with the focus of the Mistra SAMS program, attention is directed towards accessibility and 
mobility services that reduce car dependency in high-density (urban) as well as in low-density (rural or 
sub-urban) areas. In urban areas, the focus is specifically on MaaS services that integrate existing 
mobility services, and provide convenient solutions to travel from door-to-door without privately-
owned cars (Hörcher & Graham, 2020). This is because coverage with public transport and new 
mobility services such as car or ride sharing is often already relatively high in urban areas. In contrast, 
in rural or sub-urban areas, coverage with mobility services is often low and car dependency is high 
due to relatively high cost to provide mobility service given a relatively low client base and low 
potential revenues (Wallsten et al., 2021). Thus, in rural areas focus is directed towards solutions that 
strive to improve door-to-door mobility without the use of privately owned cars, often by providing 
new mobility services such as ride sharing to extend or complement the existing public transport 
service. Ride sharing describes services in which several passengers travel part of a trip together in a 
shared vehicle (Ryan, 2020). 
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Thus, the cases provide illustrative examples related to the following research question: What are 
commonalities and differences across business models of mobility services offered in high-density and 
low-density areas? 

4.3. Theoretical framework 
In the following, the conceptual framework applied to analyze existing mobility service business 
models is described. 

A business model “describes the design or architecture of the value creation, delivery, and capture 
mechanisms” (Teece, 2010, p. 172) of an organization in order to provide the intended value 
proposition to its clients. A value proposition is “an aggregation, or bundle, of benefits that [a] 
company offers customers” (Strategyzer, 2019, p. 1). I.e. it describes the reasoning why clients 
(should) purchase the products or services generated by an organization. Simply speaking, value 
creation describes how the organization develops it products or services, value delivery how the 
organization provides the products or services to its customers, and value capture how the 
organization makes money (Richardson, 2008).  

The business model canvas by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) is a template to develop or describe 
business models. It consists of nine building blocks, i.e. value propositions, key resources, key 
activities, key partnerships, customer segments, channels (or interfaces), customer relationships, 
revenue streams, and cost structure. Roughly, key activities, resources and partnerships can be 
considered the value creation building blocks, customer segments, channels and customer 
relationships the value delivery building blocks, revenue streams and cost structure the value capture 
building blocks (Guldmann, 2018). Figure 1 provides an overview of the nine building blocks of the 
business model canvas clustered into value proposition, creation, delivery and capture building blocks. 

 
Figure 1. The nine building blocks of the business model canvas clustered into value proposition, 
creation, delivery and capture building blocks. Cited from Guldmann (2018, p. 7) and based on 
Osterwalder and Pigneuer (2010) and Richardson (2008).  

This framework is used to analyze business models of existing mobility services focusing on their 
value proposition and their approaches to create, deliver and capture value. Within value creation and 
delivery, a specific focus is on the key activities, customer segments and channels, the organizational 
set-up and the partner ecosystem as many mobility services are provided by a conglomerate of 
organizations and actors. Within value capture, a particular focus is on revenue streams including the 
pricing model and other sources of funding (e.g. sponsoring, public funding) and to some extent on 
cost drivers. Attention is also given to the value orientation, which describes the “underlying 



 

VTI rapport 1122A  61 

motivation” of the service, i.e. whether it is commercially-oriented, strives to provide social, 
environmental or societal value (Curtis & Mont, 2020, p. 9). Finally, main barriers the service 
providers had to overcome or still need to overcome when implementing a service is described. Table 
4 provides an overview of the criteria used to analyze the business models. 

Table 4. Criteria applied to analyze business models of mobility services. 

Criteria Description 

Value proposition - Benefits provided to customers 

Value creation and 
delivery 

- Key activities, resources and partners 
- Customer segments, relationships and channels 

Value capture - Value orientation 
- Revenue streams, pricing model and other funding sources 
- Cost structure (if information is available) 

Challenges - Barriers in implementation 

4.4. Method and data collection 
In the following, the mobility services (cases) selected for investigation and the forms of data 
collection applied are described. 

4.4.1. Selected cases 
In line with the vision of the Mistra SAMS program, focus is on mobility services that reduce car 
dependency, e.g. by promoting use of conventional public transport or by supporting newer forms of 
shared and/or climate-friendly mobility services (e.g. ride sharing, e-mobility). In the selection, a set 
of cases which include both mobility services that are offered in high-density (cities) and low-density 
(suburban, rural) areas was considered. To learn more about the role and perspectives of public actors, 
citizens and market actors, whether services are offered by or in collaboration with all actor groups 
defined in the Mistra SAMS program plan was also taken into consideration.  

Based on these criteria, for a search for existing mobility services was carried out through desk 
research. The Mamba project on mobility and accessibility services in rural areas 
(https://www.mambaproject.eu), provides analysis of several innovative mobility services and inspired 
the selection of cases. A short list of cases identified in the desk research has been discussed among 
the full group of authors of this report. Finally, six cases have been selected for investigation.   

For mobility services offered in low-density areas, three cases were selected (ELLI, Mobifalt, 
ISTmobil) because each of them is mainly driven by representatives from different actor groups. I.e., 
ELLI is driven by citizens, ISTmobil by a private company and Mobifalt by a regional transport 
association. ELLI and Mobifalt were already analyzed in scope of the Mamba project, which was 
beneficial, because some initial documentation on the services was available. For mobility services in 
urban areas, two cases were selected (ReachNow, Jelbi), again because they are provided by different 
actor groups. I.e., ReachNow is a MaaS platform developed and offered by private companies 
(Daimler AG and BMW Group), Jelbi is offered by the public transport service provider of Berlin. 
Finally, SBB Green Class was added, as it is a mobility service provided by a national railway 
company in collaboration with private companies that is offered in urban as well as in rural areas. 
Table 5 provides an overview of the selected cases by lead actor and service area. 

All services are offered in the German-speaking area. This is because many innovative mobility 
services in urban and rural areas are developed and offered in the German-speaking area and because 
the researcher responsible for the market section of this report is native German, which facilitated the 
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interviews and the identification and analysis of documentation about the services. Still, how the 
context in other countries differs needs to be taken into consideration, specifically with respect to 
policies in place, and how transport is governed. 

Table 5. Selected market cases by lead actor and service area 

Lead actor Urban service area Sub-urban/rural service 
area 

Private (market) actor ReachNow ISTmobil 

Public or publicly-financed actor Jelbi, SBB Green Class Mobifalt, SBB Green Class 

Citizens n/a ELLI 

4.4.2. Data collection and analysis 
Data on the services were collected through desk research (service website, grey literature, research 
articles if available) and through semi-structured interviews. Representatives involved in all six 
initiatives were asked for an interview. Four providers agreed to conduct an interview. All interviews 
were conducted through video conferences, by telephone and supported through exchange of text 
documents by e-mail between May and September 2021. Table 6 provides a description of the services 
included and the forms of data collection used for each service. The questionnaire and an overview of 
interview partners is attached in the appendix. 

Based on the collected data, each service was described individually (section 4.5) and summarized our 
findings by comparing the services (section 4.6) according to the criteria specified in section 4.3. Due 
to the explorative nature of the interviews, varying degrees of publicly available information about the 
services, and sensitivity of information, the level of detail in the description varies across criteria and 
services. 

Table 6. Overview of services in scope and forms of data collection by service. 

Service Description Forms of data 
collection 

SBB Green 
Class 
(Switzerland) 

Configurable bundle of multimodal mobility subscriptions incl. e-cars, public 
transport passes, bike/car sharing, parking and charging. 

Interview, website, 
research articles 

Jelbi 
(Germany) 

A MaaS platform combined with mobility hubs at metro stops to facilitate 
changing from/to public transport for the first/last mile. 

Website, research 
articles 

ReachNow 
(Germany, 
International) 

A multimodal MaaS platform for trip planning, booking and payment. Website, research 
articles 

ELLI 
(Germany) 

A ride sharing service for rural areas that is self-organized by citizens and 
other local stakeholders. 

Interview, website, 
research articles 

Mobifalt 
(Germany) 

A peer-to-peer ride sharing service between public transport stops that is 
fully integrated in the MaaS platform of the regional transport service 
provider. 

Interview, website, 
research articles 

ISTmobil 
(Austria) 

An on-demand ride sharing service connecting points of interests in rural 
areas integrated with public transport. 

Written interview, 
website 
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4.5. Results 

4.5.1. SBB Green Class 

Value proposition 
SBB Green Class is a service offered by the Swiss national railway provider SBB. Its aim is to 
develop and test “tailored solutions for sustainable door-to-door mobility together with customers and 
partners” (SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-f, p. 1). SBB aims to provide customers an integrated mobility service 
that meets all mobility needs of its customers, that can be tailored to everyone’s individual mobility 
needs and adapted when needs change, that provides cost transparency to its users (one invoice and no 
hidden cost), and that is more environmentally-friendly than driving by car (SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-e). 

With SBB Green Class, SBB aims not only at developing and providing new mobility services for 
door-to-door mobility, but also at exploring future mobility needs, mobility patterns of individuals and 
new business models and partnering approaches for offering mobility services (Interview SBB), 2021).  

Value creation and delivery 
SBB Green Class is an individually configurable bundle of mobility subscriptions offered in 
collaboration with insurance providers, car and bike sharing service providers, car dealers and garages, 
transport analytics companies, car charging service providers and research institutions (SBB CFF FFS, 
n.d.-e). The service started as a pilot in 2016 and was officially launched in 2018. SBB Green Class 
includes two mandatory modules (public transport subscription, private electric car rental incl. 
insurance, tolls and maintenance service) and optional modules (access to parking spots at railway 
stations, charging subscription, car and bike sharing subscriptions, taxi vouchers) which can be booked 
for 24, 36 or 48 months for a fixed monthly rate. Customers can also optionally install a home electric 
vehicle charging station (SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-a). The service is offered to private and business 
customers. During a pilot, the service was also tested with an e-bike instead of an electric car (SBB 
CFF FFS, n.d.-d). After the pilot, the e-bike offer was stopped, as customers who buy e-bikes, tend to 
buy them separately from their public transport pass (Interview SBB, 2021). 

For SBB Green Class, SBB acts as an integrator who orchestrates all partners, is the platform owner 
and lead brand. Table 7 provides and overview of included services/subscriptions and partners 
(Website). There are no fixed requirements potential partners of SBB Green Class have to meet. 
Instead, SBB chooses partners that can provide an added-value to the service, who are agile and have 
fast decision-making processes, and who share their ambition to explore new mobility services 
(Interview SBB, 2021).  

During the pilot phase, SBB closely collaborated with citizens to learn about their mobility behavior 
and needs and advance the service accordingly. To do so, the mobility behavior and use of the service 
for 100 pilot customers was continuously evaluated in collaboration with a research institution (ETH 
Zurich). Today, SBB regularly receives customer feedbacks; however, there is no systematic approach 
for collaboration with customers (Interview SBB, 2021). 

As a SBB Green Class subscription is relatively expensive, the service is mainly used by medium to 
high income households, both in rural and urban regions. Subscribers use the electric car mainly as a 
second car which is shared within the household. One reason for this is the perception that an electric 
car is not sufficient to meet all mobility needs (e.g. longer trips for vacation, Interview SBB, 2021). 
The evaluations conducted during the pilot phase showed that customers changed their mobility 
behavior once they started using the service by increasing use of public transport and of the electric 
vehicle. The overall emissions associated with their mobility behavior decreased (SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-
b).  
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Table 7. Overview of integrated services and partners (based on SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-b, n.d.-a). 

Service Description Providers/partners 

Public 
transport 

National half-fare or full fare travel card, individual point-to-point travel card (1st 
or 2nd class) 

SBB 

Electric car Rental of an electric car incl. insurance, maintenance and repair package Arval 

Charging 
station 

Installment of a home charging station The Mobility House 

Bike sharing Annual subscription for station-based (e-)bike sharing throughout Switzerland 
(30 minutes for free per ride) 

PubliBike 

Car sharing Annual subscription for station-based car sharing throughout Switzerland Mobility 

Taxi 
vouchers 

Ten vouchers worth CHF 25 per year that can be used for taxi services in an 
app. 

Go! 

Parking 150 or 220 days access to parking lots at Swiss railway stations P+R (SBB) 

Charging Voucher for charging capacity equaling roughly 3’000 km at charging stations in 
Switzerland and in the EU 

Swisscharge 

Analytics 
and research 

Tracking of mobility patterns with smartphone data, an app, and investigation of 
use and impacts of SBB Green Class. 

Motiontag, ETH Zurich, 
MyWay 

Value capture 
SBB Green Class is administrated within the division “New Mobility Services” of SBB. SBB is owned 
and the railway infrastructure largely financed by the Swiss state. SBB has a supply mandate (societal 
value), but also a mandate for economically-oriented management and increasing its firm value 
(commercial value, UVEK, n.d.).  

As a main of SBB Green Class is to learn about mobility needs and explore new mobility services and 
business models, SBB Green Class has a limited profit-making ambition (Interview SBB, 2021) and 
SBB continuously adapts the service (e.g. by temporarily including e-bikes in the offering) and 
collaborates with a changing set of partners (Interview SBB, 2021; SBB CFF FFS, n.d.-f). 

SBB charges a fixed monthly rate from SBB Green Class subscribers. The service package can be 
individually configured and booked online. The service fee varies between CHF 611 and CHF 1’842 
per month. Subscribers can choose between a 24, 36 or 48 months contract period (SBB CFF FFS, 
n.d.-a). We do not have detailed information of the cost structure of SBB Green Class. 

Challenges 
As public transport service provider, SBB has limited experience in selling cars, which is a complex 
customer decision-making process that is shaped not only by price but many other factors such as 
loyalty and personal preferences. From the perspective of SBB, the company adds a car rental (and 
other services) to its existing services – public transport. Thus, for each new car model that is added to 
the SBB Green Class portfolio, extensive coordination on operational processes and pricing is 
required. Doing it the other way around, i.e. adding public transport passes (and other mobility 
subscriptions) to existing electric car rental offers, could reduce administrative complexity and 
increase the number of vehicles available to customers (Interview SBB, 2021). 

In the interview, no larger regulatory challenges that complicate the provisioning or use of SBB Green 
Class were brought up (Interview SBB, 2021); instead some regulatory advantages were mentioned. 
The Swiss Cantons charge a vehicle tax for registered cars. In some cantons, the tax rate for electric 
cars is lower than for cars with combustion engines, which is economically beneficial for SBB Green 
Class customers (Interview SBB, 2021). There are additional tax benefits for business customers who 
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provide their employees a SBB Green Class subscription instead of a combination of a company car 
and public transport pass (Interview SBB, 2021).  

4.5.2. Jelbi 

Value proposition 
Jelbi is a MaaS platform that was initiated by Berlin’s public transport provider (BVG, which is 
owned by the city of Berlin) in 2019. The aim of Jelbi is to bundle public transport and shared 
mobility services in one app in order to support future sustainable mobility in Berlin and reduce use of 
and the dependency on privately-owned cars. A special focus is to facilitate use of public transport by 
providing convenient services for traveling the last mile, i.e. to and from public transport stops (BVG, 
n.d.-a). 

Through bundling of mobility services from various providers, Jelbi also aims to increase awareness 
for sharing services and distribute the economic risks among several actors in order to be able to offer 
these services also in outskirts, which are often not attractive for individual mobility service providers. 
BVG also uses the project to test future mobility platforms and its own role within such an ecosystem 
(Gersch et al., 2021). 

Value creation and delivery 
The Jelbi App provides the possibility to plan, book and pay for public transport and various (shared) 
mobility services in Berlin incl. taxis, e-scooters, bikes, e-mopeds, car and ride sharing services. Users 
need one account only to access all services that are provided through the Jelbi app, which can be the 
same accounts as the account for the public transport provider. In order to provide mobility solutions 
for the last mile, Jelbi built the “Jelbi stations”. Jelbi stations are physical stations at metro or 
commuter train stops in Berlin where people can switch from one mode to another, i.e. they can rent, 
return and charge vehicles. As of August 2021, 12 Jelbi stations and 5 Jelbi Hubs exist in Berlin 
(BVG, n.d.-b). 

In the case of Jelbi, BVG is the platform owner, the integrator who orchestrates all partners, and the 
lead brand on the digital app and at the mobility stations. Jelbi mobility partners are shown in Table 8. 
Additionally, Jelbi partners with IT service providers, e.g. for app development and maintenance, 
operations service providers (e.g. for payment handling) and with partners for creating Jelbi stations 
and hubs (e.g. housing associations, real estate companies, Gersch et al., 2021). 

Table 8. Overview of integrated services and partners (BVG, n.d.-c). 

Name Providers/partners 

Public transport (metro, tram, commuter train, 
regional train, bus, ferries) 

Berlin public transport company (BVG), Regional transport 
association (VBB) 

E-scooter sharing Tier, Voi, Lime 

Bike sharing Nextbike 

E-moped sharing Tier, Emmy 

Car sharing Miles, DB Flinkster, Mobilee, Greenwheels, Cambio 

Ride sharing (mini buses) Berlkönig (provided by public transport provider BVG) 

Taxi Taxi Berlin 

An evaluation showed that Jelbi is mostly used for public transport, followed by micromobility (bike 
and scooter sharing) and sometimes car sharing. During the COVID-19 pandemic (03-05/2020), 
however, the sharing services were used significantly more than public transport (Gersch et al., 2021). 
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After its start, Jelbi received various request for creating additional stations in residential areas, 
business centers, hospitals and other places within and outside the city center (Gersch et al., 2021). 

Value capture 
Jelbi is developed and administrated by the division of digitalization of BVG. As a public institution 
that is owned by the city of Berlin, BVG is not a direct competitor of mobility sharing service 
providers, is open to all providers and primarily acts for the common good (public service mission) 
instead for profit (Gersch et al., 2021).  

According to Gersch et al. (2021), Jelbi is realized as a research cooperation. This means all partners 
cover their own cost during development. In the long-term, BVG intends to create an economically 
self-sustaining service out of Jelbi, that takes into account the cost and benefits of all partners. This 
may include charging rents for use of Jelbi stations or commissions for matching rides or electricity 
for charging (Gersch et al., 2021). 

Jelbi charges fees for rides. According to the Jelbi App, the pricing model is determined by the 
individual service providers. Table 9 provides an overview of the pricing model by service. However, 
further financial sources might exist, such as cross-funding from BVG. 

Table 9. Overview of pricing model by service (based on the Jelbi App). 

Service Pricing model 

Public transport (metro, tram, commuter 
train, regional train, bus, ferries) 

Single trip, multi-trip, day and monthly tickets 

E-scooter sharing Entry fee + price per minute 

Bike sharing Fixed price for every 30 minutes 

E-moped sharing (Entry fee +) Price per minute 

Car sharing Entry fee + price per km and minute 

Ride sharing (mini buses) Price per km 

Taxi Entry fee + price per km 

Challenges 
The willingness to join the Jelbi platform differs across mobility service providers. Regional and 
national sharing providers see Jelbi as a strong partner and brand, and a way to complement and scale 
their service offering. In contrast, sharing providers from the USA are more hesitant in joining another 
platform and are not used to public institutions providing such platforms (Gersch et al., 2021). 
However, one USA-based mobility service providers (Lime) recently joined Jelbi (BVG, n.d.-c). 

Also, Jelbi faces diverging interests among local, regional and national stakeholders. Some see Jelbi 
and the creation of mobility hubs as an effective policy for environmentally-friendly mobility. Others 
see the creation of mobility hubs as an intrusion into administrative planning processes (Gersch et al., 
2021). Also, the mobility hubs and transport services offered by Jelbi have to be adjusted to diverse 
requirements stipulated in traffic codes, monument protection laws, local development plans and 
interests of local stakeholder (e.g. free parking space for residents, Gersch et al., 2021).  

Finally, finding an agreement for a fair compensation scheme that accounts for the costs and benefits 
of all involved partners is challenging considering the relatively large number of partners and different 
type of costs (Gersch et al., 2021) such as cost for setting up and maintaining mobility hubs or for 
charging and redistributing vehicles. 
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4.5.3. ReachNow 

Value proposition 
Starting in the late 2000s, various new mobility services have been launched in Germany (Daimler 
Mobility AG, 2019): 

‐ In 2011, Daimler officially launched its free-floating car sharing service car2go and expanded 
its service offering to roughly 15’000 cars in 12 countries and 3’600’000 registered customers 
in 2017/18. 

‐ In the same year, BMW launched its free-floating car sharing service DriveNow and expanded 
roughly 6’500 cars in 10 countries and 1’000’000 registered customers in 2017/18.  

‐ In 2012, Daimler launched the moovel App, an integrated MaaS platform that allows 
customers to plan (and partly book) trips using public transport, B2C car and bike sharing, 
taxis, and P2P ride sharing. 

‐ In 2009, two entrepreneurs founded company that was later called mytaxi to book taxi services 
via a smartphone app. In 2014, Daimler became majority shareholder of the company behind 
mytaxi. 

In 2019, Daimler and BMW consolidated and expanded its mobility services in a new company called 
moovel Group. Today moovel offers services for car, e-scooter, e-bike sharing, ride hailing, parking 
and charging under one roof. Moovel also launched the service ReachNow with the mission to 
“provide […] users with innovative solutions for their daily mobility challenges by offering easy and 
seamless access to shared mobility services” (moovel Group, n.d.-c, p. 1). Thus, ReachNow can be 
considered an advancement of the moovel App. 

Value creation and delivery 
ReachNow is an integrated trip planner and booking platform that allows to access public transport, 
vehicle sharing systems (car, e-scooter, (e)-bike), and ride hailing services. Some services are provided 
by moovel directly (ShareNow car sharing, FreeNow ride hailing), others are provided by third parties 
such as Nextbike (bike sharing), Voi and Tier (e-scooter sharing). Two regional public transport 
associations allow to book their tickets through the platform (e.g. region Rhein-Ruhr, Hamburg, 
moovel Group, n.d.).  

The services can be accessed through the ReachNow App. The app shows users for an intended trip all 
available transport modes (incl. walking) and the (estimated) cost. Some services can be directly 
booked in the ReachNow App (e.g. public transport tickets). For other services (e.g. car sharing), the 
ReachNow App directs the user to the app of the respective service (based on the ReachNow App).  

ReachNow also offers its services to business customers. For example, the ReachNow App can be 
customized for individual companies and integrated with a mobility budget, a monthly mobility 
allowance a company provides to its employees that can be booked via the ReachNow App (moovel 
Group, n.d.-a).  

ReachNow is a joint venture of the BMW and Daimler, that is operated by the moovel Group GmbH. 
As mentioned, further services provided by the moovel Group and services by third party providers are 
integrated in ReachNow. Additionally, ReachNow partners with IT service providers (SmashingIdeas, 
n.d.), local governments and parking space providers to offer its services (Knorre, 2019). Table 10 
provides an overview of all services and direct partners. ReachNow is presumably pursing to integrate 
further partners to achieve their mission to offer “easy and seamless access to shared mobility 
services”. For example, public transport ticket booking can only be done in two German regions so 
far.   
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Table 10. Overview of integrated services and partners (moovel Group, n.d.-c). 

Service Partners 

Public transport Various par for trip planning 
Two partners for trip booking (Verkehrsverbund Rhein-Ruhr, Hamburger 
Verkehrsverbund) 

Car sharing ShareNow 
Stadtmobil 

Ride Hailing FreeNow 

E-Scooter Sharing Voi 
Tier 

(E-)Bike sharing Nextbike 
Metropolradruhr 

Value capture 
As moovel Group is a joint venture of publicly-traded companies (Daimler AG and BMW Group), it 
can be assumed that it has a profit-making ambition, at least in the long term. To use the services, 
customers have to pay a service fee or purchase tickets. The cost for using the services are determined 
by the partners who provide the service. In the case of ride hailing, car sharing or e-scooters the 
service fee consists of an entry fee and a price per minute or km. Cost for public transport tickets are 
determined by the public transport operator. (E-)Bikes can be rented for a fixed fee for every 30 
minutes (based on ReachNow App). Table 11 provides an overview of the pricing model of the 
included services. Please not that this pricing model is based on the ReachNow services offered in 
Berlin, Germany. In other regions, the pricing may differ. The pricing of ReachNow services for 
businesses, i.e. for the customized ReachNow App and the Mobility Budget solution, is not published. 
We could not find public profit and loss statements about the company. 

Table 11. Overview of integrated services and partners (based on ReachNow App). 

Name Revenue 

Public transport According to operator (e.g. ticket for a specific fare zone) 

(E-)Bike Fixed price for every 30 minutes 

E-Scooter Entry fee + price per minute 

Car sharing Entry fee + price per minute 

Ride hailing Entry fee + price per minute and km, fixed prices for common 
routes (e.g. to airports) 

Challenges 
Based on our desk research, we could not find publicly available information on challenges for 
ReachNow. Still, it is plausible to assume that ReachNow faces similar challenges as Jelbi in finding 
partners, finding agreements and fair compensation schemes among partners with diverging interests. 
The fact that only two regional transport associations allow to book public transport tickets through 
the ReachNow app, indicates that establishing partnerships with public transport associations is 
challenging for private mobility service providers. 
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4.5.4. ELLI 

Value proposition 
Public transport coverage in the rural Elde-Quell region in the south of the state of Mecklenburg-
Hither Pomerania in Germany is relatively low and not sufficient to meet mobility needs of all 
residents. The aim of ELLI is to improve mobility of local residents and reduce the decline of social 
interaction in the region, specifically for people who do not have access to a private car or cannot drive 
it (Klinge & Peterka, 2018a; Interview ELLI, 2021). 

Value creation and delivery 
ELLI is a ride sharing service that is self-organized by citizens and other local stakeholders (Interview 
ELLI, 2021). Travelers can request trips via a telephone hotline, from any origin to any destination in 
their region (door-to-door). Voluntary drivers then transport passengers using an electric minibus 
owned by ELLI (originally, the service operated with conventional diesel minibuses). Trip 
management and assignment of rides is done manually by an administrator, who tries to bundle trips if 
possible. This may also include asking travelers to adjust their trips slightly to allow for a higher 
utilization of the minibus (Interview ELLI, 2021).  

Currently, four voluntary drivers transport passengers. Drivers coordinate their working times and the 
areas they cover amongst themselves (Interview ELLI, 2021). Usually, the bus is in operation Monday 
until Friday from 9:00 until 18:00; however, special trip requests outside of these service times (e.g. 
for local events) are also met if possible (Bürgerbusverein Elde-Quellgebiet, n.d.). 

Originally, the service tried to function as a bus service driving only between bus stops. However, it 
turned out that this was not convenient for local residents as they often live too far away from bus 
stops or their destination is too far away from them. Thus, as public transport coverage in the region is 
very low, the service complements existing public transport and is not in competition to it (Klinge & 
Peterka, 2018a). In the long-run, ELLI could be complemented with a car sharing service that allows 
local residents to give up their second cars (Interview ELLI, 2021).  

Currently, the service is mainly used by the elderly population. Typical trip purposes of ELLI travelers 
are shopping, sports, doctor visits, visiting friends or reaching the next public transport stop (Interview 
ELLI, 2021). During the COVID-19 pandemic, the drivers also started to do chores for people (e.g. 
going shopping). The service is also frequently used by residents of a local rehab center. ELLI now 
increases its marketing efforts to children and adolescents who could use the service to access their 
extracurricular activities (e.g. sports) and relieve parents form their driving duties (Interview ELLI, 
2021). 

Originally, ELLI was initiated by local residents in collaboration with a competence center for rural 
mobility (Kompetenzzentrum ländliche Mobilität, KOMOB), a research institution that is supported 
by public funding (KOMOB website). After the start-up phase and the initial phase of operation, 
KOMOB wanted to transfer the responsibility for managing ELLI to the local residents and 
communes. This was a challenge because more volunteers were required to take over activities 
formerly done by KOMOB and additional funding sources needed to be found (Interview ELLI, 
2021).  

ELLI is organized as an association with a board that consists of a researcher, local mayors and 
citizens. The day-to-day operations are managed by the drivers and administrators who are all local 
citizens working for ELLI voluntary. In the beginning of the project, voluntary village working groups 
consisting of citizens were formed to discuss and further develop the service (Klinge & Peterka, 
2018a). 
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Value capture 
ELLI is not profit-oriented and aims to cover its own cost (Komob, n.d.). In the start-up phase, ELLI 
was funded through public (research) funds and a 1 Euro service fee per passenger and trip. Today, the 
service is free of charge and passengers can provide donations to ELLI. Additionally, ELLI receives 
financial support from sponsors and local communes (Interview ELLI, 2021). Currently, the ELLI 
management tries to set-up a financing model in which all communes as well as local companies that 
profit from ELLI provide a financial contribution (Interview ELLI, 2021). 

Drivers receive an annual compensation for their work of 700 Euro (Klinge & Peterka, 2018a). There 
is also the idea that the regional public transport service providers could support the project financially 
with the money they save through ELLI (Klinge & Peterka, 2018a).  

Challenges 
Today, drivers have to travel with their private vehicles to the electric bus. Having more buses and 
higher coverage with electric vehicle charging stations would be beneficial for ELLI. ELLI’s main 
challenge is the acquisition of sufficient funding to cover the cost of providing the service and 
therefore struggles to increase its fleet (Interview ELLI, 2021). Additionally, an expansion of the 
service would require higher driver compensation to attract more drivers. However, much higher 
payments for drivers are not possible, because only due to its non-profit nature, ELLI does not need 
passenger transportation permits. Getting such permits would require ELLI and the voluntary drivers 
to adhere to many additional regulations specified in the German Public Transport Act, that are 
difficult to meet for an association with the size and means of ELLI (Interview ELLI, 2021). 
Eventually, ELLI could also receive the concession of the regional public transport authority to 
provide transport services in the area, which would allow the authority to compensate ELLI for its cost 
(Komob, n.d.). 

The service also once tested a smartphone app for trip booking; however, Internet coverage in the 
region is low, making it difficult for drivers to retrieve trip requests on-the-go (Interview ELLI, 2021).  

4.5.5. Mobifalt 

Value proposition 
The aim of Mobifalt, administered by the regional transport association, is to provide mobility services 
in low-density areas in Hesse (Germany) without increasing the number of bus lines or generating 
more traffic (Klinge & Peterka, 2018b). Mobility demand in this region is too low to offer frequent 
conventional public transport services (e.g. buses).  

Value creation and delivery 
Mobifalt (NVV, 2021) is a peer-to-peer ride sharing service provided by private drivers who can use 
their private vehicles to offer trips to others. The routes and schedules are coordinated by the public 
transport association and the existing bus stop infrastructure is used as meeting and drop-off points. 
Every individual with a driver license and car can register as a driver and suggest to drive on a certain 
route at a certain time. In case a bus service at this time exists already, the suggestion is not approved 
(Interview Mobifalt, 2021). Mobifalt can be considered to be an “additional bus services” for routes 
and at times where and when no public transport is available. Thus, Mobifalt is not in competition 
with conventional public transport (Interview Mobifalt, 2021).  

Travelers can book trips by calling a service center or through a Web-App. Many customers still call 
as they prefer the personal contact (Interview Mobifalt, 2021). When a trip request is registered, the 
driver receives a notification and can confirm or decline the trip (Interview Mobifalt, 2021). In case of 
a decline, a taxi is automatically ordered for the trip (mobility guarantee). One of the biggest assets of 
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Mobifalt is the software, which automatically coordinates trip offers and requests (Klinge & Peterka, 
2018b). 

Currently Mobifalt is offered in six communes in the state of Hesse in Germany. It is used by all local 
population groups and mostly by the elderly (Interview Mobifalt, 2021). No systematic evaluation of 
the impact of Mobifalt on mobility patterns is available. However, some users mentioned that they 
moved in a commune because Mobifalt was available (Interview Mobifalt, 2021). 

Mobifalt is offered and administered by the public transport association of northern Hess (NVV). The 
service cooperates with local counties and communes who provide staff which supports activities such 
as local marketing and administration of drivers. Additionally, Mobifalt cooperates with private 
drivers who can offer rides and local taxi companies which transport passengers in case trips are 
declined by private drivers. In its start-up phase, Mobifalt organized several local town hall meetings 
to identify mobility needs and suitable services (Interview Mobifalt, 2021).   

Value capture 
Mobifalt charges a fee of 1 Euro per trip with a private driver and the same fee as for a public transport 
ticket for trips with a Taxi. Over time, Mobifalt had to increase the service fee as the cheap price 
created the perception that Mobifalt was a low-quality service (Klinge & Peterka, 2018b).  

Drivers receive a payment of 0.30 Euro per driven kilometer (Interview Mobifalt, 2021). Mobifalt 
itself is not economically self-sustaining. Customer payments can cover between 30-50% of total cost. 
The remaining cost are covered through subsidies from the public transport association (Interview 
Mobifalt, 2021). During its start-up phase, Mobifalt also received public funding (Klinge & Peterka, 
2018b).  Today, especially the taxi service causes high cost. Still, Mobifalt is considered cheaper than 
offering more frequent bus services on more routes (Interview Mobifalt, 2021; Klinge & Peterka, 
2018b). 

In the long-term, Mobifalt might include further taxi and ride hailing services which could be co-
financed by other actors that benefit from the service (e.g. local retail, Interview Mobifalt, 2021). 

Challenges 
A challenge is that Mobifalt is only allowed to pay 0.30 Euro per kilometer to its drivers. If more 
compensation would be paid, Mobifalt would be considered a profit-oriented service, drivers would be 
considered professional drivers and further legal requirements would need to be met (e.g. transport 
permits and insurance, Interview Mobifalt, 2021; Klinge & Peterka, 2018). The relatively low 
compensation makes it difficult for Mobifalt to recruit drivers for the service and a lot of marketing 
effort is required therefore. Many current drivers do not participate out of economic reasons, but 
altruistically to support the service and the local population (Interview Mobifalt, 2021).  

Further challenges of Mobifalt were the development of the software platform that is integrated into 
the platform of the regional public transport authority. Overcoming citizens’ doubts regarding safety 
when sharing a ride with strangers is another challenge, still today (Interview Mobifalt, 2021; Klinge 
& Peterka, 2018b).  

In the beginning, Mobifalt also had to find a suitable insurance scheme in case of accidents. It turned 
out that most liability insurances for cars are sufficient and Mobifalt supports drivers in the 
clarification of insurance issues (Klinge & Peterka, 2018b; NVV, n.d.).  

4.5.6. ISTmobil 

Value proposition 
In rural regions and in the peripheral space, conventionally organized public transport systems face 
difficulties in meeting demand for public transport with available financial resources. ISTmobil strives 
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to provide mobility services in underserved areas, specifically for transverse connections and the last 
mile. Thereby ISTmobil wants to strengthen public transport and reduce dependency on privately 
owned cars (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

Value creation and delivery 
ISTmobil (2021) is an on-demand ride sharing services that utilizes local transport service providers 
(e.g. taxis, buses) who transport passengers upon request between strategic ride sharing points (points 
of interest). Passengers can request rides through the ISTmobil app, the website or by phone. The 
specially developed disposition software intelligently approves and bundles trip request according to 
economic and ecologic criteria. Depending on the availability of conventional public transport to meet 
a trip request, the software either suggests to take conventional public transport, a ride share in 
combination with public transport or only a ride share. Thereby, passengers cannot choose freely, but 
only use ride sharing if no convenient public transport connection is available. To do so, for each trip 
request, the software automatically check for available public transport connections in the Austrian 
public transport register. Thus, ISTmobil does not compete with public transport, but complements it ( 
Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

ISTmobil customers can be divided into two groups. Business-to-government customers or contractors 
are municipalities, regional authorities, regional or tourism organizations. Business-to-consumer 
customers are people with limited mobility such as people without cars, elderly or younger people 
without drivers licenses, commuters, tourists without cars and economically less-fortunate people 
(Interview ISTmobil, 2021). Today, ISTmobil is offered in 160 communes in Austria and intends to 
expand its business to other European countries (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). A key learning of 
ISTmobil was that regions differ structurally and face different challenges. Therefore, the ISTmobil 
service including the software, are adapted to the circumstances in a specific region. For example, the 
strategic ride sharing points are determined before the rollout of ISTmobil in close collaboration with 
regional partners and stakeholders. To do so, ISTmobil conducts workshops with employees of local 
communes, transport service providers, tourism companies and offers information events for citizens ( 
Interview ISTmobil, 2021).  

ISTmobil is an owner-managed private company that started with 5 employees in 2015 and today 
employees more than 30 people. ISTmobil does not operate a fleet themselves but cooperates with 
regional taxi, rental car or bus companies to provide the ride sharing service (Interview ISTmobil, 
2021). The aim of ISTmobil is to better connect local mobility service providers, utilize their 
(underutilized) resources instead of building up new infrastructures, and contribute to regional 
economic development (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

ISTmobil is mainly used by young and older people who do not have access to privately owned cars. 
Additionally, ISTmobil is used by working people who use ISTmobil to reach a public transport stop 
to travel further. With the offer GUSTmobil, the company also starts providing services in suburban 
areas which face similar problems as rural areas (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

Value capture 
ISTmobil is funded through public funding from local communes and the state. Additionally, 
ISTmobil charges a service from its passenger. Generally, the tariffs are aligned with the contractor 
(e.g. regional authorities) and the local public transport tariff system. In Lower Austria, for example, a 
trip in one zone costs 1.80 € plus a convenience fee of 2-4 € per trip for ISTmobil. Public transport 
subscriptions (e.g. monthly or annual cards) are also valid for ISTmobil. In some areas, the cost per 
person decreases the more people share a ride. The total price is always presented to customers before 
booking. Currently, the acceptance of ISTmobil tickets by the public transport service providers and 
the integration of ISTmobil with the newly developed “Klimaticket” (climate ticket) is under 
discussion (Interview ISTmobil, 2021) . 
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70% of the cost of providing ISTmobil are caused by the transport services provided by local transport 
service providers, 22% by the administration of ISTmobil (e.g. staff) and 8% by marketing, consulting 
and infrastructure (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

Challenges 
In contrast to Germany, microtransit services (e.g. ride sharing) are not subject to authorization in 
Austria, which simplifies the rollout of ISTmobil in Austria. Still, significantly more public funding is 
required in order to provide sufficient coverage in all underserved areas (Interview ISTmobil, 2021).  

According to ISTmobil management, award criteria for receiving public funding for microtransit 
services should be standardized country-wide and take into consideration minimum quality 
requirements such as the ecological performance of fleets, digital trip planning, booking and payment 
possibilities or accessibility. At the same time, the criteria need to allow for adjusting services to local 
circumstances. Guidelines for communes and regional transport authorities that indicate under what 
circumstances conventional public transport and micro public transport should be used would increase 
their planning security (Interview ISTmobil, 2021). 

4.6. Concluding discussion 
In the following, the findings are summarized and discussed by comparing the value proposition, and 
mechanisms for value creation, delivery and capture across services. Table 12 provides a summary of 
all characteristics of the services in scope of this analysis. 

4.6.1. Value proposition 
The services provided in cities (Jelbi, ReachNow) mainly aim at providing a single point of access to 
multimodal, shared transport modes. The services vary in their degree of integration of transport 
modes which includes trip planning for all transport modes and trip booking for some transport modes. 
Services provided in low-density areas (ELLI, Mobifalt, ISTmobil) aim at increasing mobility of local 
residents that do not have access to or are not able to drive privately-owned cars (younger and elderly 
citizens). These services additionally address further problems in rural areas, such as the decline of 
social interaction. In contrast, the main value proposition of SBB Green Class is to provide cost 
transparency by bundling several mobility service subscriptions. 

Most service providers also advertise their service to be more environmentally-friendly than 
conventional transport and to reduce the dependency on privately-owned cars. Jelbi and ISTmobil aim 
specifically at facilitating public transport by providing solutions for overcoming the last mile 
problem. 

4.6.2. Value creation and delivery 

Lead organization and mobility partner ecosystem 
The lead organizations and brands of the services are either public transport associations or companies, 
private companies or citizen associations. The choice of lead brand seems to influence the willingness 
of partners to join the service ecosystem, specifically if they are in competition with the service lead. 
In the case of Jelbi (provided by the public transport provider of Berlin) Gersch et al. (2021) state that 
mobility service providers from the USA are hesitant in joining the platform, presumably because they 
intend themselves to be a platform owner, whereas European service providers see the opportunity to 
scale their business by collaborating with a strong brand. It can be assumed that integration of a 
service into the existing public transport system is administratively simpler if the service is led by a 
public transport organization, e.g. as in the case of SBB Green Class, Mobifalt and Jelbi.  
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The choice of partners depends significantly on the value proposition of the service. Services that 
intend to provider better access to multimodal transport (Jelbi, ReachNow) or bundle mobility 
subscriptions (SBB Green Class) necessarily need to partner with other mobility service providers that 
offer their services through the platform. The services that intend to provide mobility services in low-
density areas (ELLI, Mobifalt, ISTmobil) are provided by or in close collaboration with local 
stakeholders (e.g. citizens, communes) and public transport associations who have an interest in 
increasing coverage in these areas.  

An important consideration for services that create new forms of transport (e.g. ride sharing) seems to 
be the make-or-buy decision. While ELLI purchases and operates buses themselves, ISTmobil utilizes 
infrastructures from regional transport service providers, whereas Mobifalt relies on volunteers who 
drive with their privately-owned cars. 

Customer segments and challenges 
Services provided in low-density areas are mainly used by younger and elderly citizens who do not 
have access to a privately-owned car or cannot drive it. All of these services offer access to their 
services via telephone. In the Mobifalt case, the telephone is the preferred channel for elderly citizens. 
Plus, limited Internet coverage in rural regions can inhibit the usability of smartphone apps for 
planning and booking mobility service, as seen in the ELLI case. 

Services provided in cities all use a smartphone app as their main customer interface. We did not 
receive or find any information on their user groups. Still, it can be assumed that app-based services in 
cities attract younger customer segments than services provided in rural areas, because the services 
require passengers to drive some vehicles themselves (e.g. in the case of e-scooter or car sharing), 
because the services are exclusively offered via smartphone apps, and because the average age in cities 
is lower than in rural areas. 

Interaction with conventional public transport 
The services differ in their way of interaction with conventional public transport (e.g. buses, metros). 
ELLI, Mobifalt and ISTmobil designed their service in a way that they complement public transport 
on routes and at times when or where public transport is not available.  

Jelbi, ISTmobil and SBB GreenClass even promote use of public transport. For example, ISTmobil 
integrates regular public transport in its platform, suggests travelers to use public transport if possible, 
and only allows passengers to book a shared ride if no feasible public transport option exists. Jelbi 
promotes use of public transport by providing possibilities to travel to and from public transport stops. 
SBB Green Class provides solutions for traveling to and from public transport stops (e.g. by providing 
parking at stations); plus, it integrates a public transport pass into its subscription. This can be an 
incentive to increase use of public transport as its use does not create any additional cost once the 
subscription is purchased. 

Transport modes included in ReachNow can also be used to book public transport passes or to travel 
to and from public transport stops. Still, the app always suggests all available transport options and 
thus creates competition between public transport and other transport modes. Even though Jelbi aims 
to promote public transport, it also suggests alternatives to public transport in its app and thus creates 
some sort of competition across modes. 

Among the cases in scope of this report, all services that were provided by public transport 
associations or in close cooperation with them were intentionally designed in a way to complement or 
promote public transport. 
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Citizen collaboration 
The degree of collaboration with citizens differs across services. Services provided in rural areas have 
a tendency to collaborate closely with citizens or other local actors. The close collaboration with local 
stakeholders also ensures that the service is adjusted to local mobility needs and circumstances. For 
example, Mobifalt closely collaborated with citizens in the start-up phase to tailor the service to 
customers’ needs and relies on citizens as drivers for a small compensation. ISTmobil always 
collaborates with local actors and citizens when its service is rolled out in a new region. ELLI is a 
service that is entirely organized and provided by local citizens. For services provided in cities (Jelbi, 
ReachNow) we did not find any information that indicates close collaboration with citizens. 

4.6.3. Value capture 
SBB Green Class and Jelbi are both services that are operated by public transport companies (supply 
mandate) and aim at providing convenient and environmentally-friendly door-to-door mobility 
services. Thus, their main orientation is to create societal value. A research article on Jelbi even 
specifies how the service contributes to the targets specified in the Berlin Mobility Act (Gersch et al., 
2021). Still, SBB Green Class also has the mandate to increase its firm value (societal and commercial 
orientation). Even though ISTmobil is a private company (commercial orientation), it also has an 
orientation for providing societal value, which is also a requirement for attracting public funding. 
Mobifalt and ELLI are both services that are provided in specific regions and mainly aim at increasing 
mobility of the local population (societal value). 

All offers except for ELLI charge fees for using their services, most of which are either based on a 
fixed monthly subscription fee (SBB Green Class), a fixed cost per trip (Mobifalt, ISTmobil), a 
variable fee per trip (e.g. by distance or time), or a combination of the latter two. Offering 
subscriptions can incentivize user to increase use of the service, because cost accrue upfront and using 
the service does not create any additional cost. This can promote a shift away from motorized 
individual transport, but also lead to a net increase of total passenger kilometers travelled. 

Most services are not profitable, or not even cost-covering by itself. Specifically, in low-density areas 
with relatively low demand it seems to be challenging to generate sufficiently high revenues to cover 
cost (e.g. Mobifalt, ELLI). Some providers are looking for additional revenue sources, e.g. from 
stakeholders that benefit from their service such as local retail or local employers. Services that are not 
purely commercial and contribute to reaching societal goals (e.g. increase mobility offer in 
underserved areas) were also successful in acquiring public funding (e.g. ELLI, Mobifalt, ISTmobil).  

Services offered by larger institutions that are not economically self-sustaining yet are usually 
internally cross-funded (e.g. Jelbi, SBB Green Class, Mobifalt). In some of these cases the 
organizations are still in an explorative stage in which they try to learn about new mobility services 
and business models.  

The profitability of a service also depends on the types of cost included in the profitability calculation. 
For example, the citizen-organized service ELLI is not managing to be economically self-sustaining 
without additional sponsorship. Also, Mobifalt cannot cover its cost through service fees. However, 
the cost of providing the service is compared to the cost of providing additional conventional bus 
lines, which is more expensive. 

The pricing model also seems to impact users’ perception of the service. For example, Mobifalt 
increased its prices to prevent customers from perceiving the service as low quality. Service that are 
integrated in the existing public transport system align their pricing structure accordingly (e.g. 
Mobifalt, ISTmobil). A comparison of the cost-structure of services is not possible, as only limited 
information on the cost of providing services is available to us. 
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4.6.4. Challenges 
As described above, finding sufficient funding is a main challenge, specifically for service provided in 
low-density areas. Further challenges mentioned in the interviews are unclear insurance regulations in 
case of private drivers, overcoming doubts of citizens regarding new and shared mobility services, 
attracting partners, creating synergetic collaborations and finding fair compensation schemes that 
account for the cost and benefits of all partners. 

A frequently mentioned challenge for microtransit services (e.g. ride sharing) or non-commercial 
services that collaborate with private drivers in Germany is that the provisioning of transport services 
is strictly regulated in the German Public Transport Act. In order to act outside of the scope of this act, 
service providers are not allowed to pay high compensations for drivers, charge higher service fees or 
have a strong profit-making ambition. This limits their ability to generate the funds required to expand 
the service or increase its service offering. If they would be considered a public transport service 
provider by law, various additional requirements have to be met, which is challenging for small 
organizations.
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Table 12. Summary of characteristics of services.  

Value proposition SBB Green Class Jelbi ReachNow ELLI Mobifalt ISTmobil 

Type of service area Nation-wide City City Rural Rural Rural/sub-urban 

Main customer benefits Subscription bundling 
and cost transparency 

Single point of access to 
(shared) multimodal 
transport and solutions 
for last mile in PT 

Single point of access to 
multimodal transport 

Increase mobility in 
underserved areas and 
reduce dependency on 
privately-owned cars 

Increase mobility in 
underserved areas 

Increase mobility in 
underserved areas and 
solutions for last mile in 
PT 

Value creation and delivery SBB Green Class Jelbi ReachNow ELLI Mobifalt ISTmobil 

Lead organization National railway 
company 

Public transport 
company 

Private company Citizen association Public transport 
association 

Private company 

Organizational form Project in innovation 
department 

Research cooperation 
(in the beginning) 

Joint venture of 
automotive 
manufacturers 

Association led by 
citizens (incl. mayors) 
and researchers 

Project by public 
transport association 

Private company 

Mobility partners Private and public 
(shared) mobility service 
providers and car 
retailers 

Private and public 
(shared) mobility service 
providers 

Private and public 
(shared) mobility service 
providers 

Citizen drivers Citizen drivers, taxi 
companies 

Regional taxi, rental car 
or bus companies 

Current main customer 
segments 

Medium to high income 
households 

Information not available Information not available Elderly citizens All societal groups, 
majority are elderly 
citizens 

Young and elderly 
citizens without private 
car 

Customer channel None (just for sales, no 
trip planning/booking 
services offered) 

Smartphone app Smartphone app Telephone Telephone, website Telephone, website, 
smartphone app 

Interaction with conventional 
public transport 

Integrating, 
complementing, 
promoting 

Integrating, 
complementing, 
promoting, competing 

Integrating, 
complementing, 
competing 

Complementing Complementing Integrating, 
complementing, 
promoting 

Citizen collaboration Customer surveys and 
behavior tracking during 
pilot 

Information not available Information not available Citizens lead and 
provide service 

Collection of citizen 
feedback in start-up 
phase 

Citizen information 
events, workshops with 
local actors 

Value capture SBB Green Class Jelbi ReachNow ELLI Mobifalt ISTmobil 

Main value orientation Societal Societal Commercial Social Social Societal, 
commercial 

Revenue/funding sources 
and pricing 

Fixed subscription fee, 
internal cross- funding 
within company 

Pay as you go service 
fee, potentially internal 
cross-funding 

Pay as you go service 
fee, potentially internal 
cross-funding 

Public funding, 
donations from 
passengers, sponsors, 
communes 

Pay as you go service 
fee, internal cross-
funding 

Pay as you go service 
fee, public funding 
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5. Concluding discussion and recommendations 
In line with the overarching aims of the report, in this chapter we draw together insights on business 
models, governance approaches and citizen participation, based on the 18 case descriptions. We then 
provide some recommendations which might inspire the design and implementation of mobility and 
accessibility solutions in the Mistra SAMS program.  

Overall, the case descriptions presented in this report provide illustrative examples of how public 
actors, citizens and market actors are involved in navigating developments in transport and mobility. 
Although we have looked at these cases from the three specific perspectives in this report, the cases 
also illustrate overlaps, interdependencies, and tensions between these actor groups.  

In this concluding chapter we also connect the insights from the three perspectives to the main 
challenges identified by the Mistra SAMS program related to: (1) the risk that new services will lead 
to a shift towards less sustainable modes of travel and increased individual motorized mobility; (2) the 
risk of social exclusion for certain groups and geographies; and (3) tensions between public sector 
long-term goals and ambitions of market-driven mobility service providers, whose business models 
are often based on increasing transport. 

5.1. Concluding discussion 
In terms of the business models which underpin mobility and accessibility services, the market chapter 
of the report illustrates a variation in value propositions, and methods for creating, delivering and 
capturing value by providers of mobility solutions. One commonality among the value propositions is 
the integration of mobility services (or what is commonly referred to as Mobility as a Service). Often, 
the integration of mobility services intends to provide an alternative to privately-owned car-based 
door-to-door travel. However, some services, intentionally or unintentionally, might provide 
incentives for travelers to use GHG-intensive transport modes, for example by promoting car sharing 
as an alternative to public transport. All services interact with public transport, either by facilitating, 
promoting, or complementing public transport. The type of interaction is determined by many service 
characteristics, which must be consciously considered in the design of the services, such as the types 
of services integrated in a platform, the way different transport options are presented to travelers, and 
the pricing of those services. Thus, when designing a mobility service, the cases explored in the 
market chapter suggest that providers should be aware that their design choices influence the use of 
public transport and other existing transport modes, define which type of interaction to aim for, and 
systematically consider this aim throughout the whole design process. For example, striving to 
establish public transport as the backbone of integrated mobility services requires different design 
choices than striving to maximize individual flexibility or freedom of choice for travelers. 

There are numerous possible configurations of mobility service business models with respect to 
transport services offered, customer channels, choice of lead and partner organizations, interaction 
with other mobility services, revenue sources and pricing strategies. There is no one-size-fits all 
approach in configuring the service characteristics. Instead, the viability and sustainability of an 
integrated mobility service and the underlying business model depends largely on the ability to design 
and align each characteristic to form a service that: addresses the (mobility) needs of the local citizens; 
embeds the service into a future transport landscape comprised of other actors and services; and 
deploys an economically self-sustaining or at least cost-covering revenue model. This might also 
require the identification and exploitation of unconventional sources of revenue such as local retailers 
or advertisers (based on Polydoropoulou et al., 2020). While it is important to consider how service 
design influences sustainability and equity of business models, service design can also question and 
challenge unjust business models. The platform co-operative EVA, described in the citizen chapter of 
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the report, illustrates how business models can be created in ways which push the development of 
platform-based services towards more democratic accountability.  

Other important decisions influencing business model design are the choice of lead organization, the 
customer channels and the value capturing system employed. Although the integration of mobility 
services requires collaboration across a range of actors, the organization which took a leading position 
seemed to influence key decisions such as whether solutions were integrated with the public transport 
system (e.g., bookable over the public transport website), citizens’ perceptions of the service and the 
willingness of other service providers to enter partnerships. Even if a service is developed by one 
organization only, there is the option to create a new entity or brand for marketing the service. Careful 
consideration also needs to be applied to the choice of the customer channels used (e.g., smartphone 
app, website, telephone) and the pricing strategy (e.g., subscriptions, pay-as-you-go), which need to be 
fitted to the customers’ willingness-to-pay for and ability-to-use the service. Here exists a tension 
between a market and citizen focus. Through a market lens, those using a service are primarily framed 
as customers. Taking a broader citizen perspective can encourage discussions to go beyond such a 
limited conceptualization and help to acknowledge the multiplicity of the possible roles of citizens can 
take. A narrow focus on citizens primarily as customers can also exacerbate the risk of mobility 
services continuing to develop at a distance from the groups whose needs the service/s intend to 
address (see Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020). This can lead certain geographies or groups being 
overlooked or excluded from developments, as services can lean towards a focus on an “urban elite” 
(Pangbourne et al., 2020, p. 44). 

The cases illustrate public governance approaches spanning from more passive or reactive stances 
towards market-driven developments (Waterfront Toronto; e-scooters in Stockholm) to positions more 
focused on actively safeguarding social and environmental public objectives (e-scooters in Seattle; 
exploring rural mobility and accessibility in KomILand). In Stockholm, the governance of e-scooters 
has been mainly reactive and based on voluntary agreements. While lacking a comprehensive strategy 
and specific objectives, the governance approach has focused on mitigating evident problems related 
to the developments, such as wrongly parked vehicles, rather than setting a desired direction and 
making e-scooters an integral part of the comprehensive transport policy. Still, more recent 
developments in Stockholm suggest a move towards a more active governance approach, marked by a 
shift from voluntary to legal actions. It is worth noting that there are no objectives for social equity or 
distribution of mobility solutions governing the introduction of e-scooters in the City of Stockholm, 
nor any concrete environmental objectives, other than a general city-wide ambition to mitigate GHG 
emissions. In contrast, Seattle governs e-scooters through a specific strategic governance framework 
with environmental and social objectives, and processes for monitoring, evaluating and successively 
adapting developments in the light of objectives and strategies. Insights from the cases in this report 
confirm previous calls for an active governance approach to safeguard public values and priorities in 
developments (Docherty, 2018). As certain cases, such as Seattle, illustrate, this can involve setting 
policy objectives, developing more reflexive and inclusive processes, and experimental steering 
(Reardon & Marsden, 2018). As examples of citizen participation in this report have also shown, this 
can include viewing citizens not only as users or consumers. Through participatory methods, the 
implications of new types of mobility services for citizens can be more strongly recognized by public 
actors, and citizens can be active subjects in the development. 

In practice, the involvement of citizens as more than travelers, users, or customers, can take many 
forms. The cases of mobility solutions in rural areas (such as ELLI, Mobifalt, and KomiLand) provide 
examples of citizens as co-producers in operational roles as they administrate or operate certain 
solutions. The specific case descriptions on citizen participation highlight ways in which issues 
connected to transport and mobility often intersect with other areas, such as the right to the city, 
pollution and health. Citizen participation can be initiated by a variety of actors—both citizens 
themselves, but also planners and academics, or via co-design methodologies in the development of 
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market services. The cases described suggest the need for processes which recognize the different 
needs of those expected to make use of new mobility and accessibility services.  

A central problem with new mobility solutions is their uneven geographical and socio-economic 
distribution, and the associated weaker economic viability of solutions - at least from a pure business 
model perspective - outside the immediate urban cores. There are clear differences and tensions 
between market, public and citizen focused approaches to mobility and accessibility solutions in 
urban, semi-urban and rural contexts. As interest from private actors to introduce services in peripheral 
areas has been limited, public provision of mobility services might be a way to improve rural 
accessibility at a relatively low cost compared to improvements in regular public transport. This 
market failure may also motivate active public engagement in introducing and sustaining solutions in 
peripheral geographies. Such arguments are, for example, made in the KomILand project.  

In the chapter on citizen participation, we drew on literature on transport and mobility justice which 
emphasizes the role of recognition in decision-making and governance procedures related to transport 
and mobility. Verlinghieri and Schwanen (2020, p. 3) relate these themes directly to the question of 
participation, such as how inclusive procedures for planning and policy making are, as well as the 
influence those who participate in these processes wield, and the overall extent to which the public is 
included. They define recognition as the “acknowledgment of and respect for the rights, needs, values, 
understandings and customs of groups involved in, or affected by, decision making and governance”. 
Other research (Sørensen & Paulsson, 2020) has also emphasized the need to develop the way in 
which citizens, or the public, are involved in developments related to smart mobility. There is 
therefore a clear connection between the role of public actors in relation to citizens. Public actors have 
a responsibility for ensuring public good (see Eneqvist & Karvonen, 2020) which also includes a 
responsibility for mitigating risks for the social exclusion of certain groups and geographies 
(Pangbourne et al., 2020; Docherty, 2018).  

Sustainable mobility requires changes in how the private car is used and planned for. In several cases 
discussed in this report the dominance of privately-owned car was a common background factor 
motivating the need for new approaches to mobility. A number of cases illustrated how the dominant 
position of the private car, and the associated planning and market practices, can be directly and 
indirectly challenged. As mentioned above, integrating various mobility services via one digital 
platform is one approach to indirectly challenge the private car and change mobility practices, as well 
as challenge the dominance of the car through suburban cycling in Toronto, Canada. Other cases 
exemplified more direct ways of challenging the private car, such as protests against the construction 
of motorway infrastructures in Santiago, Chile, as well as the introduction of Superblocks in Barcelona 
as one effort to radically change how urban space is used and experienced. An ongoing question 
related to the development of mobility and accessibility services is therefore how new solutions will 
ultimately influence private car use, and contribute to a change, or transformation, of the privileged 
position the private car holds. As stated in the introduction, new mobility services often “cut across 
and reconfigure relationships” between multiple dimensions of the transport system (e.g., car travel, 
public transport, cycling etc.) and between existing infrastructures and ‘new’ systems (Hodson, Geels 
& McMeekin, 2017, p. 8). There are therefore ongoing tensions to be negotiated between incoming 
and existing systems which will require new knowledge and planning approaches from public actors.  

5.2. Recommendations for the living-lab 
Based on the three challenges formulated in the Mistra SAMS program (I.e., the risk of new services 
leading to less sustainable, increased motorized mobility; the risk of social exclusion for certain 
groups and geographies; and tensions between public goals and business models based on increasing 
mobility), and insights from the case descriptions, we suggest the following recommendations for 
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designing and introducing mobility and accessibility solutions in ways which reflect and contribute to 
climate mitigation and social equity in living lab contexts: 

• When designing business models, in terms of the actual value creation, delivery 
characteristics, and how these connect to sustainability, a key consideration is how the 
service interacts with existing mobility services (e.g. does the service integrate, 
complement, promote or compete with other mobility services). The intended form of 
interaction needs to be reflected in the types of services offered (e.g., offering new transport 
modes to travel from door-to-door or only the last mile from/to the closest public transport 
stop) and the rules embedded in the service platform (e.g., presenting and allowing for the 
booking of new services at all times or only if no conventional public transport connection is 
available).  

• Consider possible tensions between market-driven initiatives and long-term public goals, 
by actively relating the introduction of new mobility solutions to relevant public 
governance frameworks, including objectives, strategies and plans. In case a relevant 
governance framework is missing, encourage relevant public actors to develop one, preferably 
in a process coordinated with the design, introduction and successive evaluation of the 
mobility and accessibility solutions. Overarching objectives, strategies and plans can provide 
directionality for the living lab, while also providing opportunities for exploring tensions 
between public targets and business logics, for reflexive learning, and for strengthening the 
relevance of the living lab and the capacity to take care of its outcomes among relevant public 
organizations.  

• In order to facilitate inclusive developments and citizen participation, seek to embed the 
living lab in the local social context, connect to existing organizations and issues, and 
explore intersections with other policy areas. Although living labs are a tool for 
experimentation and the testing of new solutions, labs can still strive to embed themselves in a 
local context by connecting to existing organizations with established contact networks (e.g., 
to citizens or businesses). Ideas being tested in the lab can also be strengthened by finding 
intersections with policy areas which overlap with transport, such as public health, or related 
to current local concerns. Focus should not simply be on the technology/service itself. Living 
labs can be used to explore processes which recognize the different needs of those 
expected to make use of new mobility and accessibility services. It is important that the 
process of developing services recognizes the different groups involved in, and affected by, 
the changes the living lab will potentially bring. Ensure that a reflexive and inclusive process 
guides how services are introduced. Citizen participation is not a box ticking exercise. Instead, 
citizen participation should be approached as a process of engagement which can change over 
time. 

• Living labs provide opportunities to illustrate and exemplify what socially inclusive 
sustainable mobility and accessibility could imply, material forms it could take, and 
governance approaches to support it. Living labs provide spaces to explore potentially 
radical shifts. The (currently) ongoing Covid-19 pandemic has shown that change in everyday 
accessibility and mobility practices can happen fast. Consider utilizing the living lab as a 
strategic and reflexive governance instrument with the potential to bring useful insights and 
outcomes which stretch beyond the specific living lab setting such as for example, input to 
strategic planning and policy development. Bridging the gap between living labs and existing 
governance processes is important if they are to lead to change. Learning and formulating 
boundaries for what constitutes sustainable and socially just developments can be an intrinsic 
part of living labs. This may also involve discarding or curtailing tests which do not lead in a 
desired direction. 
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Appendix 1. Interview questionnaires 

Public actor perspective 

Interviews regarded the following themes: 

• Which overarching governance frameworks, policies and strategies guide your organization’s 
role in steering developments of new mobility solutions?  

• How is the governance of the mobility solution in question related to overarching frameworks, 
policies and strategies?  

• Which challenges and opportunities does the governance approach to the mobility solution in 
question address? 

• How would you describe the outcome of the governance approach? 

• Does the governance approach contribute to learning and strengthened institutional capacity to 
navigate and steer developments?  

Citizen perspective 

Example of the basic interview guide used in interview in the citizen perspectives. Questions have 
been adjusted in interviews depending on the case in question.  

1. How have you/insert organisation worked to create citizen engagement in [insert case]?  

2. Could you describe what you think has driven citizen engagement in [insert case]?  

o which contextual factors have been influential & why? 

3. Why would you say that it is important to engage citizens?  

o What are the benefits with citizen participation / engagement? 

o Do you see any negative aspects of citizen engagement? 

o Would you say that a broad range of citizen interests are represented? Or is it a 
specific group? 

4. What have you/your organisation learnt about citizen engagement/participation through your 
involvement with [insert case]?  

o e.g. aspects which were a success? a surprise? less successful, or difficult? 

o Have you experienced contradictions or tensions between different citizen interests?   

o & related to the longevity of the case in question - how have you worked to establish a 
continuous process/ organisational structure to maintain your work? 

5. What changed as a result of [insert case]? And if so, what?  

o Or what impact did [insert case] have?  

o How did it influence x,y,z (depending on the case this could be a planning process, or 
a state decision making process, or how a specific issue was dealt with etc) 

6. In Mistra SAMS we are aiming to discuss how the cases we explore can help us to contribute 
to climate neutrality and social justice in the work we are doing. 

o What kind of role has sustainability had as part of your work?  

o What role as social justice had in the work you have been doing? 

7. In what kind of ways have you / your organisation worked with market and/or public actors? 

o How have you tried to influence these actors from a citizen perspective? 
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8. Are there any other ‘cases’ involving citizen engagement/ participation which have inspired 
your work / your practice? 

Market perspective 

The table shows an exemplary questionnaire used for the interviews. Due to the exploratory nature of 
the interviews and the different nature of the services, questions were adapted slightly for each 
interview. 

Topic Questions 

Value 
proposition 
and service 
description 

- Why was the service initiated? 
- What is the mission of the service? 
- What is the value proposition of the service? 
- How does the service function today? 
- Did you adapt the service over time? If yes, how and why? 
- Does the service now work well? If yes, what works will? If not, what does not work well? 
- Do you have any plans to further develop the service? 

Users - Who are the main user groups and for what types of trips do they use the service? 
- How does the service change mobility behavior of the users?  
- Are the users content with the service? What do they like what do they not like? 
- Do you collect feedback from users and use it to adjust the service? If yes, can you give an example? 

Organization 
and partners 

- What organizational form does the service have and who administrates the service? 
- Who are important partners? 
- How does the collaboration with your partners work? What are their interests? 
- Do you in any way collaborate with citizens/are citizens involved in the design of your solution? 

Value 
capture 

- How is the service financed?  
- Is the service profitable or economically self-sustaining? 
- Are you planning to change the financing model in the mid- to long-term? 

Challenges 
and barriers 

- What are important challenges of the service? 
- Are there any policies which hinder the proper use or scaling of your solution? 
- Do you suggest any type of policy change that would benefit your business? 
- Was it possible to implement the solution in the current legislative and economic framework, or were 

changes to those required? 
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Appendix 2. Conducted interviews 

Public actor perspective 

Case Interviewee Interview format Date 

E-scooters, Birmingham Civil servant, City of Birmingham Video conference 26.5.2021 

KomILand Project Manager Video conference 28.4.2021 

E-scooters, Stockholm Civil servant, Stockholm municipality Phone call 27.8.2021 

MoBo III, Sundbyberg Civil servant, Sundbyberg municipality Phone call 26.5.2021 

Citizen perspective 

Case Interviewee(s) and role Interview format Date  

EVA, Montreal, Canada Chief Operating Officer Video conference 27.4.2021 

TCAT, Scarborough Cycles, 
Toronto, Canada 

Researcher; & Researcher & Project leader Video conference 21.5.2021 
 

Citizens’ Panel Thessaloniki, 
Greece 

Researcher/Citizens’ Panel organizer Video conference 18.5.2021 

NaviGoGo, Scotland, UK Director, & Co-founder Video conference 26.4.2021 
 

The Living City, Santiago, 
Chile 

Activist/ Researcher Video conference 13.4.2021 

Superblocks, Barcelona, 
Spain 

Councilor for Mobility and Accessibility of Sant 
Martí District & Deputy at Office for the Chief 
Architect, Barcelona City Council; Participation 
and Citizenship Technician - Barcelona City 
Council  

Video conference 15.10.2021 

Market perspective 

Case Interviewee(s) and role Interview format Date 

SBB Green Class Mobility Intrapreneuer, SBB Green Class Video conference 25.5.2021 

ELLI Member of the board, ELLI, Mayor of 
Bollewick 

Video conference 5.8.2021 
  

Mobifalt  Head of Marketing and Communication, NVV Video conference 12.8.2021 
  

ISTmobil CEO, ISTmobil; Marketing and communication 
manager, ISTmobil 

Phone call, 
exchange of text 
documents  

17.8.2021 
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