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Critical Drivers of Supply and Demand

People move outside the
city centers due to cheaper
transportation prices
-> new routes

ICT enables intermodal
services and increases the
demand for mobilty by
making information

accessible.
>

Life expectancy
increases while quality
of life depends on
possibility to commute
-> adaption to needs of
elderly poeple

Sharing transportation

allows more efficiant and

environmental friendly

usage.

-> integrate sharing in
intermod




Modes of exploitation and allocation

Authority  initiative Market initiative

Direct public External regulation Reculated Open entry

management and contractualization ation (Licensing with
(self~-production) light regulation)

In house Outsourcing
(mainly by competitive
\ tendering)
Sub- Detailed Onutli
contracting contracting contracting

Increasing competition and contestability

Increasing responsibilities and risks delegated to external operators

Reduction of the authority rules on the actions of market suppliers
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Main policy reform promoted by the EU V)

EU Regulation 1317/2007

* conditions in which authorities can intervene in the area of LPT
* to guarantee the provision of SGEI and to ensure provision of public transport services

» offering higher service frequencies, better quality or lower fares than the market would otherwise provide.

* More specifically:
* Compensation of the service provider if the authorities decide to intervene

* mechanisms to be applied to award public services contracts to third parties other than an internal operator by means of

( transparent and non-discriminatory competitive procedures which may be subject to negotiation.
< * competent local authorities may provide public transport services themselves or assign them to an internal operator over which
Q they have control comparable to that over their own services.
Member States implementation of Regulation 1317/2007 \
* Report of Commission EU (02/2016; - “Study on economic and financial effects of the implementation of Regulation

1370/20070n public passenger transport services”)
* Regulation has affected the approach to service provision of the Member States

* in a limited numer of member states the Regulation has allowed a more flexible approach to the award of contracts than was
previously the case under the relevant national legislation

 E.g.: in Italy it is now possible to award contracts directly whereas formerly authorities were obliged to procure services
Ny through competitive tender.



European Comparison I

formally market initiative but
predominant public initiative dominated by authority
owned companies
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ITALY RELGIUM AUSTRIA GERMANY UNITED
KINGDOM

full de-regulation, open entry
market initiative

FRANCE

SWEDEN
I




European Comparison: Examples

New LEU. Flag:

NoT
ENOUGH
conggssious

= mostly public providers = services of local transport = 1985: full deregulation
are under the responsibility outside London and
of regions Scotland
= delegation of public service = |n 33 Municipalis around
with a private operator is the London there is different
privileged choice (90%) in Management

the awarding procedures
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Advantages of public ownership

higher accessibility of service

More equitable prices

Increasing safety of supply

higher coverage in not profitable areas

O

Disadvantages of public ownership

Inefficiency/ no incentives to become
more efficient

No strict separation of roles and interests
between regulators and providers

responsibility and risk allocation on the
public government

High level of subsidies
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l Have the EU citizens been well served? Good and Bad
Examples of Member's State policy experience

Public transport, for example the bus, tram or metro Public tran for le the bus. tram of metro

W Total ‘Satisfied W Total Mot satished’ W Tital Nt safisfied’ ™ Total “Safisfied"
Zurich (CH) a7 Pal ey (IT) m
Wien (AT) a5 Roma (IT) B3
Helsinki (F1) 93 Napoli (IT) 63
Oslo (NO) 89 Oule (Y
Kasice (SK)
Ruostock (DE) g8
Istantai (TR)
Hamburg (DE) 88
Bucuresti [RO)
Ratterdam (NL) 87 _ _
Diyarbakir (TR)
Burgas (BG) 86 Ankara (TR)
Praha (CZ) 86 Lisbaa (PT)
86 Lafosia (CY)

l Munchen (DE)
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Conclusions - Perspectives

successful or not implementation of
a policy reform is case-sensitive

people are not really concerned about the governance form, the
institutional settings and the contractual details. They want a local
public transport system, characterized by efficiency, equity,
sustainability and feasibility. Local institutional authorities should
inspire trustworthiness to their citizens.

Establishing a sustainable urban transportation system to meet the
changing mobility needs of citizens requires a and

approach to policy-making and decision-making, with
the aim of developing affordable, economic viable, people-oriented
and environment-friendly local public transport systems.

New approaches and tools are essential to support European cities
in facing their demanding futures, some promising among which
are: Public Private Partnerships (PPP) initiatives,

etc., Willingness to Pay as an estimation method



f/ﬁ Thank you for your attention!
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