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The Urban Transport Group has been looking at the issues and options  
of applying Mobility as a Service to city regional transport services 

prediction for 
MaaS revenues 

by 2030

$1
trillion
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T he Urban Transport Group (UTG) 
represents the seven strategic 
transport bodies serving the 
20 million residents of Greater 

Manchester, Liverpool, London, Sheffield, 
Tyne & Wear, West Midlands and West 
Yorkshire. 

It has issued a report looking at the  
challenges facing anyone involved in public 
transport, planning, policy or operations 
and, as a result,  has attempted to outline a 
framework within which smarter transport 
solutions might evolve.

And a framework is all it can offer. Because, 
however many headlines it generates,  
MaaS remains a fluid concept that means 

different things to different stakeholders.
To a local government transport planner, 

it could be the panacea to decades of under-
investment in local transport infrastructure; 
to the taxicab operator, it could symbolise 
an opportunity to switch to electric vehicles 
(EVs) and steal a march on competitors; to 
the venture capitalist, it could be an oppor-
tunity to get in at ground level on the next 
phase of the tech boom.

In truth, MaaS could be all of these things. 
Or none. 

One of the biggest problems with MaaS 
lies in the woolliness of the concept. And the 
UTG deserves credit for attempting to pin 
down a tighter definition of a workable form 

of MaaS at the earliest opportunity.
The UTG report defines MaaS as: “A 

suite of services which provide access to 
information on, and payment for, different 
options for making journeys.”

It says authentic MaaS solutions cab be 
characterised by a handy acronym – CASE:

Connected
Autonomous
Shared
Electric

It goes on to offer some suggestions on 
what real MaaS solutions should look like 
by setting out five tests for ‘good’ MaaS:

1. Does it incentivise public transport use?
2.  Does it help reduce congestion and pol-

lution?
3.  Is it socially inclusive? (Is it affordable; 

accessible in a non-digital way; provid-
ing good geographical coverage; pro-
viding information and options for those 
with additional mobility needs?)

4.  Is there a culture of openness and data 
sharing?

5. Does it encourage active lifestyles?
And it’s in meeting these aspirations that 

so many putative MaaS solutions – along 
with the few small-scale pilot projects and 
trials – are found to be lacking.

“While there are some MaaS schemes 
now up and running, it remains to be seen 
whether MaaS is a niche product for high 
income, car-free millennials, or a ubiq-
uitous component of the more sustain-
able and efficient transport policies of the 

future,” says the report. “MaaS won’t just 
happen because it’s a good idea. If it is to 
happen at scale, and for any length of time, 
then it either must be commercially viable, 
or it will require some form of cross-subsidy 
either from the private or public sector.”

ThE ECONOMIC PRIzE
According to ABI research, global MaaS 
revenues will exceed US$1 trillion (£777 bil-
lion) by 2030, while transport data and new 
mobility services will represent a global 
market of around £224bn.

But if MaaS is seen by tech companies 
and venture capitalists as the next platform 
to establish a virtual monopoly – this time 
in transport services – what effect will this 
have on the viability of the ecosystem of 
transport services that come to rely on it? 
And how much influence will local transport 
authorities have over the health, environ-

mental impact and inclusivity of its delivery?
“If, ultimately, the market moves to private 

sector monopolies and ‘walled gardens’ 
then there are challenges around the dan-

gers of providers incentivising travellers to 
use modes or services which can be 

most easily monetised or which it is 
in their financial interest to do so 

(such as taxis rather than active 
travel or public transport),” 
warns the report.

The report then goes 
into greater detail, sub-
tly exploding a few of the 
myths around MaaS by 
gently explaining what 
MaaS isn’t.

MAAS ISN’T: A ‘SIlVER 
BUllET’ SOlUTION TO 

DECADES Of UNDER- 
INVESTMENT AND fEEBlE 

REGUlATION Of PUBlIC  
TRANSPORT INfRASTRUCTURE

Rail privatisation and deregulation of the 
buses are cited as unique challenges to UK 
transport planners which aren’t as much 
of a challenge to their continental counter-
parts:

“In the Great Britain context there are 
significant constraints around funding and 
the wider regulatory and legislative frame-
work (particularly outside London) in which 
transport authorities work which can make 
playing a more central role in MaaS more 
challenging,” says the report.

It details regulatory spectrums from 
KPMG and Transport for Greater 
Manchester (TfGM) which map out the 
likely impact of various models – from 
open market free-for-all to local authority 
monopoly on franchises and services.

“The ability of transport authorities to 
take on a more decisive role on MaaS is  
influenced by the wider regulatory and  
legislative framework. In particular, the 
deregulation of the bus sector outside 
London and privatisation of rail can be a 
limiting factor as transport authorities do 
not have full control over the pricing of pub-
lic transport.”

Where the public sector is either the MaaS 
operator or a pro-active regulator, 

The deregulation of the bus sector 
outside London and privatisation of rail 

can be a limiting factor as transport 
authorities do not have full control 
over the pricing of public transport
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However, if travellers can be tempted 
out of car ownership, the report suggests 
an unlimited MaaS subscription removes 
the price incentive to take public transport 
over a taxi, which offers a door-to-door ser-
vice, which has potential impacts on public 
transport patronage, increases motorised 
vehicle miles travelled and congestion.

The report then focuses on the central 
challenges of formulating an integrated 
approach to MaaS.

DATA AND REGUlATION
Comprehensive MaaS requires the free 
flow, exchange and standardisation of the 
data required to drive a responsive plat-
form, yet this often sits uncomfortably with 
competitive private sector transport provid-
ers and raises concerns over security and 
privacy. This suggests that an independent 
regulatory authority is necessary to oversee 
data standards.

“There are also issues around how the 
impartiality of information about travel 
options is maintained as well as whether or 
not the information provided reflects wider 
public policy goals – including promot-
ing active travel (to improve public health),  
tackling air quality challenges and reducing 
carbon emissions,” says the report.

“Fragmentation of the UK public trans-
port system through deregulation makes 
data-sharing between multiple private 
operators challenging and has been a sig-
nificant barrier to multi-operator ticketing.”

In Finland, a Government-sanctioned 
Transport Code has established a level 
playing field for public and private mobil-
ity operators, by requiring public and  
private mobility providers to have an open  
application programming interface (API) so 
that “all can be integrated into one seam-
less travel chain that can be paid by one 
mobile system and all transport modes 

can be integrated into one  
holistic system”.

CARROTS AND STICKS
Regional transport authorities should 
assert their role as regulators of a MaaS 
‘ecosystem’ that encourages the use of 
inclusive and sustainable modes, while 
penalising modes which generate more 
congestion and pollution.

The report suggests integrating MaaS 
and road user charging could help narrow 
the gap between motoring and other forms 
of mobility, citing The Centre for London’s 
suggestion to integrate road pricing mech-
anisms to cover all motor vehicles – includ-
ing private users, taxis and PHVs.

“This single system would be integrated 
with other transport options so the costs of 
driving could be compared to public trans-
port, car-sharing, taxi, bike hire, cycling 
and walking. Such an approach could be 

applicable in other UK cities 
but would be more challeng-

ing due to the fragmentation of the 
public transport systems.”

CASE STUDIES 
Mobility start-up MaaS Global has orches-
trated the largest trials of MaaS in Finland 
and the UK, but the outcomes illustrate 
the practical difficulties of implementing 
an authentic, comprehensive MaaS sys-
tem – even within relatively prosperous city 
regions. 

Maas Global operates a MaaS sub-
scription platform in Helsinki, but uptake 
remains tiny (less than 1% of total trips) and 
in the UK, Maas Global withdrew subscrip-
tion services from the Whim scheme in the 
West Midlands due to low/zero uptake. 

In conclusion, the report recaps the key 
implications transport authorities must 
consider in their approach to MaaS:

•  how the economic models of MaaS 
schemes stack up, and the implications 
on traveller behaviour.

•  how data is managed – including in 
relation to ownership, sharing and 
resourcing.

•  how MaaS schemes can truly serve all 
strata of society, and not ignore mar-
ginalised communities or demographic 
groups.

•  how MaaS schemes could potentially 
be integrated with road user charging to 
narrow the gap between motoring and 
other forms of mobility.

The report authors conclude: “The future 
of MaaS is yet to be decided. It could make 
travelling easier for all, no matter their 
income, disability or location, or it could 
make mobility easier for tech-savvy, city 
centre dwellers and harder for those who 
are already excluded and marginalised.”

transport authorities can ensure MaaS 
is delivering across policy goals – from  
public health and air quality to reducing 
congestion and reliance on the private car.

The report concludes that the risks of 
over-reliance on the public sector are  
outweighed by the risk of private sector 
operators failing to deliver public policy 
goals and undermining public transport by 
incentivising taxis, car hire and ride-sharing.

MAAS ISN’T: AN ENhANCED  
TRANSPORT INfORMATION  
AND TICKETING SERVICE 
Although efficient distribution of real-time 
travel information is a vital component of 
any wider MaaS offer, expecting travellers 
to rely on a smartphone app could exclude 
older, less tech-savvy travellers.

The report interrogates the trend towards 
the ‘transport portal’ model of MaaS and 
sounds the alarm over its longer-term 
implications. 

It says: “The challenge around MaaS 
packages may be a factor in why there has 
been a shift in focus recently towards MaaS 
in the form of a single portal for information 
and pay-as-you-go travel across modes. 
If a private sector provider can incentivise 
travellers to use its ‘walled garden’ for travel 
information and ticket purchase, then it 
can start to emulate the ‘platform’ model 
(Facebook, Amazon, Airbnb) which has 
proved so profitable for other sectors.”

The report highlights how first movers 
such as Citymapper or Uber are happy to 
‘burn cash’ to undercut existing transport 
players to buy market penetration and 
dominance before scaling their businesses 
to meet investor and market expectations.

And, in addition to muscling out existing 
transport operators with predatory pricing, 
the report highlights hard evidence that 
the new generation of transport disruptors 
actually increase traffic – and thus conges-
tion and pollution.

“Evidence from the USA suggests that the 
rise of ‘transportation network companies’ 
(TNCs) like Uber and Lyft are contributing 
to congestion. Schaller found TNCs added 
5.7 billion miles of driving in America’s nine 
largest metropolitan areas and 60% of 
users in dense cities would have used pub-
lic or active transport had the TNC not been 
available.”

MAAS ISN’T: A BOlT-ON SERVICE  
TO A PRIVATE CAR fOR WhEN CAR  
OWNERS DON’T fEEl lIKE DRIVING
“A fully comprehensive MaaS offer could 
mean that ownership of private vehicles is 
no longer necessary for more people and 
customers’ mobility needs are instead pro-
vided by a range of services through a single 
platform: usership replaces ownership.”

Less than  

of total trips  
in Helsinki are 
made using a 

MaaS 
subscription 

platform

1
%
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MaaS could make mobility easier for 
tech-savvy, city centre dwellers and 

harder for those who are already 
excluded and marginalised

Urban Transport Group report
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TuRN OvER 
fOR THE PEER 
REvIEwS

of the time cars 
in the UK are 

parked up

97
%

  A car club 
vehicle on the 
road replaces 
10.5 privately-
owned cars, 
says the report
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T he figures are stark: the UK’s  
27 million cars are grossly 
under-utilised. The typical car 
spends 97% of its life parked 

up (albeit during this time it is also non-
polluting and doesn’t contribute to conges-
tion) and 62% of the trips it does make are 
undertaken by a lone driver.

Promoting higher levels of sharing is a low 
cost way to reduce demand for road space, 
improve air quality and reduce carbon 
emissions from transport to help towards 
meeting the Government’s stated target of 
net zero greenhouse gases by 2050.

The obvious way to do this, according to 
a report from the Commission on Travel 
Demand (CTD), is to reduce the size of the 
car fleet and use the vehicle miles travelled 
more intensively.

And, while policymakers continue to focus 
on electric vehicles (EVs) and autonomous 
vehicles (AVs) to solve the problems, this 

report concludes that both these technolo-
gies could actually exacerbate them.

“As the technology gets commercialised, 
EVs will make motoring cheaper, while AVs 
extend private mobility solutions to a much 
larger demographic,” say the authors.

“As identified in a wide range of studies 
on the deployment of AVs, if they are not to 
create more traffic as a result of empty run-
ning, they need to be intensively shared.

“The Department for Transport (DfT) 2018 
Road Traffic Forecasts found that the dif-
ference between greater shared mobility 
in an automated future and more individu-
alised mobility could be as much as 50% of  
current levels of traffic.”

Contrasting the current fixation on auton-
omy and electrification with the absence of 
any official policy position on shared mobil-
ity, the report calls for the establishment 
of a hierarchy of road use which favours 
walking, cycling and then public transport  

within the national transport strategy.
“More intensive use of fewer vehicles 

offers a cost-effective, socially progressive 
and implementable set of options to cut 
carbon,” says the CTD. “It could play a much 
bigger role. Whether it does so or not will, to 
large degree, be defined by the creation of a 
truly supportive policy environment and real 
commitment.”

The report analyses the potential of vari-
ous vehicle-sharing schemes and makes 
20 policy recommendations designed to 
move shared mobility solutions up the 
transport agenda.

The most eye-catching of these include: 

•  Prioritising shared mobility projects in 
publicly-funded research into AVs.

•  Obliging the DfT to monitor car occu-
pancy levels and increase them – while 
setting out its vision for the transition to 
a smaller vehicle fleet.

•  Making highways England redesign 
motorway and trunk road interchanges 
to promote safe car sharing.

•  Increasing shared use of public sector 
fleets such as non-emergency ambu-
lances, local authority pool cars and 
school buses to enhance shared mobility.

And, while the report acknowledges an 
apparently ingrained cultural aversion to 
car-sharing, it highlights the significant 
proportion of journeys (40%) that are cur-
rently shared and the success of informal 
and coordinated sharing platforms.

A DfT study found 84% of people reported 
some form of disadvantage with ride-shar-
ing with 42% identifying safety as a disad-
vantage. 

Only 20% of the sample acknowledged 
the environmental advantages while the 
same proportion couldn’t identify or didn’t 
know of any advantages of sharing.

“So, should we put shared mobility in 
the ‘too difficult’ box?” asks the report 
authors. “We think not. Energy would best 
be addressed into thinking about how to 
find ways to amplify the sharing that already 
exists across all walks of life.”

The report says the evidence suggests 
greater sharing needs to be cultivated over 
time and cannot simply be switched on just 
by deploying a new technology. 

It adds: “Trust-building seems critical and 
not enough is yet known about the extent to 
which design can overcome the reluctance 
of some people to share small spaces with-
out human supervision.”

But the report points out that the vast 
majority of sharing occurs outside of  
formally managed systems and cautions 
policymakers against drawing conclusions 
about passengers’ “willingness to share” 
based only on the more formal shared 
mobility innovations: “Where these factors 
work, it is often the case the arrangements 

move off the platforms and become more 
peer-to-peer led.”

The commission examined evidence from 
28 organisations and looked at the latest 
thinking on a range of shared mobility solu-
tions. The authors concluded that in the 
urban environment, the biggest 
impact in reducing car owner-
ship and increasing occu-
pancy levels comes 
from car clubs and 
lift sharing.

Market-leading 
car-sharing 
p l a t f o r m 
Liftshare has 
more than 
650,000 mem-
bers offer-
ing or looking 
for one-off or 
regular lifts and 
the platform esti-
mates that with the 
right programme of 
engagement and incen-
tives, more than 20% of 
employees of a large organisation 
can lift-share, with levels of participation 
as high 40% at Centrica and Wolesley.

Noting that there are  in excess of 4,000 
car club vehicles and 245,000 members, 
the report estimates a car club vehicle on 
the road replaces 10.5 privately-owned cars 
(although there is no comment on whether 
actual total mileage falls) – and is effective 
in reducing ownership of second cars.

Both factors have economic implications. 
But currently car clubs are operating 

either at a loss or more or less break-even 
– a situation not helped by local authorities 
levying higher parking charges for car club 
vehicles than typical residential rates.

The authors are sceptical about ride-
pooling solutions such as UberPool or 

LyftLine where users book a ride which they 
may share with an unknown third party. 
A 2018 Californian study suggested ride-
hailing trips replaced car or taxi trips while 
ride-pooling more often substitutes for the 

use of public transportation.
“Ride-pooling seems to have 

some substitution effects for 
public transport and there 

is no evidence to sug-
gest that these ser-

vices will be bene-
ficial to traffic lev-
els,” concludes 
the authors. 
“ R e s e a r c h 
suggests that 
in central 
areas these 
services are 
adding to con-

gestion.”
Outside the cit-

ies, where much-
vaunted MaaS mobility 

solutions are less likely 
to be viable – at least in the 

short term – the report stresses 
the importance of subsidised demand-

responsive community transport schemes 
such as dial-a-bus services.

“There is an on-going need for the ser-
vices provided by community transport,” 
says the report. 

“These provide a vital lifeline for many 
who live without cars and with poor or non-
existent public transport.”

CONClUSIONS
Shared transport services tend to be con-
centrated in denser urban areas where 
there is the scale of potential users and the 
user base is not representative of the popu-
lation as a whole. 

Because the UK starts from a more 
fragmented mobility market position 
than many other European countries, the 
authors warn that the risks of more indi-
vidualised outcomes seem higher without 
clear action to prevent this.

“In essence, our creative capacity for 
transport innovation will support the deliv-
ery of a more individualised transport sys-
tem and miss the opportunities that lower 
traffic futures could offer,” the authors say.

“Given the scale of the decarbonisation 
challenge and the timescales required to 
deliver upgrades to much of our public 
transport system, they must fit together. 
This is not a case of either/or, but both.”

Shared
mobility
Report from the Commission on Travel Demand says electric and autonomous  
vehicles could actually exacerbate the problems of poorly utilised cars 
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More intensive use of fewer vehicles 
offers a cost-effective, socially 

progressive and implementable set  
of options to cut carbon. It could play 

a much bigger role 

Commission on Travel Demand report


