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Introduction & Motivation Surveys & Data Collection Survey Results Discussion
+ This study focused on the St. Louis Downtown Connect as a to capture data and bri lysis f i ) : o = - . .
forward on a new electrified on-demand transit (ODT) system in a dense urban area. Community Mobility Survey - Community Mobility Survey Routes for Populations at Cabridge Senior Living | || Routes for Populations at Carr Squace | T D O s o e o e and
+ =244, collected Sept. 2022 — Mar. 2023. « The neighborhood ODT service attracted more elderly riders (20%) than the 5 T - :r‘fé“a‘“’“ an le luced only 41% an of CO, emissions compared to fixed route an¢
T services using low-speed ic vehi (LSEV) are an innovative ucnnologmal solunon that ‘Survey data included age, residency, income national transit average (7%) and leading TNCs (2.5% — 13%). s, respectively.
A - . su i 3 . income, . . . i
$n help fill gaps M‘ by public (e.g., short, trips) for diverse education, opinions on fransportation access, + Neighborhood ODT service saw disabled ridership (14.8%) outperform national + From a cost perspective, since ODT is currently a free service, it clearly outperforms TNC for
and what they valued most i thei transporation averages of disabled transit riders (5.9% aged 18 - 64, 2.8% aged 65). the same O-D pairs (TNC fares were $10.90 on average, Transitwas $1).
+ The goal of the analysis was to inform holisti ic mobility systems where different services are options. i o ® .
N . wa 2 + Ifthe St. Louis ODT service adopts the pricing schemes used by similar ODT systems at
optimized to meet specific community needs. R Ridership Survey ascnncsnansccn [ = i around $2 - $3 per ride, the cost per minute of travel for an ODT service was approximately
Electric On-Demand Transit (ODT) . = 5536, collected Mar. 2022 - Mar. 2025, [— = 3 $0.21 per minute of travel, while TNC costs were $1.01 per minute of travel.
=553, - = 2
+ ODT services enable passengers to book and pay for rides via an app or a phone call, and drivers receive pick-upand  +  Ridership data includes travel behaviors, such as S — i + Projecting forward, urban ODT services have scaling concens as demand increases. With the
drop-off instructions through the app. pick-upldrop-offlocations, purpose for their N ———— s increase in demand comes increases in VMT, congestion, and GHG emissions. To combat
travel, and wait times. C w om ow oa ow o e e e ren e these challenges, LSEVs can provide higher efficiency mobility that will continue to improve
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+  ODT provides door-to-door service, scheduling flexibility, digital data collection and real-time decision maklng— - MBI outperformed TNC low-income ridership (~17%) and remained compemlve with N
leverageable to extend public transit coverage to new population groups (e.g., elderly, disabled) and regi id - G national averages of low-income transit ridership (33%). Conclusions and Future Work
of rural and suburban settings. e et e e o benefc woud a commniy oty senvce with ree cora « Survey results highlighted the need for improved mobility options to support the
) . ) oncamand atacric shutts (ot cok sl 0 et = nioar transportation disadvantaged in downtown St. Louis, particularly intra-zonal trips.
Case Study_ St. Louis, Missouri e st et e e e A e N . oor growthin » tho sorvice period, hig
—— i W s LW ;' , and
Problem: The “Delmar Divide”, where lower-income and ‘System: 2 LSEV ODT vehicles in a dense urban area bt B ey I I ridership levels of the elderly, disabled, and lower-income population in downtown St.
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