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Abstract:  This paper reports on new research to understand the preparedness of government planning agencies for the arrival of new technologies of automated private and public transport vehicles in Australasian cities. 

Already corporations are playing an increasing role in the shaping of Australian cities through their ability to mobilise capital to support large infrastructure projects and to usurp institutional planning roles which have traditionally been the responsibility of public-sector agencies. The paper outlines emerging evidence of changes in the roles of corporations in generating ideas and mobilising political support around favoured city-shaping projects, in which the private sector is embedded in the processes of government, such as planning, in a much more complex way. Through ‘market-led’ or ‘unsolicited’ proposal evaluation frameworks corporations can now bring proposals to government in ways which go outside traditional planning processes and bypass conventional engagement with civil society.
In this context, we present data from a recent survey of state and national land-use and transport planning agencies. The survey, conducted through semi-structured interviews, gathered information about the expectations of these organisations in relation to the nature and timing of the deployment of new autonomous vehicle technologies; about the potential implications for achieving environmental and social planning objectives; and about the collective infrastructure investments that AV technologies may require.

This work is being used to shape a new research agenda to explore the planning and regulatory frameworks that are needed to ensure that the AV technologies can be deployed in ways that maximise the public good.
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1. Introduction

Automated Vehicles (AVs) are a rapidly emerging transportation technology, with the potential to transform cities in ways not seen since the rise of the private automobile nearly 70 years ago. The opportunities presented by this new technology are numerous, yet understanding of their impacts on urban form, mobility patterns and existing public transport systems, as well as their potential to significantly reshape contemporary cities, remain unknown. 

Globally, IT companies and car manufacturers are rapidly bringing new autonomous vehicle technologies to market (NTC, 2016), arguably leading to competing visions as to their role in city transport. International research from science, engineering and medicine asserts AVs will improve road safety (Glaser et al, 2010), reduce vehicle emissions (Greenblatt et al, 2015), reduce car ownership by increasing car sharing (Dowling & Simpson, 2013; Firnkorn & Muller, 2015), and create more efficient use of urban space by reducing the need for parking (Burns, 2013). Conversely, AVs also may have the potential to reproduce car dependency and incentivise sprawl (Hall, 2012), and shift investment away from public transport systems (Lam et al, 2016). Such trends could mark an irreversible departure from institutional commitments towards transport accessibility, compact city and urban containment (Curtis & Low, 2012; Randolph. 2006). 

Many scenarios in the current literature frame the impact of AVs in simple dichotomies between either dystopian or utopian futures. In this context, Isaac (2016) emphasises a critical role for governance (as well as regulation and policy) in shaping a future involving AVs. As cities continue to grow, and citizens and governments seek to mitigate the effects of climate change and rising inequality, urban research currently fails to offer a coherent theoretical and conceptual framework which brings the potentials of AV technology into dialogue with the public purpose of planning, as provoked by Gleeson and Beza (2014). 

In some planning contexts, shaped over three decades under a dominant neoliberal paradigm, the private sector has become deeply embedded in many aspects of urban transport and land-use in planning. In Australasia, the geographical focus of this paper, the blurring of public and private sector actors in the planning of its transportation systems has enlivened concerns that a corporatist model is taking shape (see Legacy, 2017). As transportation planning sits at the precipice of the next transformation, driven through technological innovation generated by the private sector, it is now critical to consider what planners needs to do to position themselves as active players. 

This paper reports pilot research, to establish attitudes to the planning and regulation of emerging AV technologies among planners engaged with these issues in a range of Australasian planning agencies. It is concluded by asserting that it will be necessary to integrate new AV technologies into existing and expanded mass transit systems, if the ‘compact city’ objectives supported by many citizens are to be met. In addition, the state will have an essential role in achieving such integration, the state cannot simply stand by and ‘wait’, but needs to take an active stance in the shaping of the regulatory framework.

2. Will AV deployment require public sector planning and regulation?

Three distinct industry groups are currently giving form to the notion of driverless vehicles (VDV, 2015).  Each group has its own corporate proponents, target markets and (partially competing) demands on citizens, regulators and planners. Each are highly likely to impose demands on streets and public spaces.  These demands are highlighted below, including their market dynamics. Their potential impacts are then postulated so as to frame the research task.

First, the traditional car makers are adding “driverless” features to their existing products, with arguably little compelling interest in changing the current individual ownership model.  For this group the current target consumer appears to be the individual who values private vehicle ownership and enjoys driving.  The carmakers’ challenge, in promoting AVs, is to win over drivers sceptical about “their” car doing things they cannot control, whether that is behaving differently in traffic or performing unescorted journeys. If successful in presenting this argument to the market, these new cars will potentially make driving easier, thus encourage more travel and facilitate a further expansion of suburbanisation.

Second, IT disruptors such as Google and Uber may see new types of vehicles and new patterns of ownership as the basis for new transport economies. They are thus developing lightweight, utilitarian “robo-taxis” to be rented by the trip, not deployed under an ownership model. Travellers will use phone apps or their next-generation successors access the services, a central component of what is termed ‘Mobility as a Service’, or MaaS (Holmberg et al, 2016; Goodall et al, 2017).  These companies’ apparent ambition is to carve out a large niche in competition with private cars, taxis, conventional public transport and non-motorised transport. Fleets of shared vehicles in constant circulation could arguably reduce the number of individually owned cars and, in particular, the need for parking (Waller, 2016). In some circumstances this may support a more compact urban form.  But the reality of constraints on space in most urban environments means that there is no obvious reason as to why this technology will not face the same limits as conventional cars in situations where large numbers of people wish to reach the same destination at the same time. 

Third, public transport operators appear to see opportunities and challenges in automated vehicle technologies (UITP, 2017). Already, Vancouver, Copenhagen, Singapore, Barcelona and other cities reap the benefits of lower operating costs associated with driverless rail systems. Transit operators take the stance that new vehicle technology is more valuable if it is integrated with traditional public transport services, and with cycling and walking (Lindsay, 2016).  This is understandable given their existing business models are predicated on mass transit providing a high percentage of commuter trips.  If AVs are to be deployed in ways that diversify and spatially or temporally expand transit services, or provide a lower cost structure and greater operational flexibility to replace or rationalise low-patronage traditional services, then it seems logical that transit agencies will need a significant degree of control of the information platforms and payment channels needed to provide multimodal mobility. This is a task that the more innovative agencies are already well-placed to perform, building on decades of experience of fare and service coordination among transit operators and, more recently, other mobility services such as car sharing (Goodall et al, 2017).

Given these three competing market segments and their interests, this research was designed to understand the preparedness of governments to respond to these three partly overlapping, partly competing agendas for disruptive change, in the way urban transport is organised in Australasian cities.  In Australasia, as elsewhere, there are particular subgroups of the populace that can be identified as likely ‘early adopters’ or ‘resisters’ of the new technologies. With the experience of the rapid creation of an international market for smart phones, we can expect the developers of AV technologies to be able to effectively engineer widespread social acceptance of new forms of urban transport. A more open question is whether they will be able to engender the populace’s trust in them, and wholesale ‘buy in’ for the futures envisaged under each agenda.

In the middle and outer suburbs of all large Australasian cities, the culture of car dependence remains deeply entrenched, though there are recent signs of faltering as suburban road congestion continues to grow despite ongoing programs of road capacity expansion (Stone et al, 2014).  Smart mobility technology may successfully be offered as a pathway to overcome this dependence.  However, because of the depth of car dependence in the daily lives of the great majority of the population, such an approach is likely to require strong political leadership.

Two positions present themselves for governments.  At one end of the spectrum, governments could simply act as passive enablers while market players build a new mobility system to suit their needs.  In this case the conflicts would be resolved through market mechanisms or patterns of financial or innovative advantage.  Public policy objectives may be achieved, but more as an accident rather than through design. This can be described as a fragmented approach. Alternatively, the public sector could choose to take a proactive stance, attempting to shape the new mobility landscape in an integrated way in support of current sustainability and public health objectives, recognising in some cases that the market is likely to be at odds with these public policy goals. 

Table 1 contrasts possible outcomes of the two approaches, within the context of integration and fragmentation of supply and policy intent:

	‘Hands off’ government:
	‘Hands on’ government:

	· Leads to FRAGMENTED SUPPLY
· The persuasive power of market entrants leads IT and/or traditional car industry visions of AVs and mobility to dominate supply.

· Benefits the market providers

· Leads to reduced resourcing for publicly subsidised mass transport 

· Standards dictated by market leading to anti-competitive behaviour and monopolies

· Full cost-recovery pricing

· Little integration

· Social services only where weak government can regulate or contract

· Strong potential for regulatory capture

· Differential road pricing likely to favour market leaders rather than social objectives/investment priorities

· Unmanaged social impacts of redundant drivers

· Elements of society ‘left behind’

· Little conflict with private sector as state becomes an enabler
	· Leads to INTEGRATED SUPPLY
· Especially in cities where importance/value of mass/collective transport is recognised in political/economic policy networks

· State ensures coordination of new technologies into economic and socially ‘desirable’ network

· State oversees the overarching ’Mobility as a Service’ platforms and regulates entry

· State sets: standards, levels of service, fares, modal integration

· Open access - interoperability

· Social gap filling through subsidies

· Potential for integrated fares

· Manages labour transition issues

· Process of  deployment are slower

· Differential road pricing more likely to meet social objectives/ support infrastructure investment priorities

· Net positive impact across society

· Some degree of conflict with private sector


Table 1: Possible outcomes of AV rollout under different scenarios of governance

Guerra (2016), after surveying representatives from fifteen US metropolitan planning organisations across the United States (nine of who had a specific transportation remit) on their approaches to handling the introduction of AVs in their jurisdiction, found a widespread phenomenon of ‘policy paralysis by uncertainty’ over the pace and character of the transition. To understand the extent to which this also holds true in the Australasian context, a series of semi-structured interviews were conducted in March and April with transport and land-use planners and policy makers in several jurisdictions in Australia and New Zealand. 
The interviews were framed around the research question:

In planning for disruptive transport technologies, how prepared are Australasian transport planning agencies?
3. Research method

Participants for the semi-structured interviews were recruited from planners with a relevant remit relating to the topic, within a transport or planning agency – state or national.  As a pilot survey, six interviews were conducted, with an agreement to anonymity of agency and city. The sampling strategy was to ensure as wide a spread of discipline, geography, and federal versus state bodies as possible.  In the end, however, it became more of a case of who was willing to speak ‘on the record’ to the researchers, than who the researchers wished to speak with.  Well over fifty percent of the target interviews did not wish to be interviewed, or after a series of initial communications failed to continue dialogue.

The participants were drawn from a representative range of jurisdictions and functions.  Two bodies had a national remit; four state only responsibilities.  One came from New Zealand, the rest from Australia.  Two interviewees operated at director level, the rest had significant managerial responsibility either across an organisation or for AVs specifically.  Two participants represented state or regional transport bodies; the rest a: state highway authority, industry pressure group, municipality, and cabinet office.

As evidence of the sensitivity of the issues under discussion, there was some difficulty in securing these interviews. Some respondents initially agreed to be interviewed but then failed to answer further requests to take things further. In one case, refusal came after a request for approval from senior management.  In some instances, potential recruits expressed unwillingness to be formally interviewed, not wishing to contradict relevant government positions.  Some attempted to move the interviewers on to other colleagues or fall back on national guidelines.  A handful of those approached simply failed to respond to the introductory email or return initial telephone calls.

Key themes from the interviews were identified through an inductive analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Boyatzis, 1998; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). These are shown in Table 2.
	Theme label
	Description
	When to code (when reference is made to)

	A. Uncertainty hampering planning
	High levels of uncertainty make incorporation of AVs into transport plans (and strategising about how to do so) extremely difficult – fosters an ‘engage, watch and wait', approach
	· We don’t know yet

· Watching and waiting

· Difficulty forecasting impacts

· Haven’t thought about

· Getting our heads around it

· Waiting for instructions from politicians

	B. Government – enabler or prescriber?
	Diverging views (politicians, civil servants, industry) on the role of government  – facilitate the market to foster innovation or regulate the market (in which areas?) to ensure the public good
	· Enabling the market

· Working in partnership

· Market knows best

· Flexibility of regulations

· Lack of prescriptive solutions

· Concern over monopolies and anti-competitive potential

· Concern over conflicts in the supply chain

	C. Facilitating integrated supply or accepting fragmentation
	Whether or not the state should be facilitating integration (incorporating the new mobilities into the public transport offering)
	· The MaaS portal and who will own it

· Incorporation of shared mobility modes into the public transport suite – single offerings and integrated pricing/fare regulation

· Mention of social justice

· State becoming a ‘ticket seller’ to the MaaS portal

· App development

	D. Public sector knowledge gaps
	Public sector knowledge base trailing the private sector – need for education on the technology, the regulatory issues, and the potential business models.
	· State playing catch up

· Coming together in industry forums to ‘learn’

· Private sector holding the expertise

· Public sector being educated by the private sector

	E. Fragmentation of effort
	Fragmentation of effort across the sector both public and private sector – no coordination or shared incentives
	· Multiple parties

· Differing incentives

· Attempts to coordinate efforts


Table 2 – Themes derived from inductive analysis

4. Findings and analysis

4.1
Theme A - uncertainty hampering planning

The point of departure for this research was the finding of recent US research by Guerra (2016).  Planning agencies appeared to be failing to prepare for the deployment of autonomous vehicles because, as one respondent in Guerra’s research put it, 

‘We don’t know what… to do about it. It’s like pondering the imponderable’ (pp. 214).

This sentiment was also strongly reflected in our interviews (see Table 3).

	‘I think in one sense it’s relatively embryonic, people are still getting their head around it. Probably up until relatively recently you still came across some sceptics, like, is this going to be a real thing? But I think increasingly people accept that yes, it is going to be a real thing and it’s going to be a fundamental shift in the way cities work’. [Interviewee 1]

‘It’s still unknown, I guess to be completely honest, and anyone who has a clear answer to that will at best be making an educated assessment of where things may go.  It’s unclear exactly what the time line of the rollout of increasingly autonomous vehicles will be. So I think there’s a degree of policy uncertainty around that, which makes it one of the key challenging areas of this particular public policy challenge’. [Interviewee 2]

‘As I said near the start, there are more unknowns than knowns’.  [Interviewee 3]

‘The short answer is there’s a lot still to be determined.’  [Interviewee 4]

‘The planning cycle and the planning horizons have gone even more crystal ball than they ever were before.  It’s very hard to plan in such an environment.  If you try and foresee what’s going to happen and try and regulate ahead of the curve then you are probably going to get something wrong.  But then if you leave it too long, then you’ll have outdated regulation.’ [Interviewee 5]

‘I think also what we’ve identified explicitly is that there is a great deal of uncertainty.  Of course there will be a huge amount of uncertainty as to what the future would look like, you only have to think about what has happened in the last five years that couldn’t have been predicted.’  [Interviewee 6]


Table 3 – Theme A: Uncertainty hampering planning

It seems reasonable that under such conditions, those spoken with flagged the best strategy at this point was to maintain dialogue with all parties in the sector, expand and develop the relevant skill and knowledge base within government agencies, and keep the planning process as open as possible.  There was, however, little indication of any push to drive an integrated and purposive agenda as described above.

4.2
Theme B – government: enabler or prescriber?

Questions of the degree to which the purpose of government is to prescribe outcomes or enable the market was a recurrent theme, with the prevailing sentiment being that bureaucrats were neither technological nor procurement specialists.  For these reasons there was a sense that some degree of private sector leadership in the sector was inevitable.  Interviewees stressed a desire to let the market produce innovative solutions, but generally didn’t state what the strategy was for incorporating these into a holistic transport solution.  Again, the tactic appeared to be ‘watch and wait’.  Table 4 shows key quotes from participants pondering whether the state should adopt a laissez-faire approach to the evolution of the sector, or if it should direct the market to engender a holistic solution.

	‘I think in general with technologies, what’s happened, my sense of that over the last few decades is, technologies outrun regulation. And there will come a point where the political imperatives force governments to confront head-on the challenges of the new technologies. So the technologies will be available, people will want to run with them and so we need to create a regulatory environment in which that’s supported.’ [Interviewee 1]

‘I guess the other side of the coin is, how quickly can it be deployed, and what enabling framework do governments have to put in place to maximise the benefits that come from quicker deployment, and/or to manage the safety risks.’ [Interviewee 2]

‘I do believe it will be very much market-driven and consumer-driven. It’s not governments that will drive this. So, you will see that the role of governments and their road transport authorities will continue to shift to being more the enablers than coming up with the solutions themselves. We are enablers, and the market and community will take it somewhere.’ [Interviewee 3]

‘That will be dependent on decisions by the market; it’s not up to anyone to impose an ownership structure, the only issue is that whatever happens is done safely.  The relationship between government and industry will change a bit.  Traditionally in this area government has been quite prescriptive.’  [Interviewee 4]

‘We’ve got to, if it is possible, be far lighter on the regulatory side of things, otherwise all this change is going to stifle or you will get people taking advantage of impure markets.  Regulation is fine, you sometimes need an element of regulation to address an impure market, but if you get that regulation wrong, then you will get those who will take advantage of an imperfect market.’  [Interviewee 5]

‘I’d like to say one of our roles is planning to facilitate the market.  But that runs the risk where we end up with market failure and situations where private firms are allowed to take advantage of the imperfect market and thwart competition.  Letting the market provide can sometime be the mantra but I think we’ve come part way around the circle and recognise that there needs to be that centrally planned function to facilitate public transport networks, and we need control over that.’  [Interviewee 5]

‘Part of it is to reconsider what the role is for government: should it be a regulator, or does it need to work more to establish market settings and let the market do its job and step out of the way wherever possible?  Or does government need to intervene more directly, mostly in the safety space?  There would need to be a certain level of regulation put in place by government pertaining to safety, but otherwise it would be possible for government to step away and allow self-regulation to take place.’ [Interviewee 6]


Table 4 – Theme B – Government: enabler or prescriber?

Interviewees generally accepted that the market be allowed to take things forward with the state taking a light regulatory approach.  The exception is road safety: there are high hopes within the interviewed government agencies that autonomous vehicles will not only dramatically reduce traffic accident rates and severity, but their enormous generation of data will also offer new opportunities to address remaining road safety challenges through regulatory intervention. However, the ‘light touch’ in other areas is likely to have a significant impact on the evolution of the state planning function.  There is a difference between waiting to see how a sector evolves before enacting an appropriate regulatory framework, and allowing matters to be taken forward by the market in a ‘hands-off’ manner.  Waiting seems sensible as long as there is decisive and purposeful action at the end of the waiting period. This will require an overarching policy goal such as intermodal integration or the maximisation of social benefit.

4.3
Government as a facilitator of integrated supply

Touching on Theme B, Theme C reflects the degree to which interviewees felt there was an imperative for the state to step in, on occasion, or generally, to prevent supply-side fragmentation, and to manage social disbenefits.  There was general speculation from the interviewees on the ways in which the smart mobility modes might integrate with the more traditional mass transit offerings in terms of pricing, timetabling and service levels.  Table 5 shows key quotes.

	‘We would regard the provision of a whole range of transport products as being complimentary to mass transit … and we think there’s a significant ability to use the deployment of autonomous vehicle technology to help with a whole range of transport needs. But if we want to look at it from a social justice and equity point of view as well, for people that have access issues, we can look at how we can get a range of transport solutions to meet all requirements.’ [Interviewee 2]

‘… actually paying for the mobility service. How could that concept work if you need a [particular smart card]? Because that means you’ve got another payment service that doesn’t integrate with the payment service of the other modes.’ [Interviewee 3]

 ‘Moving onto public transport there is a different relationship between government and industry where government is a major procurer of transport services, if not actually the owner and operator themselves.  There’s a few different models.  There’s some speculation as to how this could change in the future, if motor vehicles could support different models.  An example is for an on demand model for buses rather than regular services; people would call a service on their phone and it would come, rather than run to a stipulated timetable.  These sorts of things would give government an opportunity to re-examine the relationship they have with public transport.’ [Interviewee 4]

‘I think there certainly has to be somebody who is coordinating …someone certainly has to be thinking about the policy implications.  The market will drive change I think.  It won’t be a bureaucratically led change.  We’ve obviously seen this happening with Uber, and how they comply, the level of compliance elsewhere.  If those sorts of services become part of an overarching public transport network then what is the regulation guiding that?  The policy certainly needs to consider how much is left to an organic market driven response compared as to how much is tied in to a centrally driven public transport service.  And what obligations are on the transit authority to have a level of control, to say contract someone to provide a proportion of the subsidised service, what level of regulation is needed for that?’  [Interviewee 5]

There is a growing focus on engagement with industry for a broader range of products and services, but there are certain areas of transport, where the commercial motivators of industry don’t always sit well, particularly around the areas of safety or accessibility. I think that government has a role to even the balance a little bit, to ensure that the right outcomes are provided for those less profit driven areas.’  [Interviewee 6]


Table 5 – Theme C – Facilitating integrated supply or accepting fragmentation

The interviewees appeared aware of the need to ensure that new modes were integrated into a holistic offering, through a ticketing portal or a single ‘Mobility as a Service’ application, with coordinated, and possibly subsidised, supply servicing disadvantaged communities or regional and remote areas.  With the market driving a great deal of the technological change, however, no agreement was apparent among the interviewees concerning the degree to which the state should act to facilitate integration, through the portal, or the means by which sufficient control could be exercised to do so.

4.4
Public sector knowledge gaps

Interviewees stressed that in such a specialised area - far more complex than traditional transit - the skills needed to critically appraise the benefits of the new technologies, and how to procure them as part of an integrated solution, are underdeveloped.  Some also showed concern that the traditional hierarchical and relatively slow dynamics of the civil service may prove unsuitable in such a rapidly changing environment.  Key quotes are shown in Table 6.
	‘The capacity of the public sector to engage meaningfully with the private sector to understand the drivers that motivate private sector behaviour is going to be really important. And again, in a situation as I mentioned earlier, the way I think a lot of the expertise is going to be held by the private sector, we actually need to build our capacity to be a really informed consumer of services and advice. When there is an information asymmetry, when the private sector holds expertise that the public sector doesn’t, it can be very challenging for the public sector to drive good and high value outcomes. So that’s something where we constantly need to be building our skills.’ [Interviewee 1]

‘A significant role [for the private sector] because we won’t own the technology. But in saying that, I think that the Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) are very aware that they need the active cooperation of governments, and probably more than we as government realise that they need this active cooperation… all of those things require very active and informed governments to be purchasers, regulators, policy makers and partners with the private sector… I think there is no doubt that the technology and capability sits within the private sector and the question will be, how can government partner smartly and act as an enabler, in a risk-informed way, to get benefits which they might not even be able to see for themselves at this point.’ [Interviewee 2]

‘The level of knowledge and understanding to do with automated vehicles arguably is still relatively low.  Many jurisdictions are going to need to continually increase our level of understanding and expertise in this space. It’s critical for us to be able to make informed policy decisions, regulatory decisions, and operational decisions. So, that is something that we will continue to invest in internally, raising our knowledge, capability and understanding. Whether we need skills that are more specific to these emerging technologies, keeping in mind we’re not the ones developing them… it could be that we need to raise our skills in some form of electrical engineering or software communications, digital communications, but it’s a little early for us to know exactly what that is.’ [Interviewee 3]

‘I think it is a learning exercise for government and the scope of this work in this area will extend over time.  But it is very much premised on the technology actually getting to a stage where it can be used and it’s not there yet so there’s a risk in doing too much before the technology arrives and potentially getting things wrong.’ [Interviewee 4]

 ‘Absolutely, absolutely, it hasn’t changed really, it [the civil service] is still to an extent all about playing catch up or reacting to change.  There’s not that future looking function within the organisations.  There are often strategy groups but they tend to be misnomers.  Often they’re more about the planning function than the strategy function.’  [Interviewee 5]


Table 6 – Theme D - Public sector knowledge gaps

While there was a general recognition that the public sector needed to ‘upskill’, there was limited information on initiatives underway to do this.  Some existing intergovernmental as well as public-private roundtables were identified as effective information clearinghouses, yet there was limited detail on what in-house training programmes are being rolled out across the planning agencies to prepare for the new technologies. Again, this is a function of the desired role of the public sector, and its overarching policy objectives.

4.5
Fragmentation of effort

All interviewees stressed the fragmented nature of the industry, and how it made planning and streamlining efforts difficult.  It was not just the diverse nature of state endeavours in a federal environment that was noted, but the plethora of industry parties, ranging from manufacturers of cars through to data firms, as well as professional advisory services.  Table 7 shows key quotes.

	‘…the sense is that there are particular agencies that have a really important role to play.  They each have a particular role in planning for the future, so it’s not one agency. Then more broadly within government, multiple agencies are involved in the policy development process.  And then on top of that, of course you’ve got the political realm, and the reality is that all policy development requires an authorising environment. And so to some extent as a bureaucracy we’re limited by the ambitions of our political masters and their willingness to, let’s kind of explore some of the, you know, innovative areas that are currently a little bit seen to be on the fringe.’ [Interviewee 1]

‘Does one body have responsibility for oversight? No. This gets talked about quite a lot.  It is quite important that that governance model is understood, and that it does operate in a cooperative and collaborative way. There certainly are a number of initiatives going on with automated vehicles, but it cannot be done in isolation from other jurisdictions. Clearly, there can be competition for investment and jobs and the like, that’s what governments do. But when it comes to the actual technology, the way it’s being deployed, there’s got to be national consistency. Outside of government, there are many, many, many stakeholders, whether they’re the automotive industry, technology industry, component suppliers, providers of communication equipment, roadside ITS equipment, data providers, traffic information service providers, insurance companies… it is a very, very long list.’ [Interviewee 3]

 ‘There’s been a lot of concerted effort to build better industry engagement.  The players in the industry range from the manufacturers and suppliers of AV vehicles, the manufacturers of AV technology in terms of components, the data companies that provide services to the manufacturers – there’s a huge need to support data flows.  On the infrastructure side, there are suppliers of equipment and software and analytics to support the integration of infrastructure with the vehicles.  There are the transport service providers, freight or passenger, and within that group there would be the traditional stakeholders such as taxi operators, but also newer stakeholders are being uncovered, such as ridesharing firms, and more and more mobility as a service providers.  There are multiple portals in place and perhaps there could be better governance to establish the links between those portal and channels, and a public description of what each of them is focussed on, but there’s a bit of competitive tension at the moment which isn’t a bad thing.’   [Interviewee 6]


Table 7 – Theme E – Fragmentation of effort

It is clearly challenging for planners to manage such an evolving area with an abundance of players inhabiting the market.  Respondents’ views on the issues requiring regulatory framework covered a broad range, including an imperative to adhere to emerging global vehicle and technology standards, given the absence of locally manufactured vehicles and the relative isolation from global supply chains. The integration agenda, identified as critical in this paper, was not recognised as such by most of the respondents.

5. Discussion 

The uncertainty about the form of the new technologies that Guerra found to be causing paralysis of action among metropolitan regional planners in the US was also found in Australia, but the uncertainty goes further to encompass the almost existential crisis of legitimacy and purpose that Australasian planners face after decades of neo-liberal doctrines in planning and governance more generally.

Planners have seen their sphere of influence dramatically shrink in recent decades. This is evidenced by the conception of the powerlessness of planning expressed by the head of Victoria’s planning agency in the 1990’s:

“the importance and – even more, the possibility – of the application of conscious choice to city formation is exaggerated.” (Paterson, 2000, pp. 377-86)

And, in the present, planners face a conception of regulation as a something to be avoided (DTF a) and see traditional processes of strategic planning undermined by the introduction of new processes to fast-track private sector proposals that have political support (DTF b). This uncertainty over the purpose in relation to the market was clearly expressed in the interviews and creates a serious impediment to the clarity of thought and purpose that the challenge of AV technologies requires.

The clear messages from recent consideration of the objectives for governance of the deployment of AVs is that planners and regulators must evaluate any proposed commercial or public project against the twin objectives of reduction of traffic (to foster active travel and mass transit and to support compact urban form) and the reduction of emissions; and that any claims on these questions must be supported by publicly verifiable data (see, for example, the discussion here: http://2017.itf-oecd.org/new-business-models-authorities )

The evidence from our interviews suggests that only some Australasian planners are grappling with these questions, and even they are not yet able to articulate the formal and informal processes by which policy and regulation to achieve these outcomes can be created.

Further research and engagement should be designed to deepen understandings of planners’ attitudes and their sense of the available mechanisms for management of the deployment of AVs. This can be used to open a wider public debate, with all sectors of the AV industry and with civil society, to build consensus around new processes for planning and regulation. 
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