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MEGATRENDS AND PRESSURES ON 
MOBILITY SYSTEMS 

 Urbanisation 

 Digitilisation 

 Ageing Population 

 Peak Driving 

 Internet of Things  

 Big Data 

 Connectivity 
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6 MAKING AUTOUS AND SHARED MOBILITHAPEN 

AMONG ACTORS 

 

AND SELF-DRVIVING TECHNOLOGY 



RESEARCH QUESTION 

  

 What participatory tools can we therefore provide in an 
attempt to drive consensus between the often conflicting 
demands of stakeholders on the issues of the debate as well as 
on the pathways of implementation of autonomous or shared 
autonomous vehicles in their complex and uncertain landscape? 
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THE B4U TOOL – A TOP-DOWN 
APPROACH 
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THE KER-DST TOOL – A BOTTOM-UP 
APPROACH 



CONCLUSIONS 

 B4U Tool fairly robust on Process and Propagation top-goals, 
needs to be improved in order to address People, Planet and 
Profit top-goals for a mobility project 

 

 KER-DST adapted to a multi-stakeholder multi-criteria 
deliberation problem of territorial mobility 

 

 M4U – a tool combining B4U and KER-DST features has been 
designed to include five top-goals – People, Planet, Profit, 
Governance, Transport and 22 sub-goals. 
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