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*ﬁ, T‘I‘TE&% E 1:35 Yokohama Planning Strategy

» YAD—RBENO DR BFEADIRIREE

Shift from privately owned car use to public transit use
<fERDAM3-1> Target 3.1
» ARZLECBEREOHAREICOGEMNDIREEH

Environmentally friendly infrastructure which promotes the use of public transit and bicycles
<R D 73 [A]3-2> Target 3.2
» RAN—DHoRHERBENDLRERTERTE

Encourage shift from personal car to public transit through public awareness

y XIEEHTRBEFEITFR30(2018)FI10H]&KY
» Yokohama City Urban plan, 2018/10
B ETTOXRBITEI T —A3NORAHD—RXBEEAERBEOIRRKE
EEL. AEREDFRAZRET HERICOVTIRETT S

Evaluate present situation in Yokohama, propose strategy accordingly
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» Main mode : car
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Need of a decrease in access/egress time
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Trip duration difference (train — car) by trip purpose, main mode = car
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When trip duration difference is small : Targeting users with trip duration
Business trip : tend to use PT difference is small

Personal trip : tend to use personal vehicle 4
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» TN REXBFENEDLI—H—DRA
[ (#%:8) — (B) ] =Rl &= <3057

Sample :

| . Transport main mode = car

2.Trip duration [(train time) — (car time)] < 30 min

4 ?IE%O)J%?(TJ% (all trips but “return home” trips)
4 7_'\\—9%'3[ : 93 (data size)

BmLf-7—% (added dated)

4 J_Ej]7‘/ /19 < (Peak hour dummy)

» BEOOXRK (Car cost)
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» MNLET /L MNL model)
3?)]4 ] I%’;ﬂ (utility function)

Cost
— COSttrain
=b, +b —10 + b,(Access + Egress) .+ b,PeakDummy
Cost
V — bl oS car
car 10
Cost: &

<ERBAZE(>  Access + Egress: 7V £+ T L ABHE & &
PeakDummy: E—J% =—

BUERICKY, EDLIKRENEIETHDNZEAT,
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Evaluate how our proposed strategy will influence transport,
and the shift to PT
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- Share Correction and Evaluation

F'Eﬁ 1E /f — quick method
EIER O EHCE

b'=b-In[H(g)/ O(g)] e+ 7w~

Qg) : HENIY =7

’z'réﬂi_J: Hsif — counting method

W(i) : RO =7
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Getting closer to current share
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parameter estimate t-parameter
EFIAL 2.26 2.24
TEFIE2 0.38 0.50
K& 0.08 2.27
T o R+ A YL AR 0.22
BE7 Yy axI— 2.84 3.94
% 93
AL E -102
RIRTE -62
B R TR R AR E (R 0.342
 [BE#®R1 | BE#IY
7S] .62 40%

INR -1.12 |.8%
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Mode share by access and egress time decrease rate
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Decrease rate = 30% — PT share > car share & PT share > 50%

Decrease rate = 50% — PT share increased by 20%
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Mode share by access and egress time decrease rate
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» Strategies that decrease access and egress time are effective in increasing the PT
mode share
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» TOER AT L REEREREHE
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Decrease of access and egress time — implementation of share bicycle

» TOLABME: M EEE
ZHODBEEDKE: FHREM&IEHS
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Access time :assuming suburb — adding bicycle is unrealistic & ineffective

— assuming decrease of egress time
— add bicycle near arrival station

o
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We calculated the egress moving speed from data and found out that all users
walked. I
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— future works

» BEEBDHHRBAZT RN DIEMNoT=

» TOERR AL ABRERE LI DiER

» T H AV TIZDNVTDFEIEY
(FIBER -4 L REE-FIAEEDEKTE)

» Not enough significant parameters
» Need more strategies beside decrease in access and egress time
» Need to look more into bike sharing

(user number, egress distance, define use probability)



