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Executive Summary 

The scope of this project includes a historical analysis of Sidecar 
Technologies, Inc.’s business operations in its current cities in order to 
support projections for the expected growth and cost of operations in 
Austin, Texas. Analysis utilizes both quantitative and qualitative methods 
including break-even analysis, supply and demand forecasting, inventory 
analysis, and profit and loss analysis. It is recommended that Sidecar 
launch in a 45 square mile area centered around downtown Austin for its 
first year of operations and should begin service in April of 2016 with an 
announcement of availability in February. It is expected that 2,105 total 
rider accounts will be created in the first year requiring 133 total drivers 
to be onboarded. The cost to acquire said riders and drivers will be 
$51,357. In addition, recommendations for hypothetical launch scenarios 
that improve upon current practices are included.  
 

Introduction 
 
Travel is an indispensable aspect of all of our lives and the freedom we 
currently experience in personal mobility is unprecedented. However, 
Americans now drive fewer miles per year than any point during the 
previous eight years and fewer miles per person than at the end of Bill 
Clinton’s first term (Dutzik, 2013). It is clear that personal car usage is in 
decline while mobility has increased. The population, millennials in 
particular, is demanding more transportation options while demanding 
more convenience.  
 
The United States is also experiencing an exciting period of disruption as 
seen acutely in the travel industry. The US economy is moving from a 
manufacturing-based economy to a service-based economy, specifically 
an on-demand economy. Price and selection have increased while 
service, trust and relationships have decreased. At the same time, the 
population has become more concentrated in dense urban areas. The 
majority of Americans (61%) have a smartphone in their pocket everyday 
(Sterling, 2013). 90% of Americans 18-29 years old with an income 
greater than $75,000 have a smartphone. Instant access to goods and 
services without the burden of long-term commitment and ownership is 
becoming the new normal. With societal demand and the existing 
technical infrastructure in place, ridesharing has tremendous potential to 
gain market share.  
 
Casual carpooling is the only form of real-time ridesharing that has been 
in operation continuously. Casual carpoolers arrange to meet at known 
locations to commute together. They rarely know each other and do not 
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have prearranged agreements to meet. Real-time ridesharing (also called 
dynamic, or instant ridesharing) is an approach to carpooling in which 
interested carpoolers find others to share the ride within a relatively 
short time of their departure (Heinrich, 2010). Today, technology enables 
this to be organized by various companies in near real-time. New 
Transportation Network Companies (TNC), a term used for pre-arranged 
transportation options via mobile application, are finding new and 
exciting ways to incorporate dynamic ridesharing. Benefits of 
ridesharing include travel cost savings, reduced traffic congestion, 
reduced fossil fuel combustion, reduced air pollution, reduced travel 
time and reduced expenses for road maintenance.  
 
Companies like Sidecar, Lyft and Uber, the three largest TNCs by market 
share, have established a foothold in key markets and are capturing 
market share from other traditional car service alternatives. From 2012 to 
2013 while the taxi market remained flat, TNCs revenue went from 32 
million to an estimated 143 million dollars in revenue in San Francisco 
alone. A competitor in the marketplace, Lyft, experienced a tenfold 
increase in revenue from 2013 to 2014 (Noorani, 2014). This project’s 
analysis uses historical data to forecast growth. Therefore, the numbers 
projected may be conservative due to the fact that the industry is in a 
state of rapid expansion.  
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Part 1. Introduction to the Business Activity 
 
1.1 Company Overview 
Sidecar Technologies, Inc. launched in June 2012 as San Francisco’s 
original rideshare application. While other companies like Uber were 
focused on the professional driver market, Sidecar was aggressively 
launching into the more casual rideshare market. Its mission is to build 
the most convenient and affordable transportation network created for 
and powered by everyday people. The company currently offers three 
services: Sidecar, a ride application which connects riders with everyday 
drivers in their personal vehicles; Sidecar Shared Rides, a discounted 
instant carpooling application; and Sidecar Deliveries, an innovative 
application that combines people and packages for the fastest and 
lowest cost same-day delivery solution. Sidecar is backed by top-tier 
investors including Union Square Ventures, Avalon Ventures, Lightspeed 
Venture Partners, Google Ventures and Sir Richard Branson. 
 
Sidecar is currently available in ten U.S. markets including San Francisco, 
Los Angeles, San Diego, Seattle, Chicago, Boston and Washington D.C., 
and has completed millions of rides across its entire platform. 
 
1.2 Austin Launch 
Launching operations in Austin, Texas, which the company has been 
pre-approved to do by local regulators, will provide a great opportunity 
for the company. As one of the smallest companies in the ridesharing 
sector, the company must be strategic about the way in which it 
captures market share so as to not jeopardize long-term profitability. 
Launching in Austin will be the next step in a larger strategic plan that 
Sidecar has to scale their operation in order to not be overshadowed by 
their larger, more deeply funded competitors. Launching ridesharing in 
Austin has the potential, if done right, to produce significant revenue 
and possibly an increase in funding from their equity partners in future 
rounds. If done poorly, it could jeopardize the company’s public image 
as well as its future investability quotient.  
 
However, launching in Austin will not only present financial benefits for 
the company. Expanding ridesharing service to a new subset of the 
population presents a number of social and environmental benefits for 
the residents of Austin as well. Sidecar will not only provide the 
population with an additional transportation option, but rideshare 
solutions will also help decongest Austin’s high traffic concentration and 
reduce the city’s high reliance on personal vehicles. Fewer cars on the 
streets will translate into fewer greenhouse gas emissions with a 
secondary positive effect on the population’s health and mitigation of 
climate change. From a social perspective, car-sharing services will 
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foster community building as riders share rides and drivers are given 
incentives to recruit other drivers. 
 
1.3 Transportation Environment in Austin 
Austin is the fourth most populous city in Texas and has an upscale 
positive image. City officials have worked hard to develop the image of a 
clean, modern, progressive Texas city to attract visitors and new 
residents. Austin is one of the fastest growing cities in the United States 
with a net daily growth of 110 people and 70 cars. Population and 
employment growth - two primary factors in rush hour traffic - are 
expected to grow respectively by 42% and 48% by 2035 (Austin 
Transportation Department, 2013).  
 
However, the city does not have the strong public transportation 
infrastructure that is required to accommodate the growing population 
and only 4.2% of Austinites use the public transportation that does exist 
(compared to 32.7% in San Francisco) (Zier, 2015). The nature of the 
transportation market in Austin is highly favored to personal vehicles as 
it has limited forms of public transportation yet is a spatially large city. 
According to the most recent mobility report by the Texas 
Transportation Institute, Austin has the third-worst traffic in the United 
States. That means that Austin's traffic is worse than not only Dallas and 
Houston, but also New York and Chicago. Only Los Angeles and 
Washington D.C. have worse traffic than Austin.  
 
The city’s transportation landscape lends itself to a rapidly growing 
ridesharing market. The University of Texas at Austin keeps many 
millennials in the area after college and it has attracted many technology 
companies to the area due to a much lower cost of living than San 
Francisco or the Silicon Valley. The combination of a high demand from 
technologically proficient riders, relatively low costs of living and low 
vehicle maintenance costs for the drivers all point to a potent rideshare 
ecosystem.  
 

Part 2. Sidecar Process Description  
 
Sidecar is among the three most popular on-demand ridesharing 
applications currently on the market and has established a very loyal 
base of users, comprised of both riders and drivers, throughout the ten 
markets that the application operates in. The application operates in 
conjunction with a community of drivers (supply) to deliver a successful 
platform that allows its riders (demand) to request rides from the 
convenience of a smartphone application. There are two separate 
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interfaces, one for riders and one for drivers, as well as a backend 
algorithm that connects the two.   
 
2.1 Riders 
From a rider’s perspective, getting a ride on Sidecar is easy and can be 
done in just a few steps. It works by allowing a rider to select their ride 
based on a driver, car, ETA and price which is unique in the TNC space. 
Users also enjoy paying less than they would when taking a cab, will 
always know the cost of the ride up front and will never be surprised by 
surge pricing or other high costs as they might be with other TNCs. 
Hailing a ride is as simple as (1) opening your Sidecar mobile application, 
(2) choosing from a list of available drivers and (3) paying the fare 
automatically through the mobile application.  
 
Figure 1: Rider Process Overview 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
2.2 Drivers 
From a driver’s perspective, finding customers (riders) on the 
application is easy as well. Sidecar is the only ridesharing application 
that allows drivers to set their own prices which empowers drivers by 
allowing them to set the price that works with their business. Using 
Sidecar’s driver application, drivers can set filters that screen out certain 
types of ride requests such as rides over a certain distance, or rides to 
the airport meaning that drivers won’t be inundated with requests that 
they don’t want to fill and payment from riders is easily collected 
through the mobile application. Drivers simply turn on the application 
when they’re ready to drive and the application notifies them when they 
receive a ride request.  
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Figure 2: Driver Process Overview 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
Although the backend production of Sidecar’s mobile application has 
been proven to be infinitely scalable, the implementation and operations 
in new markets remains a large unknown. When Sidecar enters new 
markets its ability to create the proper balance of riders (demand) and 
drivers (supply) is essential. If the two are imbalanced there will either be 
too many unpaid (unhappy) drivers, or too many unserved (unhappy) 
riders. To equalize this issue, the project team has analyzed data from 
Sidecar’s current cities to determine the best launch process in Austin, 
Texas.  
 

Part 3. Demand Forecast 
 
While Sidecar has only been in business since 2012, the digital nature of 
their operations has amassed an enormous amount of analyzable data. 
Sidecar uses multiple databases for drivers, riders and operations and 
manipulates these databases using queries written in Structured Query 
Language (SQL). With such a large data set and precise method of 
analysis, Sidecar has no shortage of data points to review.  
 
3.1 Overall Demand Trends 
Sidecar has been successfully deployed in the San Francisco Bay Area 
since 2012 and uses their San Francisco market strategy as a model for 
all other cities. It can be considered a mature market as characterized by 
its relatively stable levels of annual ridership. While there is certainly 
room for growth in this local market, it is not something that Sidecar has 
a desire to invest large sums of marketing dollars into. It is also 
characterized by 40% shorter wait times from request to pick up as 
compared to a growth city such as Boston.  
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Requests for rides are the best metric to determine the company’s 
demand profile. This information is easily attained and can be examined 
to find trends and patterns. Using the San Francisco Bay Area as a 
baseline to determine overall patterns such as seasonality, it is clear that 
passenger requests remain relatively flat throughout the year but exhibit 
signs of seasonality, particularly in the days before and after New Year’s 
Day. Most requests tend to happen in the summer months as days are 
longer, people are out more and there are more events to utilize 
ridesharing for. It is worth noting that the extreme variation of demand 
in December and January can make planning driver supply a challenge. 
Figure 3 represents total passenger requests by week for 2014. The 
actual numbers have been removed to protect Sidecar’s sensitive 
information. 
 
Figure 3: Passenger Requests in San Francisco Market 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
Another consideration in evaluating demand comes from a more micro 
level of analysis in daily and hourly trends. With the nature of their 
business being one of providing a service to people when they are going 
somewhere, rider demand tends to follow the same patterns as rush 
hour traffic with spikes during the morning and afternoon commute. 
While the same patterns hold throughout the workweek, their demand is 
greater during evenings and weekends as one might expect from a 
service that enables travel to dinner, events, bars or nights out. Using the 
San Francisco Bay Area again as a base case, Sidecar experiences its 
greatest demand during Saturday evenings, averaging more than six 
times more requests during its peak than during a typical weekday peak. 
The highest points are during the dinner rush between 7pm and 8pm 
and then again at 11pm and 12am as riders head home. Figure 4 
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represents one week of passenger requests by hour and begins on 
Monday at 12:00am and ends Sunday at 11:59pm. Again, for the sake of 
the sensitivity of this information, actual numbers have been removed. 
 
Figure 4: Passenger Requests by Hour in San Francisco Market 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
3.2 Growth Market Demand Trends 
The obvious goal of launching in Austin, Texas is to transform it from a 
growth market to a market that is considered mature and that exhibits 
many of the same characteristics as San Francisco. Boston, 
Massachusetts is an example of a nascent market that is currently 
undergoing growth and exhibits many of the traits inherent to new 
markets. First announced in January 2013 and launched in March of that 
year, Boston has over two years of data to examine and has taken a 
sizable leap in terms of demand since then. However, it is interesting to 
see that Boston did not actually grow at a rapid rate until almost two 
years after launching.  
 
Over the first 52 weeks from March 15th, 2013 to March 14th, 2014 as 
depicted in Figure 5, the overall demand evidenced via passenger 
requests was fairly consistent albeit with a bit of a trough during 
September and October and a large peak during New Year’s. This 
demand may have been tied closely to the marketing and promotional 
money spent on incentivizing passengers in an effort to increase 
demand. Especially in developing markets, injections of marketing and 
promotional capital can have a significant influence on overall demand 
and its absence can have an equally strong effect in the opposite 
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direction. Thus it is clear that promotions and incentives should be used 
wisely and over the span of multiple months, if possible, rather than all at 
once. Overall, demand growth averaged about 18% per week. 
 
Figure 5: Passenger Requests in Boston Market – Year 1 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
Looking out a bit further, the most substantial growth occurred towards 
the end of 2014, where passenger requests rose nearly tenfold from the 
first 52 weeks. This exponential growth coincided with a 360% increase 
in the US rideshare industry (The Zebra, 2014). This was also likely due to 
a large set of Sidecar promotions injected in September of 2014 to drive 
requests but it is significant to note that this growth was sustained and 
appears to be continuing going forward. As shown in Figure 6, demand 
was relatively flat if not declining from weeks 52 to 86. This well-timed 
promotion as well as increased overall demand has likely staved off any 
collapse in the Boston market.  
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Figure 6: Passenger Requests in Boston Market – Years 1 & 2 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
3.3 Addressable Market in Austin 
The Austin metropolitan area topped Forbes’ annual list of America’s 
Fastest-Growing Cities for four consecutive years from 2011 to 2014 with 
an estimated annual population growth rate of 2.5%. Its economy 
expanded by 5.9% in 2013 and 38% of its workforce is college-educated 
thanks in large part to its proximity to 48,000 University of Texas 
students and a large influx of companies from California and the Upper 
Midwest (Forbes, 2014). With such a wave of growth, particularly in 
young, college- educated individuals, the addressable market in Austin is 
significant and a main reason that launching in Austin is so desirable.  
 
Census data shows that the city’s population has grown from just under 
800,000 in 2010 to over 900,000 in 2015, a 14% increase over five years 
(City of Austin, 2015). Additionally, the overall metropolitan area of 1.7 
million people is expected to surpass 2 million in the coming decade 
(Theis, 2015). However, for the purpose of this launch plan, Sidecar 
should focus on the population within the city limits and specifically the 
demographic between ages 20 to 34. According to rideshare tax advice 
site Zen99, one of the key predictors of ridesharing success in a city is 
this population between 20 and 34 years old. In 2013, Austin was 
estimated to have 30.6% of its population in this age bracket, one of the 
highest proportions of the cities examined trailing only Boston and 
Washington D.C. (Zen99, 2015).  
 
Using this data and the census data related to total population, it is 
possible to estimate the addressable market in Austin that Sidecar 
should focus on. As shown in Figure 7, the population between ages 20 
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and 34 surpassed 275,000 in 2015. Assuming that Sidecar can attract 
the same relative number of new customers as it has in Boston, the 
company would need to secure only 1% of this demographic in order to 
successfully launch in Austin. After successfully acquiring this cohort, 
Sidecar can focus on growing their customer base further in this age 
bracket and expanding to ages 35 to 44, a group that does use 
rideshare but whose adoption has been slower. 
 
Figure 7: Austin Population Between 20-34 Years Old 

 
Source: City of Austin 

 

Part 4. Supply Forecast 
 
While a traditional fixed supply system is inadequate during periods of 
peak demand, Sidecar’s variable supply system has the potential to 
increase supply as demand increases. The rideshare driver supply curve 
is extremely elastic as drivers are highly motivated by price. Drivers also 
heavily influence the demand curve - if drivers are not on the road, then 
there is no demand. Therefore, the total number of unique drivers 
completing rides was examined for trends. 
 
4.1 Overall Supply Trends 
Using the San Francisco market as a representative example of Sidecar’s 
overall supply, it is possible to examine the 2014 annual data for overall 
trends in the same way as demand using Figure 8. As expected in a 
mature market, driver supply experienced relatively low growth overall 
with the same fluctuation as rider demand in the summer. The week-to-
week growth in the number of unique drivers completing rides was 2.8% 
while the growth in drivers hours spent online was 4.9%. It is also 
interesting to note that while demand varied more week to week than 
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supply, the overall magnitude of variation was greater in driver supply. 
Thus it can be inferred that driver supply is less prone to short-term 
peaks and troughs but more likely to significantly rise or fall. 
 
Figure 8: Drivers Completing Rides in San Francisco Market 

 
Source: Sidecar 

4.2 Growth Market Supply Trends 
In comparison to San Francisco, Boston again represents an example of 
a growth market in terms of supply. As seen in the first year of 
operations in Figure 9, the trend follows the same patterns of 
seasonality with a peak in summer and a trough in winter. Using linear 
regression, the annual growth can be approximated to be 600% - or 
11.5% per week. Because of the sensitivity of information, numbers have 
been excluded making the San Francisco and Boston figures appear to 
be comparable. However, the first year Boston driver supply during a 
given week is on the order of 20 to 30 times smaller than that of San 
Francisco in 2014.  
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Figure 9: Drivers Completing Rides in Boston Market – Year 1 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
Looking further at the first two years of operation in Figure 10, it is clear 
that driver supply changed dramatically just as rider demand during the 
last quarter of 2014. It can be assumed that the increased demand was 
responsible for attracting more drivers to complete rides and thus the 
entire system experienced growth. The next step in analysis would be to 
correlate the marketing and promotional money with the corresponding 
increase in drivers, however this data point is among the few not tracked 
by the company. 
 
Figure 10: Drivers Completing Rides in Boston Market – Year 2 

Source: Sidecar 
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4.3 Bass Diffusion Model 

In order to assess the temporal adoption, or diffusion, of a new a 
product or service in a market, the project team considered several well-
known models for Sidecar to implement. The most widely accepted 
diffusion is the Bass Diffusion Model. The Bass Diffusion Model assumes 
that the product adoption probability, assuming a purchase has yet to 
be made, is a linear function of the number of previous participants. Due 
to communications such as media attention and word-of-mouth, an 
increase in the number of adopters increases potential users. The 
coefficient p, or the coefficient of innovation (referring to external 
influence such as advertising effect) typically averages 0.03. The 
coefficient q is called the coefficient of imitation, referring to internal 
influence such as word-of-mouth effect. Its average is 0.38.  
 
In 2010, Agatz, Erera, Savelsbergh and Wang not only applied the Bass 
diffusion model to forecast the inflow of new users, but also consider the 
positive or negative reinforcement of existing riders. The assumption 
was if a passenger receives rideshare matches, they will be satisfied with 
the company and continue to use them whereas if passengers do not 
receive matches, they could become discouraged and discontinue 
usage. To model this behavior, Agatz et al. gave each rider a positive 
goodwill credit when they were successfully matched and took one 
away when they were not. As long as net credit was positive, passengers 
continued to ride. Once it was depleted to zero, they never rode again. 
 
The research team ran several hypothetical scenarios in Atlanta for two 
months with varying diffusion models assuming that 4% of the total 
potential trips requested were home-based and goodwill started with 
five credits. They found that when p and q were high (> 0.5), the system 
reached a sustainable supply and demand request stream after two to 
three weeks. Approximately 55% of the trip requests remained active, 
and the completed ride success rate was 85%. It was critical for 
participants to continue to place requests even if they were not 
matched, particularly in the early phases of adoption. If participants 
become discouraged by not finding matches when supply and demand 
saturation is low, it can be difficult to build a sustainable community. 
This simulation shows that dynamic ridesharing has the potential for 
extreme success in metropolitan areas with a stable market potentially 
forming even with a relatively small population using it solely for home-
based work trips. Sidecar could use the Bass diffusion model for future 
forecasting of new marketplaces. Further studies could be completed to 
calculate what p and q are in existing marketplaces which could be 
applied to similar potential markets. 
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Part 5. Cost Analysis / Break-even Analysis 
 
The project objective was to characterize key fixed and variable costs of 
the business and develop mathematical relationships that could be used 
to predict features of the Austin startup plan as well as inform 
recommendations accordingly. Per the analysis, it is assumed Sidecar 
will incur one fixed capital outlay of $100,000 when they launch their 
network in Austin. This will include a marketing and promotional plan but 
will also include other costs associated with building Sidecar’s new 
network related to the acquisition of new drivers and those that are 
incurred with each individual ride. To simplify the calculations, 
particularly in the interest of the break-even analysis, all of the costs 
associated with acquiring and onboarding new drivers are classified as 
fixed costs and all of the costs associated with each individual ride are 
classified as variable costs. 
 
5.1 Sidecar’s Costs on a Per-Driver Basis 
The first cost spectrum, the onboarding of new drivers, includes the one-
time, fixed costs. The costs of onboarding new drivers are those that 
Sidecar must incur before the driver is licensed to drive for the company. 
They include: 
 

$20  – Driver Background Check 
$4  – Initial DMV Driver History Report 
$5  – Introductory Mailing Packet 
 
$29  = Total Fixed Cost Per Driver 
 

Note: On top of the one-time fixed, non-negotiable costs, Sidecar also 
incurs a quarterly, fixed, non-negotiable cost of $4 per driver associated 
with running DMV background checks for its active drivers. However, to 
simplify calculations, this has been omitted from cost and break-even 
calculations. 
 
5.2 Sidecar’s Costs on a Per-Ride Basis  
The second set of costs associated with drivers are the variable costs 
that Sidecar incurs on a per-ride basis. They include: 
 

80%  – Driver Commission 
6% – Insurance Fee 
3% + $0.30 – Credit Card Processing Fee 
1%  – Austin Regulatory Taxes & Fees 
 
90% + $0.30 = Total Variable Cost Per-Ride 
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Historically, the per-ride commission that Sidecar pays to its drivers is 
typically equal to 80% of the ride’s total value. However, in the past, the 
company has made temporary adjustments to this policy, allowing for 
90% or even 100% commission to go to certain drivers. However, the 
company has never given drivers less than 80%. For the purposes of this 
break-even analysis, an 80% commission was maintained. 
  
5.3 Profit Per Ride 
After calculating the fixed and variable costs associated with the 
average Sidecar driver and the average Sidecar ride and making certain 
assumptions regarding the negotiable commission fee, it is possible to 
calculate the profit of the average ride taken on the platform. The 
average value of a ride of $13.80 provides a basis for calculations. 
Additionally, it should be known that Sidecar collects a $1 “Safe Fee” on 
top of the revenue from every ride, the value of which is not factored 
into the percentages listed above. 
 
Profit Per Ride = Revenue – Commission – Credit Fee – Insurance – City 
Specific Fees + Safe Fee 
 

= $13.80 - ($13.80*.80) – ($13.80*.03) – $0.30 – ($13.80*.06) – 
($13.80*.01) + $1 

= $13.80 - $11.04 - $0.41 - $0.30 - $0.83 - $0.14 + $1  
= $2.08 profit per ride 

 
Figure 11: Cost/Profit Breakdown Including $1 Safe Fee 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
 

Commission 
75% 

Credit Fee 5% 

Insurance 
6% 

City Fees 1% 
Profit 14% 
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5.4 Driver Break Even Analysis 
The next step is to calculate how many rides it takes for Sidecar to break 
even on the costs associated with onboarding a driver. Given the profit 
per ride of $2.08 (which takes the per-ride costs of 90% + $.30 into 
account, as well as the $1 “Safe Fee”) and the onboarding costs of $29 
per driver, Sidecar breaks even on each onboarded driver after the 
driver completes their 14th ride on the platform.  
 

Number of rides to break even = $29 / $2.08 
= 14 rides 

 
This calculation is further refined by taking into account the average 
rides a Sidecar driver completes per month of four. Using this 
information, it takes 3.5 months for Sidecar to break even on each newly 
onboarded driver. 
 

Number of months to break even = 14 rides / 4 rides per month 
= 3.5 months 

 
However, these calculations do not take Sidecar’s $100,000 expected 
budget for Austin into account. Therefore, it is important to conduct 
another break-even analysis to understand how many rides drivers in 
Austin must complete in order to break even on this capital outlay. This 
calculation is detailed below.  
 
5.5 Launch Budget Breakeven Analysis  
Given the proposed launch budget of $100,000 and the aforementioned 
profit per ride of $2.08, Sidecar drivers would need to complete 48,077 
rides in order to break even on this fixed cost.  
 
 $100,000 break even = $100,000 / $2.08 
                       = 48,077 rides 
 
Assuming the average driver completes 100 rides in their lifetime, 
Sidecar would need 480 drivers to complete the 48,077 rides. In a 
mature market like San Francisco, this cost could be recouped in less 
than one month. However, in a nascent market such as Austin, this cost 
could take over a year to recoup.  
 
Furthermore, using the $29 of onboarding costs per driver, the cost of 
hiring those 480 drivers that are required to cover the advertising 
budget (assuming they each drove at least 100 rides) would cost 
$13,920. Therefore, the remaining fixed capital outlay would be $86,080 
and would need to cover driver recruitment as well as rider acquisition 
before incentivizing users. 
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Part 6. Capacity Planning and Efficiency 
 
6.1 Improving Efficiency 
Sidecar is not a producer of physical goods and therefore does not have 
typical inventory, capital or mechanisms upon which to evaluate 
capacity. However, Sidecar does maintain an inventory of sorts in their 
drivers and must work to balance the level of demand with the level of 
supply. Previous efforts to incentivize one side or another have resulted 
in some gains in efficiency, but the optimal point is an ever-moving 
target. There is also a huge opportunity in transportation to drastically 
improve the efficiency of how people move within cities and to eliminate 
the single occupant vehicle trip. 
 
A recent OECD study of a mid-sized European city found that self-
driving cars, combined with high-capacity mass transport such as light 
rail, would create the same ability for a city’s populace to get around 
within a city with only 10% of the vehicles on the road today. Incredibly, 
it found that even without public transit, the same goal could be 
accomplished removing 8 out of 10 cars from the road. Moreover, this 
change would decrease commute times by 10% during rush hour. The 
researchers said the reduced demand for cars would create a drop in the 
amount of space that needs to be reserved for parking that would free 
up the “equivalent to 210 football fields or nearly 20% of the [curb-to-
curb] street space in [the] model city.” Additionally, 80% of off-street 
parking could also be removed, freeing up even more space for diverse 
uses (Corporate Partnership Board Report, 2015). Although it is not yet 
time to plan for autonomous self-driving cars in the launch plan of 
Sidecar’s next city, the potential for improving efficiency and 
transportation infrastructure within a city is immense. 
 
Another study analyzed 13,000 taxicabs in New York City taking over 
150 millions trips. The research team applied a series of algorithms and 
found that almost 95% of trips could be shared if people were willing to 
wait an additional five minutes per trip to pick up other passengers. If 
that happened, not only would there be immense benefits in pollution 
and traffic reduction, but travel time could be slashed by more than 30% 
(Santia, Restab, Szella, Sobolevskya, Strogatzc, & Rattia, 2014). The 
positive effects that ridesharing has on the environment are discussed 
more in the sustainability section, but the potential for making drastic 
improvements in the efficacy of the transportation industry specific to 
ridesharing is an area which Sidecar must consider. 
 
6.2 Passenger-to-Driver Ratio 
The first area to investigate to improve efficiency within Sidecar is their 
balance of passengers to drivers, or as noted in the previous two 
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sections, demand and supply. All businesses must achieve this balance, 
but the nature of Sidecar’s business model makes it particularly difficult 
because passenger demand and driver supply can drastically change in 
a short time span. Essentially, this business model is the opposite of a 
smooth and consistent operation such as a paper mill or canning plant. 
 
In searching for the ideal passenger-to-driver ratio, it is best to begin 
with the San Francisco Bay Area as has been done for all previous 
baselines. The San Francisco market represents Sidecar’s most mature 
and most successful market, which launch cities should hope to emulate. 
As shown in Figure 12 below, the number of passengers completing rides 
closely follows the number of drivers completing rides over the course 
of the year, albeit on different scales. Additionally, as the quantity of 
both values declines, so too does the passenger-to-driver ratio.  
 
Figure 12: Passenger to Drivers – San Francisco 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
Over the course of 2014, the passenger to driver ratio in San Francisco 
ranged between 7.14 and 13.11 with an average of 11.23. Thus, it can be 
assumed that for every 11 unique, active users that Sidecar anticipates 
securing, there should be 1 unique active driver. This is illustrated 
graphically in Figure 13. Active in this sense is defined as completing a 
ride within a given week.  
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Figure 13: Passenger-to-Driver Ratio – San Francisco 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
On the other hand, a growth city such as Boston represents a different 
situation where efforts to stoke passenger demand have been a bit 
harder. The relative quantities of passengers and drivers follow a similar 
trajectory as shown in Figure 14 below. As mentioned before, Sidecar 
invested significant marketing funds into the Boston market in 
September of 2014 in order to drive demand. The results to date have 
been effective and the growth seems to be steady.  
 
Figure 14: Passengers to Drivers – Boston 

 
Source: Sidecar 
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However, the overall passenger-to-driver ratio remained low over the 
first two years ranging from 2.37 to 12.34 with an average of 5.43. Once 
demand was driven up in September of 2014, the ratio began to climb 
and has remained above 8 since the beginning of 2015. This is illustrated 
graphically in Figure 15. 
 
Figure 15: Passenger-to-Driver Ratio – Boston 

 
Source: Sidecar 
 
One key takeaway from these visualizations is that while San Francisco is 
able to supply more passengers with fewer drivers, it places a larger 
burden on each driver and thus it is easier to negatively influence the 
passenger experience. In a growth city, where drivers are not as 
established or as reliable, it is recommended Sidecar pursue a lower 
passenger to driver ratio in order to bolster its driver availability and 
ensure passengers continue to use the service. The recommended 
estimate for Austin’s first year passenger-to-driver ratio used in 
forecasting the launch plan is 5.5, a number very close to Boston’s first 
year average and half of San Francisco’s 2014 average. 
 
A leading indicator for Sidecar’s driver supply is the amount of rider 
accounts created. Using the total number of rider accounts created in a 
given market and assuming that 5% of this pool will be active in a given 
month, Sidecar can compare the active rider demand to the active driver 
supply. Active driver supply can be determined in similar fashion to 
active rider demand by examining the total number of active and 
inactive drivers and assuming a 10% active rate. If this ratio begins to 
climb above 5.5, Sidecar must look to incentivize inactive drivers to 
become active or promote to recruit new driver supply. 

0 

2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

3/
15

/1
3 

4/
15

/1
3 

5/
15

/1
3 

6/
15

/1
3 

7/
15

/1
3 

8/
15

/1
3 

9/
15

/1
3 

10
/1

5/
13

 

11
/1

5/
13

 

12
/1

5/
13

 

1/
15

/1
4

 

2/
15

/1
4

 

3/
15

/1
4

 

4/
15

/1
4

 

5/
15

/1
4

 

6/
15

/1
4

 

7/
15

/1
4

 

8/
15

/1
4

 

9/
15

/1
4

 

10
/1

5/
14

 

11
/1

5/
14

 

12
/1

5/
14

 

1/
15

/1
5 

2/
15

/1
5 

P
as

se
ng

es
r-

to
-D

riv
er

 



Sidecar Operations Plan for Austin, Texas 25 

6.3 Cancellation Rates 
One of the byproducts of an unbalanced passenger-to-driver ratio and 
an indicator of a market’s maturity is the total cancellation rate. This is 
comprised of both passenger cancellations as well as driver 
cancellations. Cancellations are defined as rides cancelled after matching 
but before pickup. In cities that are relatively new or growing rapidly, it is 
common for cancellation rates to be higher than in mature cities due 
mostly to the longer relative wait times. This is not always tied 
exclusively to the age of the market as demonstrated in Figure 16 by Los 
Angeles and its 29% overall cancellation rate. Because of the sprawling 
nature of the Los Angeles market as well as uncontrollable delays due to 
traffic, passengers who do not have the patience to wait for their driver 
cancel the ride at a clip higher than any other market that Sidecar 
operates in. However, Los Angeles represents an outlier to this trend. 
 
Figure 16 shows the monthly cancellation rates by passenger and driver 
for the span of January 15, 2015 to February 15 2015 in Sidecar’s major 
markets. There is some correlation between market age and cancellation 
rate as shown by Boston, however San Diego and Los Angeles do not 
follow this trend as San Diego is one of Sidecar’s newest markets and 
Los Angeles is one of its oldest. 
 
Figure 16: Cancellation Rates  

 
Source: Sidecar 
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both Boston and San Francisco are relatively dense population centers 
while Austin is considered to be more sprawling. Thus as Austin is 
ramped up, Sidecar should expect to see increased wait times due to the 
fact that it is a new market as well as its relative sprawl. Similar to Los 
Angeles, this could be a problem that plagues the Austin market even 
after several years of operation. 

 
Part 7. Sustainability  
 
Carbon Dioxide Reduction of Passenger Ridesharing Services 
The competitive landscape of the ridesharing market forces Sidecar to 
allocate all of its human resources to profit-maximizing activities. 
Although the company has high-level social and environmental 
aspirations, it has not set specific sustainability goals or analyzed their 
data in a way that would allow them to demonstrate impact in this area 
of their business. Because the company operates in the transportation 
sector, where a majority of cars still use fossil fuels, Sidecar could 
potentially be at risk to pressure from environmental activists or 
government agencies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In order to 
understand the impact of ridesharing activities in terms of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions and be able to respond to public inquiries on 
the environmental impact, the project team recommends Sidecar 
analyze CO2 emissions savings that result from shared rides. This mode 
of ridesharing has the greatest potential for decreasing overall CO2 in 
the atmosphere because it involves the participation of two or more 
riders and thus results in true emissions savings compared to single 
occupancy rides. Sample computations have been conducted using 
publically available conversions and altered Sidecar data to honor the 
nondisclosure agreement. 
 
Metrics Used: 

CO2 Metrics: 
• 0.3684 kg of CO2 emissions per mile for passenger cars (US 

EPA, 2008) 
Sidecar Metrics: 

• 40,000 matched rides per quarter in one of its markets 
• 6 miles average ride distance  
• 18,923 unique riders that participated in a shared ride in a 

quarter   
Note: The analysis assumes that the shared ride is shared between 
two riders so the findings represent the minimum amount of 
emission savings 
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Austin Metrics: 
• Average commute is 22.5 miles round trip, one of the longest 

averages in the country (Bhat et al., 2005) 
• 85% of drivers typically drive their own car to work every day 

(Hess, Weigley, 2013)  
 
7.1 CO2 Emissions Avoided Due to Shared Rides 
 
Step 1: Calculate the number of shared rides per year 
 

40,000 shared rides per quarter x 4 quarters per year = 160,000 
shared rides per year 

 
Step 2: Calculate the total miles driven per year in shared rides 
 

160,000 shared rides per year x 6 miles per shared ride = 960,000 
miles per year 

 
Step 3: Calculate the minimum mileage required if riders had taken 

individual trips 
 

960,000 miles per year x 2 riders = 1,920,000 miles per year 
 
Step 4: Calculate the difference between individual trip mileage and 

shared trip mileage 
 

1,920,000 miles per year - 960,000 miles per year = 960,000 
miles per year 

 
Step 5: Calculate the emissions saved from avoided miles 
 

960,000 miles per year x 0.3684 kg of CO2 per mile = 353,664 kg 
CO2 per year  

 
Conclusion:  
353,664 kilograms of CO2, or 353.664 metric tons, being removed from 
the road is equivalent to the CO2 sequestered by 290 acres of US forests 
in one year (US EPA, n.d.) and is comparable to the area of 21 Dolores 
Parks (Wikipedia, n.d.). 
 
7.2 Emissions Avoided if Austin Commuters Utilize Shared 
Rides One Day Per Week 
Austin has one of the top ten longest home to work commutes in the 
country with an average round-trip distance of 22.5 miles (Bhat, 2004). 
Therefore, it is not likely that the transition to a full shared ride economy 
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will happen for this market. However, Sidecar could promote commuting 
using a shared ride at least one day per week. Calculations of CO2 
savings in this scenario are presented below. 
 

Step 1: Annualize the average Austin round-trip commute using 
shared rides one day per week 

 
22.5 miles per week x 52 weeks per year = 1,170 miles per year 

 
Step 2: Calculate the CO2 emissions avoided by substituting 
shared rides one day per week 

 
1,170 miles per year x 0.3684 kg of CO2 per mile = 431 kg of CO2 
per year 

 
Conclusion: 
If 5,000 Austin area residents (0.25% of the population) commuted 
using shared rides one day per week for one year, the CO2 avoided 
would be equivalent to the CO2 sequestered by 1,767 acres of US forest 
or one Presidio-sized forest (Presidio Trust, n.d.) and 20 Dolores Park-
sized forests (Wikipedia, n.d.). 
 
If 200,000 Austin area residents (10% of the population) commuted 
using shared rides one day per week for one year, it would be the 
equivalent of adding 474 Presidio-sized forests (Presidio Trust, n.d.). 
 
7.3 Decrease in Car Ownership 
One of Sidecar’s goals associated with social and environmental impact 
is to decrease car ownership among its users. The relatively low price of 
the company’s services allows some users to forgo using their own cars. 
On the driver supply side, the extra income appeals to a significant 
number of people. Some use vehicles they already own or lease, but 
some buy or lease vehicles specifically to be able to provide ridesharing 
services. Based on a survey developed and subsequently distributed by 
the project team to a sample population, the net effect of ridesharing on 
car ownership could be investigated but not concluded due to the low 
sample size (See survey questions in Appendix 1). Sidecar should 
conduct similar surveys in their operating markets in order to track 
progress toward their goal of decreasing car ownership among their 
users. 
 
Survey results: 
Respondents were from San Francisco, Denver, Novato, Berkeley, El 
Cerrito, Melbourne (Australia), New York, Oakland, Chicago, Palo Alto, 
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and Los Angeles to name a few. 69% of respondents were from the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

 
User Side (28 respondents) 

• The largest percentage of ridesharing usage began in 2014 
followed by 2013  

• 47% use rideshare services several times per month  
• 41% use rideshare services several times per year 
• 12% use rideshare services several times per week 
• 75% of respondents own cars 

• 52% use them less often 
• 48% did not change their frequency of personal car usage 
• 28% considered selling or transferring the title of their car 
• 0% stopped using their car  

• 82% of respondents use public transportation 
• 46% experienced no change in public transportation usage 
• 43% started using public transportation less often 
• 11% use public transportation more often 

 
Driver Side (3 respondents) 

• 67% started providing services in 2014 
• 67% drive several times per month 
• 33% drive several times per week 
• 1 respondent bought or leased a car to provide ridesharing 

services 
• The rest used their own car 

 
The results of this survey suggest that 28% of users could potentially 
forgo ownership of their cars in the future. On the driver side, one 
person bought or leased a vehicle specifically to participate in the 
ridesharing economy. The combined effect of user and driver behavior is 
positive. However, it is worth noting again that this data is representative 
of a very small sample and could not be used to project general trends. 
 
Sidecar should conduct periodic surveys on car ownership in locations 
where it has existing services. When entering a new market and data is 
not available, the recommendation is to rely on guidelines developed by 
industry experts. According to them, it is financially beneficial for users 
to own cars if they drive less than 13,000 miles per year. If a car is 
leased, then that threshold is 9,500 miles per year (La Reau, 2015). 
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Part 8. Competitive Landscape 
 
As previously noted, Austin is a rapidly growing city with a burgeoning 
workforce, but it lacks a large public transportation structure or 
extensive choices for those who do not want to drive. At the time of this 
report, driving is relatively inexpensive. The average gas price in Austin 
as of April 2015 was $2.40 per gallon. The average annual car insurance 
premium was $1,061.18 (Zier, 2015). A study by the Tennessee 
Transportation & Logistics Foundation did three months of surveys, 
interviews and data analysis finding that 37% of taxis in Austin have a 
wait time of over 15 minutes (Mundy, 2011). Public transportation is 
inexpensive with adult local one-way bus fare only costing $1 but routes 
are inefficient and hard to understand. Additionally, most bus routes 
only run until 11pm. The bus system uses downtown Austin as a central 
hub with most routes emanating from it in various directions. In many 
cases, users will need to take a bus route downtown in order to transfer 
to another bus that serves their final destination. Therefore, introducing 
a more convenient option would certainly encourage ridership. 
 
8.1 Ridesharing in Austin 
There are also new car sharing programs, other carpooling networks and 
other TNCs that operate in the area. While they are indeed considered 
competition, it is also evidence that Austin residents are embracing 
these options. Car sharing programs like Car2Go or Zipcar exist. Car2Go 
costs $0.41 per minute plus tax with no monthly fee. Zipcar is $7 per 
month plus $9.75 per hour, $1 protection fee per trip and a one time $25 
application fee. Carma, another company gaining popularity in San 
Francisco, launched in Austin in February of 2014. It is a carpooling 
network application that connects people with similar commute routes 
to be able to share rides. Riders pay $0.20 per mile, of which drivers 
keep $0.17. Uber and Lyft are also in operation in Austin as outlined in 
Table X. Based on their pricing and the desired level of profit Sidecar has 
established, proposed pricing is also included. 
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Table 1: Costs for other existing TNCs in Austin 

 UberX Lyft Sidecar (Proposed) 

Base Fare $1 $1.35 $1.30 

Per Mile $1.30 $1.70 $1.70 

Per Minute  $0.19 $0.27 $0.30 

Minimum Fare $2 $5 $5 

Cancellation fee $5 $5 $5 

Safety Fee $1 $1.50 $1 

Source: Uber and Lyft 
 
The Base Rate, Time Rate and Distance Rate are determined by Sidecar 
and vary in each region while the Price Multiplier and Minimum Fare are 
determined on a driver-by-driver basis. 
 
The equation used to find the Recommended Price was:  

1. Sidecar Recommended Price = Base Rate + Time x Time Rate + 
Distance x Distance Rate 

2. Price = Sidecar Recommended Price x Price Multiplier 
3. If price is less than Minimum Fare, then the price will change to the 

Minimum Fare 

Part 9. Launch Plan 
 
With an understanding of Sidecar’s overall process, including demand, 
supply, cost and competitive landscape, Sidecar can project how 
passengers and drivers will perform once they launch in Austin or any 
other new market. Using a set of historical data as well as several 
assumptions, the projected launch plan is detailed below for the first 
year broken out by quarter. 
 
9.1 Timing 
The first question to address is when to launch in a new market. As 
shown in the demand for rides across San Francisco and Boston, the 
highest number of requests occur in the summer months. This can be 
attributed to warmer weather, longer days and a general willingness to 
leave home more often than in the winter months. As previously 
demonstrated in San Francisco’s hourly demand, it is clear that the 
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majority of Sidecar trips still occur as customers leave home on Friday 
and Saturday night rather than as they head to and from work Monday 
through Friday.  
 
A successful launch in Austin would utilize this data to capture this 
increased demand and possibly limit availability to just these peak hours 
or incentivize off times to stabilize demand. A period of 6-8 weeks from 
announcement to launch would be recommended to build awareness, a 
customer base and onboard drivers. The timeframe should be long 
enough where a pool of drivers and riders can form accounts and 
promotions can be completed, but not so long that market momentum 
is lost and potential riders lose interest. Therefore, it is recommended 
that Sidecar announce its launch in February and launch in April. One 
particular lesson learned from previous operations in Austin is that a 
market in its infancy cannot accommodate the massive influx of demand 
associated with the film and music festival South by Southwest. This 
occurs in mid-March and should be a consideration when devising a 
launch date. However, this can also represent a great opportunity to 
market the future launch to thousands of prospective customers. 
 
9.2 Location 
It is also important to consider where to launch within the city of Austin. 
As the Austin metropolitan area comprises over 4,000 square miles, 
there must be a defined area in which Sidecar launches in that can be 
expanded as the market matures (City of Austin, 2015). Using population 
data and information from competition such as taxis and Lyft, it is 
recommended that Sidecar launch in a roughly 45 square mile area 
centered around downtown Austin. Figure 17 shows this area which is 
bound by Highway 183 to the north and east, Highway 71 to the south, 
and Highway 1 to the west. This also coincides with the zip codes which 
generate the largest number of requests according to Lone Star Taxi 
data shown in Figure 18. 
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Figure 17: Austin Launch Area 
Figure 18: Lone Star Taxi Demand by Zip Codes 

 

 
Source: Google Maps and Lone Star Taxi 
 
9.3 Projections 
The next areas to address are the projections of passenger growth and 
the minimum amount of drivers required to support this number. From 
these projections, it is possible to estimate the cost associated with each 
and determine the remaining budget that can be used to incentivize 
ridership after passengers and drivers have signed up. The methodology 
for projecting such numbers was derived from historical data from the 
Boston launch, population density figures and optimal passenger-to-
driver ratios. Key metrics to project include the cumulative number of 
passenger accounts created, the cumulative number of drivers 
onboarded and the relative percentage of each that are active in a given 
week. Table 2 contains the projected values of each for the first year of 
operation. 
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Table 2: Austin Projections through Year 1 

 Q0 
(April) 

Q1 
(July) 

Q2 
(Oct) 

Q3 
(Jan) 

Q4 
(April) 

Cumulative Passenger 
Accounts Created 

43 395 1,127 1,488 2,105 

Active Passenger % 100% 17% 3% 1% 3% 

Cumulative Drivers 
Onboarded 

8 26 69 69 133 

Active Driver % 100% 46% 9% 7% 9% 

Source: Sidecar 
 
To determine the number of expected passenger accounts created, the 
project team examined the historical data from Boston’s first year and 
determined a basis to predict from. Since Austin’s population density is 
42% compared to that of Boston’s, the total number of passenger 
accounts created was scaled down by the same factor to conservatively 
estimate Austin’s expected demand. Boston’s historical data also 
provided the percentage of active passengers and drivers for a given 
period. Lastly, the optimal passenger-to-driver ratio was determined 
previously to be 5.5. Knowing all of this information, the project team 
was able to solve for how many drivers must be onboarded by the end 
of each quarter in order to keep the optimal ratio intact. As shown in 
Table 2, these estimates account for the expected drop in participation 
by both passengers and drivers and the level of passengers and drivers 
needed to make up this shortfall. These projections also account for the 
drop in demand that Boston experienced after its second quarter. 
Seasonality could be a factor, but the effect of a service no longer being 
new is also likely to be a factor. Thus in launching a new market, 
incentives should be carefully timed around these expected lulls to keep 
participation high. 
 
Using the data in Table 2, costs can be estimated in order to determine 
how much funding would remain to incentivize passengers and drivers. 
Costs are broken into two categories: first the cost to acquire a 
passenger or driver and then the cost to incentivize passengers and 
drivers to continue using the platform. The costs to acquire passengers 
and drivers as well as the anticipated cost based upon this particular 
launch scenario are shown in Table 3. Customer acquisition costs were 
provided by Sidecar while recruitment costs were estimated based upon 
the recruitment service AxleHire. Fixed costs were determined in Part 5.  
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Table 3: Expected Acquisition Costs in Austin 

 Cost per 
Passenger 
Acquired 

Cost to 
Recruit 
Drivers 
(Annual) 

Cost per 
Driver 
Onboarded 

Expected 
Quantity 
by Year 2 

Total 

Passengers $20   2,105 $42,100 

Drivers  $5,400 $29 133 $9,257 

Total     $51,357 

Source: Sidecar 

If costs for acquiring passengers and drivers were to follow these 
projections, Sidecar would have $48,643 left from their $100,000 
budget to utilize in their efforts to increase participation on both the 
driver and passenger side. Being that driver incentives average about 
$25 per hour and passengers are typically given $5 for every $5 they 
send to a friend to use (costing Sidecar $10), this sum would be used up 
fairly quickly if not used wisely. If every expected driver were to be paid 
for 14 hours of driving throughout the year, this sum would be drained. 
Therefore, Sidecar must utilize these incentives strategically during times 
of known low demand such as after the second quarter. Without having 
data relative to the effectiveness of incentivizing passengers or drivers, it 
is difficult to project what mix of incentives would be most effective. 
However, Sidecar can examine the active passenger-to-driver ratio and 
determine how to act based upon the optimal number of 5.5. There will 
be variation in this ratio, but Sidecar should expect to act if the number 
deviates below 4 or above 7. In this launch, Sidecar could also record the 
direct effect of promotional spends on passenger or driver gains to 
better prepare for future launches. 

Part 10. Hypothetical Strategy 
 
The previously outlined launch plan is based on real constraints to 
Sidecar’s business including suboptimal driver to rider ratio, allocated 
budget and competition among others. This analysis aims to provide 
Sidecar with seven ideas for business development that could be utilized 
in a non-constrained environment as well as suggestions for new 
strategic partnerships. 
 

1. Hold driver commissions in escrow until they have completed their 
first 14 rides at which point they break even. This will ensure that 
Sidecar makes a profit on every driver it enlists and incentivize 
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drivers to complete more rides in a shorter period of time. The 
downside to this is that competitors will offer pay immediately. 

 
2. Collect 100% of the revenue from the first two rides completed by 

every driver allowing the company to recoup its initial costs ($29 
fixed costs/$13.98 average revenue per ride). In exchange for such 
a concession, Sidecar can offer 90% commission to drivers on 
subsequent rides on and still be profitable simply by collecting the 
Safe Fee. The downside again is that competitors can offer 
immediate pay but this should attract drivers as well who are 
willing to wait for a higher subsequent commission. 

 
3. Offer riders prepaid credit in exchange for perks like free or 

discounted rides. This will ensure Sidecar can recoup more of its 
costs, incentivize riders to use their credit and cut down on 
promotional fraud associated with individuals using multiple 
accounts. The downside to this is riders do not like Sidecar holding 
any of their money. 

 
4. Offer a vehicle take-back or exchange program that allows riders 

to donate or sell their cars to drivers at a discounted rate. Aspiring 
drivers who are not able to afford their own car can use this to 
become part of the Sidecar community and secure steady income. 
Potential targets for such a program include low-income 
individuals, ex-convicts and veterans. The downside is this would 
be cumbersome to implement and riders may want an incentive to 
donate their cars. 

 
5. Partner with a non-profit to create a vehicle donation program to 

increase media exposure. This would be similar to the previous 
strategy but the target would be an organization rather than an 
individual. The press from such a strategy would also be positive.  

 
6. Forge partnerships with local governments or corporations to 

subsidize a portion of shared rides in order to decrease 
greenhouse gas emissions. Many municipalities or companies are 
required to reduce emissions or seek emissions credits on the 
open market and this opportunity could meet their needs and 
increase rider demand. The potential downside would be the 
legality of any emissions cuts or credits. 
 

7. Create incentives to share rides by refunding a portion of the toll, 
similar to that of Carma Pool. Its members receive exclusive toll 
refunds on Austin-area toll roads until June 30th, 2015. The benefit 
includes reducing congestion and emissions as well as increasing 
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shared ride adoption. There may be a similar program in place 
already but this could be additional incentive for riders and drivers. 

 
If Sidecar were able to implement any of these strategies, they would 
not only increase profits but also potentially gain a competitive edge in 
social and environmental sustainability areas. The opportunity to market 
such programs would also be rather lucrative. 
 
Part 11: Conclusion 
 
The potential to launch Sidecar’s services in Austin is attractive for 
several reasons including the city demographics, the ridesharing 
environment and the potential revenue. Using a $100,000 budget, 
Sidecar could launch in Austin and operate successfully for the first year. 
At that time, it may be required to inject additional funds into the 
market. Using estimates based on customer acquisition in Boston, it is 
projected that 2,105 customer accounts would be created in the first 
year requiring 133 driver accounts to adequately service these 
passengers. After launching in the 45 square mile area centered around 
downtown Austin, Sidecar could investigate expanding their offering to 
the neighboring areas. As population growth in Austin continues 
alongside growth in the tech industry, Austin projects to become even 
more favorable to ridesharing that outlined in this analysis. If Sidecar is 
also able to implement at least one hypothetical strategy in either Austin 
or any of their other markets, it could potentially improve operations 
dramatically and increase awareness of the brand. By taking this analysis 
and inserting relevant and accurate data, the Sidecar team will be able 
to repeat the methodology for launch in Austin or any other market.  
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Appendix: Ridesharing Survey Template 
 
Overview 

• What city do you live in? 
• Have you participated in ridesharing? Select driver if you have 

done both 
• Yes, as a rider 
• Yes, as a driver (skip to Driver Section) 

Rider 
• When did you first use these services? 

• 2011 
• 2012 
• 2013 
• 2014 
• 2015 

• How often do you use these services? 
• Less than once a month 
• Several times a month 
• Several times a week 
• Several times a day 

• Do you own a car? 
• Yes 
• No 

• How did the availability of ridesharing affect usage of your own 
car? 

• It did not have an impact (skip Car Information section) 
• I use it less often 
• I do not use my car anymore 

Car Information 
• Have you considered selling your car or transferring the title to a 

new owner? 
• Yes 
• No 

Public Transportation Use 
• Do you use public transportation? 

• Yes 
• No 

• Did you usage of public transportation change? 
• I use it more often 
• I use it less often 
• No change 

Driver 
• When did you start providing ridesharing services? 

• 2011 
• 2012 
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• 2013 
• 2014 
• 2015 

• Who do you drive for? (check all that apply) 
• Sidecar 
• Lyft 
• Uber 
• Other 

• How often do you drive for these companies? 
• Every day 
• Several times a week 
• Several times a month 
• Less than once a month 

• In order to drive for a ridesharing company, which of the following 
have you done? 

• Used the car you already own/lease 
• Bought or leased a new car 
• Bought a pre-owned car 

• Do you use ridesharing as a passenger? 
• Yes (return to Rider section) 
• No 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


