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The European project Central MeetBike (More sustainable transport in Central European cities
through improved integrated bicycle promotion and international networking) promotes sus-
tainable transport policy and planning according to the state of the art. Important is the integra-
tion and preferred use of public transport, walking, cycling and new mobility services (e.g. car
sharing, bicycle rental schemes). In this context Central MeetBike focusses on the questions of
how to create better conditions for cycling in Central European countries and thus how to pro-
mote sustainable transport in general*. The project concentrates on exchange of knowledge

and experiences among the project partners and to estimate effects of different measures.

Studies about the current situation of bicycle transport in Central MeetBike partner countries
Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland showed that there is a general lack of knowledge
about mobility behaviour in these countries®. This often goes along with little expertise in im-
plementing surveys that provide users with reliable results. Therefore the surveys are an
important element of the project in order to provide partner cities with comparable findings
about mobility behaviour of the inhabitants. At the same time this report is intended to give
an insight for planners from municipalities on how to implement a survey that allows obtain-

ing reliable and comparable results.

This report provides the reader with results of the household survey conducted in the Czech
city Uherské Hradité. The survey was also implemented in the cities of Zilina, PreSov, Par-

dubice, Gdansk and Tczew (figure 1).

The survey provides the cities with statistics about e.g. number of trips, use of means of transport

(modal split), kilometres travelled and access to vehicles. These numbers serve:

e for transport policy and internal administrative work (benchmarking)

" Further information: www.centralmeetbike.eu

2 These studies were implemented in the course of Central MeetBike. Reports can be found at
www.centralmeetbike.eu.
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Figure 1: Surveyed cities in Central MeetBike

e as input data for transport modelling and continuous sustainable urban mobility
planning (SUMP)
o for evaluation and quality management (monitoring)

o for information and public relations

Repeating the survey (e.g. every 5 years) is recommended in order to observe the develop-
ment of mobility behaviour and its critical parameters.

» 3

The method “Mobility in Towns”® (SrV — System of representative surveys on mobility behav-
iour) that was established at the TU Dresden, served as the model®. In the framework of the
Central MeetBike survey, TU Dresden (Chair of Transport and Infrastructure Planning) de-
veloped the method’s adjustments for the city of PreSov, served as an advisor before and
during the field time and did the evaluation of the data. The implementation of the survey was

supervised in situ by members of the city of Uherské Hradisté.

Since the same survey method is used for each partner city of Central MeetBike, there are
not only specific results for each city, but also results that arise by comparing the cities
amongst each other and with results from last German survey from 2008°.

3 Ahrens et al., 2009

* “Mobility in towns® (SrV) is a travel behaviour survey that is regularly conducted in Germany. It was first imple-
mented in 1972 in cities of the former German Democratic Republic. It has taken place eight more times: in 1977,
1982, 1987, 1991, 1994, 1998, 2003 and 2008.

5 The next SrV-survey for 2013 is in progress. Results will be available in

autumn 2014.
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2.1 FOCUS OF SURVEY

The focus of the survey is the mobility behaviour of inhabitants in each city. During interviews
each person in a randomly selected household is asked numerous questions. The question-
naire is divided into three parts (see also Chapter 2.4): questions about household and vehi-
cles, questions about every person registered in household, questions about every trip taken

by every person. Thus the results are structured in a similar way:

o data about household- and vehicle-specific parameters (e.g. humber of cars in
household, annual vehicle kilometres driven)

e data about persons with parameters about sociodemographic and transport related
aspects (e.g. drivers licence, education level)

e data about trips taken per person (e.g. number of trips, trip length, means of
transport)

Population and surveyed trips

The survey population is comprised of all inhabitants of the city without any limitation of age,
sex, nationality and primary or secondary place of residence. Mobility behaviour is surveyed
for one particular test day (Tuesday — Thursday). These days represent a normal working
day. All trips (definition of trip in chapter 2.2.1) for each person in the household are recorded

without any limitation.

The survey analyses all trips taken by city inhabitants regardless where they originated or
terminated. All trips done by persons that are not inhabitants of the particular city and trips of
commercial traffic (e.g. freight delivery, craftsmen driving to customers) were not surveyed

with the method used.

(’( » CENTRAL EUROPEAN UNION

. EUROPEAN REGIONAL

) EUROPE DEVELOPMENT FUND
ol CobreeATIng FaRSccISs.

Thi rofctia imp v eurore oy th EROF

10




e Bike it, Enjoy it

Since only inhabitants of the particular city were questioned, most trips that originate and
terminate outside the municipality and through trips as well as commercial trips cannot be
surveyed with the method (figure 2). Of all the trips in, to and from a city, results of this sur-
vey only include trips made by residents of the city. This is indicated in the following report

and in diagrams and tables with the expression “all trips of inhabitants”.

Trips within city

Trips running
/- .-» through city

Trips ending in city
and starting outside
.y

Trips running Y.
tangent to the city

Figure 2: Spatial distribution of trips in relation to city boundaries®

2.2 DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this survey a trip is defined as a person’s change in location with an origin

and/or destination, which lies beyond the property on which the participating person lives.

One trip is defined exactly by one purpose (see chapter 2.2.2) and two locations (origin, des-
tination). One trip may include different stages with different means of transport (e.g. by bike

to tram stop and by tram to workplace). As long as the purpose does not change the combi-

j Ahrens et al., 2009, S.6. Translated into English
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nation of these stages is regarded as one trip’. The survey does not record different trip
stages. The mode of one trip with several stages is assigned to the mode of the longest
stage under consideration of a predefined decision hierarchy (see chapter 2.2.3). Also short
trips (e.g. to put a letter in a mailbox) are likewise independent trips and have to be explicitly

recorded.

Roundtrips (e.g. taking a walk), where the origin and destination are identical, are counted as

two separate trips. Length and distance of the originally-specified trip are divided in half.

In general the purpose of a trip is defined by the activity at the destination. In the course of
this survey the purpose of a trip is characterised with the type of the destination. Therefore
trips home are assigned to the purpose “Home” which is not in accordance with the definition
of trip purpose in the literature an of some other surveys. However, this approach makes it
easier to use the results for modelling the great number of home trips in traffic models more

accurately.

As part of this study, participants were questioned in detail about 17 purposes which were

combined into six main purpose groups. The following table shows the classifications used.

” The purpose of the trip is changing when the person interviewed e.g. does some shopping on the way home
from work. These are two trips: one for shopping and one back home.

€. CENTRAL EVROPAN N
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Main pur- | Work | School/Kinder- Shopping Leisure Others | Home
pose garten
Own Kindergarten Shopping for Bar, res- Others | Trip
work- daily needs taurant back
place home
Primary school Other Shop- Visiting Other
ping friends work-
place
Secondary Public institu- | Recrea-
School (includ- | tion (Post, tion, sport
Categories ing University) doctor...) outdoors
at ques-
tionnaire Other educa- Sports
tional institution facility
Special
event
(con-
cert...)
Other lei-
sure activi-
ty

Table 1: Main Purpose of trips and corresponding categories from “Mobility in towns”

In case the person interviewed had numerous work trips (e.g. as a craftsman), he/she was

asked to only report the first and the last work trip of the day.
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For analysing modal split the various means of transport had to be aggregated. The attribu-

tion of means of transport to four groups of main transport modes is given in table 2.

Main modes Private car use | Public Transport Bicycle Walking
of transport

Driver in car Long-distance Bicycle Walking
from household | train

Driver in other Regional train Other (e.g. skate-
car board, inline skates)

Passenger in car | S-Bahn (local
from household | train)

Categories at

guestionnaire | Passenger in Underground
other car train
Motorcycle Tram
Bus

Others (e.qg. air-
plane, taxi, ferry)

Table 2: Main modes of transport and corresponding categories at questionnaire

To determine the travel mode of a trip, the persons interviewed could choose from the cate-
gories shown above. When more than one means was used during one trip, a main means of
transport with the largest stage length (distance) was assigned. The order of priority given

below shows, to which means of transport usually the longest stage of a trip is assigned:

Long-distance train
Regional train
S-Bahn (local train)

Underground train

a r w D PRE

Tram

(’( » CENTRAL EUROPEAN UNION 14
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6. Bus

7. Passenger in other car

8. Passenger in car belonging to own household
9. Diriver in other car

10. Driver in car belonging to own household

11. Motorcycle

12. Bicycle

13. Walking

In case the person interviewed answered with “other means of transport” for his/her trip the

assignment of the main means of transport was done manually for this trip®.

This chapter includes definitions of expressions from statistics that will be used in the follow-

ing document.

Gross sample

The gross sample (Ngoss) describes the number of persons or households that have to be drawn
at the very beginning of the survey. The gross sample size has to be big enough to ensure a

defined net sample under the conditions of non-response and not usable interviews.

Net sample

The net sample (nye) Of a survey is the amount of answers collected in the final interview
database. Only those datasets will be used for analysis. This sample will differ from the gross
sample due to incomplete or implausible datasets or non-response. Since the goal was to
achieve a net sample size of about 1,000 interviews in this survey, the gross sample had to

be larger®.

8 During interview the persons could specify their “other means of transport’ in a free text field. When “other
means of transport” could be categorised as a public means of transport (e.g. airplane, taxi, ferry...) this “other
means of transport” was chosen as main means of transport. If “other means of transport” was specified as being
an unmotorised means of transport (e.g. skateboard, inline skates ...) this “other means of transport” was identi-
fied as having lowest priority.

® The factor to calculate the gross sample depends on the estimated response rate, average
number of persons per household and a security factor (about 1.2).
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Response rate

Response rate is defined as the proportion of usable interviews for the final analysis (net
sample) to the sample size drawn at the beginning of the sample (gross sample). The re-

sponse rate is often seen as an indicator for the quality of a survey*°.

2.3 SURVEY PERIOD AND TEST DAYS

The survey was originally supposed to take place in all cities of the Central MeetBike project
simultaneously. Due to delays in drawing the sample as well as organisational and financing
problems in several cities it was decided to use different survey periods. The comparability of
the periods was maintained. Each of the survey periods was chosen such that the period
closely represents the average annual values. In the case of the city of Uherské Hradisté the
survey took place from April 4" to May 31%' 2012. The survey was conducted on workdays in
the middle of the week, on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays. Days, which fell or bor-

dered on holidays, were excluded.

2.4 RECORDED CHARACTERISTICS AND QUESTIONNAIRE

The survey was conducted as a household survey. Next to household and individual charac-
teristics all members of randomly chosen households were questioned about their trips on

test days. The collected characteristics can be accordingly divided into three categories.

Household characteristics describe the situational conditions of those living in the household
and help to classify the household according to transport-related factors. Therefore the fol-

lowing characteristics were collected for each household:

e number of persons in household

e number of vehicles in household

9 A low response rate can correspond with a low reliability of the data, when the persons not responding are
having different mobility behaviour. One can analyse the relationship between non-response and the
accuracy of the survey statistic. Due to low budget for the surveys in the CMB project
this was not done in the course of this survey.

(‘ ™ CENTRAL EUROPEAN UNION 16
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¢ annual vehicle kilometres travelled for the most-used car and bicycle
e parking place for the most-used car and bicycle

¢ availability and amount of transferable public transport (PT) season passes in house-
hold

¢ walking time to the next PT stop

e monthly household net income

Descriptive characteristics (e.g. a person’s stage in life) of the persons surveyed are a nec-
essary requirement for the causal analysis of mobility behaviour. Therefore the following in-
dividual characteristics of all persons in the household were collected as differentiated as

possible:
e age
o sex

e occupation and type of profession

e professional training

e possession of drivers license

¢ availability of household vehicle on test day
e normalcy of test day

e predominately-used public transport ticket
e walking time to most-used PT stations

e potential mobility limitations
In addition general characteristics regarding mobility on the test day were collected for each

person in the household. Specifically this concerns the following:

e weather on test day

e person's presence in the city

o) SENTRAL e 17
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e whether the place of residence was left
o if applicable the reason for non-mobility

o if applicable the type and place of departure of the first trip

The specific values regarding the mobility behaviour of a person can be determined through
the sequence and manner of all trips (changes of location). For this reason the following

characteristics were gathered for each person and each trip:

e time of trip start

e trip purpose and destination

e mode of transport used (can be more than one)

e number of accompanying persons (from household and other persons)
e number of people in vehicle

¢ |ocation and type of destination

e arrival time

e trip length

Particulars regarding the questions and requirements for answers along with the layout of the

written survey can be found in appendix 1.

o) SENTRAL e 18
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2.5 FURTHER INTERVIEW MATERIALS
In all cities of the Central MeetBike survey — except PreSov — each household received a

letter in preparation for the interview. It includes the following parts:

¢ Announcement letter (figure 3)

¢ Memory jogger (figure 4)

In PreSov, where there was no preliminary mailing of survey information, the survey was
announced to residents through posters and informational pieces on the radio. So neither

an announcement letter nor a memory jogger — as explained below — was sent out.

The respective city or a representative of the city was in charge of mailing the letters. The
accompanying letter was written by the cities while the TU Dresden ensured that the compa-
rability was maintained. The announcement letter contains the following information
(figure 3):

¢ information on the survey topic

¢ the exact date of the survey day

¢ instructions for filling out the memory jogger

¢ information and appointment for the home visit of the interviewer
e the number of the toll-free telephone hotline

e athank you for their participation in the survey

G EROPE ot
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STATUTARNI MESTO PARDUBICE
MAGISTRAT MESTA PARDUBICE

ODEOR HLAVNIHO ARCHITEKTA

PROZKUM DOPRAVNIHO CHOVANI

Videné dimy 2 panove, mili abyvatelé Pardubic,

snadime sz zlepiovat dopravni situsci wnabem mEstd. Aby s= mohle dopravni plincvini ohentovat die
skuteényjch potieb obywatelstva, jsou potisba aktuding data dopravnine chovini viech vEkowjch skupin,
Prata va spalupric s agenturou AUGUR Consulting realzujame dapravni prizkum v demienastach.

Pro dspéch tohoto projektu je Vele Giast Mifowd. Prosime Vas proto srdedni, abyste nas podpodil a plispEh
tak kusnadnini plinavini razvaje nafzhe mEsta,

thadnih

Vali domdcnast jsme wybrali prostizdnictvim metady v.'-be'ru.\.l'a;e ﬁ&mummprﬂzkumuje
samaziejmi dobrovolnd, @ Vals ddsje Budou whadnacoving ansnymni farmou. Ta znamend: Nikds
2 vjsledkh prizkumy nebude moci razpoznat. kterjch asob se tykteré ddsje tjkaji. VslownE Vis jisfujeme,
ie budau strivtn dodrizny velkend piedpisy tjiajici 12 achrany asabnich ddajh. Vai idsjs budou wulity
pauze jednau, ata vhradnd pra disly tohats prizkumu 2 nisledn smaziny.

ZAZNAMENAVEITE SI PROSIM SVOIE CESTY BEHEM PREDEM URCENEHO DNE

v predem stancweny den. Prosime Wis 3 viachny plisludniky Waii domicnasti, abyste v denata:

PiEY dtery [ stfedu / fortek dne ___/___ 2012

s sehou nosil jeden 2 Fenys S Svali na ngj i rpapuud.\ﬁmd.

budou dotaoviny pouze prostiednictim rodich.
UDELEITE 51 €AS PRO NAVETEVU NASEHO TAZATELE V NASLEDUJIC DEN

Abycham Vim mahii peledic atizky, tykajici 52 Vali damdcnast 3 cest visch Sland daminast, navitii Vs
némi povEfeny/-4 tazstel/-ks ve Vsbem byté. Taratel buds spatien prikarem. Tats nivitiva se uskuteZni

ve stfedu / étwrtek [ pitek dne ___f___ /2012
v fmse od 16:00 - 21:00

Tato osobase prokiie prislufnym dokumentem.

Dékujme Vim srdeénd 23 Vaii ochotu padpofit nds pfi 2pracovini aktudinich podkladd ke zlepieni
dopravnich pamErh.

mésta Pardubic

7% Pro upcacemdsi, oty @ kitks, midc wedil icformalei ictorni licks eyl AUSUT Coraclicg ra Salc ouxierreeL 8 T
of poedlli fo roblic 3001800 hed.

Figure 3: Example of an announcement letter (Pardubice)

2.5.2  Memory jogger
Memory joggers help to make notes of the trips, which have to be recorded during the inter-
views on the next day (figure 4). These forms were sent to all households along with the an-

nouncement letter.
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Vas formular

Zde, prosim, nejprve vyplite:

Vade jméno

Na co je teba dat pozor:
Jedna cesta je vidy spojena s uriitym éelem nebo clem (napF. nakup, volnogasové zafizeni). Cesta tam a zpét jsou pfitom dvé cesty. Také cesty p&sky a kratké cesty jsou daleZité. Pfi
pfestupu mezi riznymi dopravnim prostiedky na cesté za jednim cilem se piitom jedna o jednu cestu

K éemu slougi tento formular:
Tento formulaF mé slouZit jako Vase pomicka pro zapamatovani cest, které v rozhodny den prizkumu realizujete. Vezméte si jej nejlépe v den prizkumu s sebou a zapisujte do ngj
viechny cesty

Datum Vasdeho dne pr|

Cesta | Vkelik hodin | Jakycil resp.jaky Géel | Které dopravniprostredkyjste | Kdebyl cil této cesty? Vkelik hodin jste Jakdlouhabyla
& jote zahajili ma tato cesta? natéto cesté pouzili? (Prosim, zapiste pokud mozno ulici dorazili? pribliZnétato cesta?
tuto cestu? (napf do prace,domil, na | (napf pésky. autobusem, autem, | &p. smérovaci &islo a mésto, nebo
nakup) prosim, zapiste pokud mozno néjaky virazny bod pobliz cile )
vSechny pési cesty a dopravni
prostiedky )
&
- &8ky k autobusu .
g 735 hod k autobusem ul P 'E: 810 hod Skn
o
1 _ i hod _ i hod km
2 __ . hod ___:_ hod km
Pro zapsani dalsich cest, prosim, ototte.
Figure 4: First page of Memory Jogger (Czech version)
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3.1 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS AND DRAWING OF SAMPLE

The goal of the survey in each city is to reach a net survey of 1,000 persons. Therefore a ran-
dom sampling had to be done as a first step. Depending on the availability of registers in the
city, this random sample can be determined according to one of the following ways:

e drawing from a register of residents'" (chapter 3.1.2)
e drawing from an address register'? (chapter 3.1.3)

e using the random route method™ (chapter 3.1.4)

In the course of the model method SrV the random sample is usually drawn from the register
of residents. Thus every person independent from age, nationality and environment (city dis-
trict, building structure) has the same probability to be drawn. This ensures that the sample is
representative for these parameters of the population. Additionally the register of residents is
usually easily available for the cities and contains all relevant information for sampling (for

example name, age, address).

During the surveys of the Central MeetBike project this approach had to be changed, be-
cause not all the cities could provide such a register. Thus TU Dresden developed methods

to draw a random sample also using two different ways (address register and random route).

If there was no register of inhabitants available, a register of addresses was used for random
drawing. This register only provides the user with addresses of the particular city without any
link to households at these addresses. Along with that come some problems to identify spe-
cific households, because a household is not equal to an address in e.g. multi apartment

buildings. The solution of this problem is described in chapter 3.1.3.

" This is a database of registered inhabitants of the city. It contains each person as one dataset and (at least)
his/her date of birth and address (chapter 3.1.2). This register usually is available at the statistical bureau of a city
or at the civil registry office.

2 This is a database including addresses that consists of street name, house number and city district (chapter
3.1.3). It may be available at the city administration or at municipal organisation such as local energy supplier.

'3 This is a method to identify households by walking through the city districts and choosing
them respecting given rules (chapter 3.1.4).

G EOROPE oot
% |
:.'4' ‘Emum«Buoasch DEVELOPMENT FUND

igh the CENTRAL EUROPE by the ERDF

This project Is

22



In the city of PreSov neither a register of residents nor a register of addresses was available.
In order to ensure that households were “drawn” randomly a third method was adopted: with
the Random-Route-Method it is possible to randomly identify households while walking

through the city. The method is described in chapter 3.1.4.

Table 3 shows which method was used in each Central MeetBike city.

Drawing from a Drawing from a Random-Route
- register of resi- register of ad- method
[
y dents dresses (chapter 3.1.4)

(chapter 3.1.2) (chapter 3.1.3)

Gdansk (PL) X

Tczew (PL) X (planned)

Pardubice (C2) X

Uherské Hradisté (Cz) X

Zilina (SK) X

Presov (SK) X

Table 3: Method of drawing the sample in each city

TU Dresden supported the cities in putting together requirements for drawing a sample,
which could be made available to the respective bureau for statistics or the company con-

ducting the survey.

The goal is 1,000 surveyed individuals (nye™*). The size of the sample population is determined
based on experience gathered from earlier surveys. In larger cities 1,000 respondents are
necessary when using a simple random sample in order to calculate the specific traffic volume
for the entire city with 95 % confidence interval and a margin of error of +/- 4 % as well as for
determining modal split (vehicle share) with a margin of error of +/- 2 percentage points. The

sample size always is a compromise between accuracy and cost.

The sample size, relevant for drawing the sample, differs from the target size mentioned

14 for definition see chapter 2.2.4
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above. This is due to response deficiencies such as non-response or incomplete interviews.
In order to counteract these discrepancies an oversized sample population (Ngpss™) Was
drawn so that, in the end, the number of usable interviews (nye) Which could be analysed
was about 1,000.

If a register of residents was available for the survey, drawing the sample from this register
was the preferred method. This register lists all persons registered in the particular city with

(at least) their date of birth and address.

The cities were able to choose between two methods of drawing the sample, both of which

drew random samples.

e Method 1: Simple random sample: Each unit of the total population was assigned a
random number. The total population was subsequently sorted according to the ran-
dom number. Beginning with the first entry, all consecutive entries were selected until

the required sample size was reached.

Population (not sorted) Population (sorted by
random number)

Number of person [Random number | [Number of person [Random number
1 0,24124007 2 0,04246308

2 0,04246308 3 0,11153661

3 0,27632941 OO 0,18420375 .
4 0,18420375 1 0,24124007

5 0,99205507 3 0,27632941

6 0,49371558 6 0,49371558

7 0,61239002 9 0,54799921

8 0,11153661 10 0,60231511

9 0,54799921 7 0,61239002

10 0,60231511 5 0,99205507

Table 4: Example how to identify 3 persons in a population of 10 persons with method 1

e Method 2: Random sample with fixed step size: The names in the register were sort-

ed alphabetically by last name. Every i" entry of the total population was selected for

'8 for definition see chapter 2.2.4
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the sample, whereby “i” is the quotient of total number of residents and the required

size of the selected sample.

The first method was to be preferred, because this method ensures unrestricted random
sampling. However, if this was not technically possible, then the second method could be
utilized. In both cases the resulting samples fulfilled the criterion that they are random. Both
methods ensure that distribution of residents into districts of particular city and sociological
parameters (for example age, sex) were respected, because each person had the same

probability to be drawn.

It was a mayor goal of the survey to describe mobility behaviour of persons in a household
context'®. Therefore the sample of persons that was generated with the method described

above, had to be transferred into a sample of households in a second step.

For this reason the address assigned to each person was defined as the address of a
household. When sending survey documents, the household was contacted using the last
name of the person drawn. Even if more than one person in a household was drawn, it was
ensured that the household was entered only once into the household sample. Drawing per-
sons and assigning households results in a PPS (Probability Proportional to Size) sample in
which the probability of selection increases proportionally with household size. This effect is
taken into account by applying weighting factors.

If not a register of residents but an address register was available, the sample had to be won
on this basis. In this case, the individual households (the decisive sampling unit) could not be
drawn from the address register in a representative way, because several households can

live in one building with the same address.

For this reasons, the sample drawing had to be carried out in multiple steps:

'8 Mobility behaviour of individual persons usually is a result of complex interactions of mobility decisions within
the household. The availability of only one car for all household members and the necessity to accompany young
children are only two examples of these household connected restrictions. Therefore households have
been the analytical unit in German mobility surveys (for example “SrV-Mobility in towns”)
since more than 40 years (Hubrich/ Wittwer, 2011, p.2).
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1) A number of addresses from the address register had to be calculated randomly
(methods see chapter 3.1.2) for each city district separately.

2) Interviewers were then tasked with counting the number of households at each ad-
dress drawn in step 1 and noting the names of the households in a field journal. The
number of households per address then defines the address type (e.g. “Building with
5 flats”).

3) Distribution of address types was calculated for each district in the city.

4) A register including the following columns was prepared: city district, address, ad-
dress type, household name.

5) Random drawing of households was done from the register prepared in step 4. It ac-

counted for the distribution of address types in the district’.

In the end there was a database available that includes not only addresses, but also corre-
sponding names of households. Therefore preparatory survey documents could then be sent
to selected households before the actual interviewing took place (see chapter 3.2 and after).

In PreSov there was neither a residential nor an address register available. Therefore the Ran-
dom Route Method was used. The sample households selected using this method likewise fulfil
the criterion for a random sample and are therefore representative for the entire city. In the
course of the Random Route Method the sampling is done by staff walking through the city and
collecting households following specific instructions (see descriptions below). In order to reduce
costs by not sending out the staff twice for sampling and implementation of interviews, these two

processes were combined into one process in PreSov.
The following steps had to be completed:

1. Calculating the net sample per district and week

The target sample size is divided amongst districts based on residential distribution and di-

vided equally throughout the duration of the fieldwork.

71t was assumed that the type of the building has an influence on the mobility behaviour of the residents, be-
cause larger buildings are usually better connected to public transport systems, whereas
single-family houses are not. Therefore it was necessary to interview
households from each address type.
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This sample is distributed across a total of 30 districts in the city of PreSov. The proportional

number of residents for a district (i) was calculated as follows:

residents;

Ny = Ny X —————
Net Net ™ residents

The results for nne,; are rounded up to the next whole number.

2. Determining the start address

The interviewer receives a street name and house number in a district as a random starting
point. Specified walking instructions were then given to the interviewers, which had to be
respected while identifying the random households for the interviews.

The random choice of the starting address was based on a street directory. If a street direc-
tory was not available then one had to be created. The street directory had to contain the
following information: street name, range of addresses and the district in which the street is
located. If a street ran through multiple districts then a district could be matched to a section

of street by means of the addresses. The directory was subsequently sorted by district.

The number of required starting addresses naq Was determined by the number of interviewers
and survey days per district. Starting streets were chosen from the list of streets per district using
a random selection process. The starting house numbers were then determined using random
numbers. If a generated house number did not exist or was not in the district then the process

was to be continued until an appropriate random number was generated.

3. Preparing the work schedule

Work schedules were completed based on the calculated net sample size per district and
survey day. For interviews the time period from 4:00pm to 7:00pm (three hours) was availa-

ble per interview day.
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4. Carrying out the interviews

The interviews were carried out according to the general rules described in chapters 3.2.3
and 3.2.4. In the case of sampling using the random route method the interviewers were in-

structed to determine their walking route according to the description below*®:

Street side: The interviewer walks along the side of the street on which the starting ad-

dress is found.

Walking direction: If the starting house number is even, then the walking direction is
ascending. If the starting house number is odd, then the walking direction is descend-
ing.

Increment: Every third household is stopped at. For single-family homes this means
every third house, for multi-family buildings every third doorbell, in which case, the in-
terviewer begins counting from left to right and top to bottom. Empty houses or door-
bells with no name have to be counted. Non-private houses and doorbells are skipped.
Households which have already been interviewed are not counted.

Change in direction and behaviour at intersections: At intersections the interviewer
turns right on even days and left on odd days. If the required turn is not possible at a

three-way intersection, then the interviewer continues walking straight.

New start after completing a street section: If a street section is completed without the
interviewer having come to an intersection he or she returns to the last intersection and
turns right on even days and left on odd days. At a three-way intersection the inter-

viewer turns onto the street which branches off.

3.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF INTERVIEWS

In the survey “Mobility in Towns” (SrV), the standard means of collecting information is via

telephone, mail or through an online questionnaire. Deviating from this, a face-to-face meth-

'8 Based on methods from Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik (2006, p.21), adapted to the given circumstances.
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od was chosen for the Central MeetBike project in agreement with the project partners and
with consideration for local factors. In this case the interviewer goes directly to the selected
households in order to conduct the survey. Experience has shown that the quality of answers
with this method is very high. In order to reach as many households as possible while they
are at home, it is important to choose an appropriate time window for the survey. In coordina-
tion with the city of Uherské Hradisté, the time from 4:00p.m. to 8:00p.m. was determined to

be particularly suitable.

In a face-to-face survey the complete questionnaire documents are not mailed. However,
all households in every city participating — except in PreSov — received notice of the survey
via mail. The respective test day was noted on the written announcement. Each household
received information on data privacy with the written notice as well as a memory jogger for
filling in information about trips of the test day. The interview always took place on the day

following the travel day.

In PreSov, where the process of sampling and implementation of interviews was combined
into one process, there was no preliminary mailing of survey information. The survey was
announced to residents through posters and informational pieces on the radio. Households
received privacy information directly from the interviewers. As in the other cities the inter-

views always took place on the day after the travel day.

Each interviewer was made familiar with the requirements of the interview during a training
session that was implemented by the city or the data collection bureau. Training materials

and guidelines were provided by TU Dresden. The following areas made up the training:

e general instructions on carrying out the interviews
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e instructions on completing the questionnaires
e instructions on keeping the field journal
¢ handing out of the surveyor identification

¢ introductions for determining the walking route (only in case of Random-Route proce-
dure)

The following information was given to the interviewer:

e documents from the interview training

e target number of respondents on interview day

e Dblank questionnaires

¢ interview field journal

¢ list of people already questioned (only in case of Random-Route procedure)
e starting address (only in case of Random-Route procedure)

e walking instructions (only in case of Random-Route procedure)

Only households for which data was collected in full came into consideration for the final data
analysis™. Information regarding households and persons was only to be given by persons of
legal age. Answers for persons up to and including 17 years of age were given by a repre-
sentative (e.g. parent or guardian). Information regarding trips was directly, i.e. personally, en-
quired only of persons over 14 years of age. For younger household members a representative
could answer the questions. If a person who was to be questioned personally was not able to
be reached on the survey day, a new interview appointment was to be made for this person.
When possible, the appointment was rescheduled for within the same week. If that was not
possible, a representative could answer the questions, if he or she was able to ensure that

complete and correct answers would be given.

The interviews were carried out on each of the days following the test day (i.e. Wednesday,

Thursday and Friday) between 4:00pm and 8:00pm. As soon as the interviewer reached his

'% This regulation exists due to the aim to picture complex interactions in mobility behaviour of individuals in their
household. Furthermore there is a risk to regularly miss persons with special mobility behaviour during the inter-
views (e.g. father of family with long working times). This might influence the results systematically.
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or her target (number of respondents on interview day) the interviews were able to be ended
for that day. If the target of interviewed persons per day was reached, but there still was a
part of a household to be interviewed, the interviewer had to finish interviewing the entire

household before ending the interview day.

The progress of the interviews was continually and randomly monitored during the fieldwork
in order to verify the correctness of the assumptions made and to check whether or not the
interview procedures were observed. Adjustments to the work schedules were to be made in
the case of any deviations (higher or lower response rates®), for which purpose the inter-

viewer was to keep a field journal.

Evaluating the field journals helped the data collection office to adjust the work schedules of
interviewer or target number of interviews per day according to actual response rates during
the survey period. Additionally, the list of households, which have already been interviewed,

was prepared based on the journals.

The questionnaires were fed into a computer-based databank according to guidelines from
the TU Dresden and the journals were evaluated. The results of the journal evaluation made

it possible to control the data collection on short notice.

Reminders were not planned for the face-to-face surveys. If test persons were not reached, the
household was contacted again on the following day at a different time. If a third visit to a house-

hold was without success, the interviewer had to later question a replacement household.

20 see definitions chapter 2.2.4
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Public relations were coordinated by the cities. The TU Dresden did not provide any guide-
lines for this issue. In the city of Uherské Hradisté residents were informed about the survey
through the announcement letter, articles in newsletters, magazines and on the internet as

well as radio spots.

3.3 DATA ANALYSIS

The completed questionnaires and field journals were forwarded to the data collection office by
the interviewers. The questionnaires were entered into a computer-supported database ac-
cording to guidelines from the TU Dresden. The interviewers’ field journals were analysed, the
results were used to react to false assumptions (e.g. length of interview) and to guide the col-
lection of data.

The database of digitised questionnaires was submitted to the TU Dresden for initial analysis.
As part of the initial review of the raw data, the consistency of the three survey levels — house-
hold, person and trip — amongst each other was checked. It was additionally checked whether
all mandatory questions were answered. In the case that problems should arise at this stage,
the data collection office had the opportunity to make corrections to the database.

Studies involving data collection are inherently subject to various influences on the margin of

error. As part of the data preparation, the effects of

Survey Collection Errors (knowingly or unknowingly providing false information when

filling out questionnaires or during a telephone interview) and

Data Processing Errors (input and output errors, mistakes in programming, equations or

tabulating)

need to be minimized. Data preparation serves the goal of providing consistent and credible

data for evaluation. This ensures the quality of study results.
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As part of the data preparation, not credible (i.e. inconsistent, unusual or missing) infor-

mation was manually identified. In doing so, to the following key points particular atten-

tion was given to:

Is there information, for each household, on the household, on all persons and on trips?
Are there missing answers to individual questions?

Have the ranges of values in the response fields been complied with? Of concern are
not only logical associations (e.g. an unusually high number of bicycles in the house-
hold) but also specifications such as how, for example, a refused answer is to be
coded by the surveying institute.

Are the given answers compatible with each other (e.g. age of interviewed person
and possession of driving license)?

Is the stated destination really located within or outside of the place of residence?
Survey participants had the opportunity to specify their trip destination. This infor-
mation was optional, however afterwards it was possible to examine the categorisa-
tion of the trip according to spatial characteristics (internal traffic, originating traffic,

destination traffic).

Does the trip numbering correspond to the start and end times of the individual trips?

In processing potentially not credible data the following three options were available:

correction of individual characteristics
removal, addition or adjustment of trips

acceptance as unusual but allowable data

The correction of characteristics and the removal, addition or adjustment of trips only took

place if the relevant changes were able to be derived from the context of the household (and

only then).
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Bike it Enjoy it

The objective of weighting the data is to correct for or minimise the systematic bias in the
sample. Factors were thus developed, which were put to use in all analyses. The factors
were the result of a comparison of various distributions in the base population and the sam-

ple. Information about the base population was provided by the cities.

Accordingly, survey data was weighted at the level of persons with regard to the following

explanatory variables:
o distribution of number of inhabitants in city districts
e age distribution
e distribution according to sex

Since there was no information about distribution of household size in the cities taking part in
the survey — except the city of Pardubice — no weighting for this specific parameter was done
(which is equal to weighting factor 1 for every household). However, weighting according to
household size is the standard used in the model survey SrV. Therefore households were
weighted in the city of Pardubice where the required information was available.
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Using the methodology described in the previous chapters, an extensive data set was creat-
ed containing mobility-related information concerning households, persons and trips for the
city of Uherské Hradisté. On the following pages, tables and diagrams describing the travel
behaviour of Uherské Hradisté residents have been put together based upon methods used
in the SrV.

The results will be discussed with respect to results from other Central MeetBike cities*.For
several parameters the authors also provide a comparison to data collected during the SrV
2008 in Germany. This comparison serves to place the results from the CMB survey into
context. In addition, the results from the SrV 2008 provide several indications of potential
development paths for mobility in the Central MeetBike cities. The affluence and de-
mographics of the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia are increasingly conforming to
western European countries and mobility behaviour is experiencing lasting change. As a re-
sult, the comparative data from Germany take on relevance for transport planning in other

Central European countries.

The results of the survey in Uherské Hradi$té on the following pages are presented in four

chapters:

4.1 Characteristics of the survey implementation and the sample
4.2 Household and vehicle-specific parameters

4.3 Mobility related facts about persons

4.4 Characteristics of trips

21 Unfortunately survey in the Polish city of Tczew was not finished by the finalisation of this report. Therefore
there is no comparison to results from Tczew available.
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4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SURVEY IMPLEMENTATION AND THE
SAMPLE

Field Time| 04.04.2012 - 31.05.2012
Response 55%
Households interviewed 424*%
Persons interviewed 1215*
Trips gathered 2572*

* number may vary from number in diagrams on next pages due
to selection of particular households/persons/trips

Table 5: Parameters of the survey implementation

Table 5 shows general characteristics of the survey in Uherské Hradisté. These are im-
portant for interpretation and comparison of the results. The survey was implemented in April
and May 2012. This period was chosen because previous surveys implemented by the TU
Dresden showed that mobility behaviour during this period (along with a period in autumn
(September — November)) can be seen as representative for the whole year. Therefore, re-
sults of this survey represent mobility behaviour of Uherské Hradisté inhabitants on a normal
working day (Tuesday — Thursday) for the whole year, which means these are mean values

of winter and summer.

During implementation of the survey more than 1.000 persons were interviewed in Uherské
Hradit&. This ensures statistical reliability for the results®*. When more specific and complex
combinations of parameters were analysed on demand of project partners (e.g. modal split

based on trip length) reliability suffers. To what extent is indicated in the following chapters.

22 see chapter 3.1.1 for more information
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Sample structure Official city statistics

Age Male Female All persons All persons
0- 17 years 16% 18% 17% 19%
18 - 44 years 37% 36% 36% 37%
45 - 64 years 29% 27% 28% 27%
65 years and older 18% 19% 19% 17%
573 Persons| 631 Persons| 1204 Persons 25.454 Persons

Table 6: Sample structure according to age and sex

Table 6 compares sample structure and official city statistics according to age. Unfortunate-
ly the official age statistics of Uherské Hradisté were not available for smaller groups.
However, a comparison of age structure between the sample and the population shows
very good conformability between both groups. Thus there should be no influences on the

results from an unrepresentative age structure of the sample.

In comparison to German cities it is noticeable that there are many more children and teen-
agers under the age of 18 in the Uherské Hradisté sample (Germany: 9,8%%). In contrast the

share of elderly people above 65 years is higher in German cities (Germany: 22,3%*).

23 Ahrens et al., 2009, Table 3.1

24 ibidem
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Uherské Hradisté
Occupation Male Female All Persons
not employed (unemployed,

retiree, small children) 29% 35% 32%
employed (full time, part time) 52% 43% 47%
education (pupil, student, trainee) 19% 22% 21%

566 Persons | 627 Persons | 1193 Persons

German cities *
Occupation Male Female All Persons
not employed (unemployed,

retiree, small children) 36% 42% 39%
employed (full time, part time) 46% 40% 43%
education (pupil, student, trainee) 18% 18% 18%

8.190 Persons|8.710 Persons |16.900 Persons

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a
size from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions. The data is from
2008.

Table 7: Sample structure according to occupation and sex

Table 7 compares the sample structure according to occupation and sex in Uherské Hradisté
and in East German cities. Unfortunately there were no official statistics about occupation of
Uherské Hradisté inhabitants available. Thus it cannot be validated if the sample structure
fully represents the population according to occupation. However, there is a hint that there
are no influences to be expected: The sample structure according to occupation fits with the
results of the sample structure based on age group. The group of persons in education cor-
responds with the — compared to German cities — high share of persons under 18 years of

age.

In German cities, analysed with SrV 2008, 18% of all persons questioned were in education,
which is lower than in Uherské Hradisté. Additionally the share of persons not employed is
lower than in German cities (Germany: 39%), due to the smaller number of retirees and un-

employed persons in the Uherské Hradidté sample.
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Household size Uherské Hradisté [ German cities*

1 Person 15% 47%
2 Persons 32% 33%
3 Persons 21% 13%
4 Persons 22%
7%
5 and more Persons 10%

Average Household size

in sample 2.87 182

* German ciies are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German
ciies of a size from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions.
The data is from 2008.

Table 8: Sample structure according to household size

Table 8 indicates the sample structure according to household size in Uherské Hradisté and
East German cities. There was no information available to validate whether the sample struc-
ture in Uherské Hradisté is representative also in respect of household size. However, since
every household has the same probability to be drawn from the register of addresses, there

should not be any major influences.

A comparison of the distribution of household size of the sample in Uherské Hradisté and
German cities shows significant differences. The share of 1-person-households in German
cities is approximately 3 times higher than in Uherské Hradisté. By contrast approx. one third
of all households in the sample of Uherské Hradisté have more than 4 members. In German

cities this number is much lower (7%).

A comparison of household size in cities, which were surveyed in Central MeetBike and in
cities from Germany, reveals similar results for all CMB cities. Households still generally
seem to be bigger in the surveyed cities from Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland. But also

here the trend towards smaller households can be expected.
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4.2 HOUSEHOLD AND VEHICLE-SPECIFIC PARAMETERS

4.2.1 Household-specific parameters

Cars per Household
N=404 households
“no car

=] car

= 2 or more cars

L
Uherské Hradisté German cities

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx.
80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 5: Motorisation with cars of households

One quarter of all households do not own a car in Uherské Hradisté, while in Germany this
number is much higher. In contrast to motorisation of persons, the availability of a car on
household level is higher in Uherské Hradisté than in German cities. This is mainly due to the
larger size of households in Uherské Hradisté.

Among the partner cities of the Central MeetBike survey, only the city of Gdansk has a larger
number of households without a car (46%) than in German cities. This might be mainly influ-
enced by the fact that Gdansk is the largest of all cities surveyed with the highest share of
1-person-households among all Polish, Czech and Slovak Central MeetBike cities. In all re-
maining cities this share of households without a car is about 24-31%, which is much lower
than in German cities.
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Household income Cars per 1000 Numbgr of households
households in sample*

below 21.799 CzK 143 21
21.800 - 36.399 CZK 729 59
36.400 - 48.499 CZK 1015 68
48.500 - 62.999 CZK 1310 29
63.000 - 87.299 CZK 1231 13
87.300 CZK and more 1714 7

* for groups with less than 30 households these numbers are not
significant

Acomparison with German cities is not possible, because SrVuses
different household income classes.

Table 9: Motorisation of households and household income

Table 9 shows the number of cars that are available per 1.000 households in different
household income classes. Households with more than approx. 36.000 CZK monthly house-
hold incomes usually have one car available. 41% of all households of the sample had less
than 36.000 CZK available per month.

Figure 6 (next page) compares walking time from households to the closest public transport

stop in Uherské Hradisté and in German cities.

The city of Uherské Hradisté is well developed with public transport. 56% of all inhabitants
live within a 5 minute walking distance to the next bus stop. 15% have to walk longer than

10 minutes.

In comparison to results from Germany it can be stated that the share of people that do not
know where the next public transport stop is located, is very low. Inhabitants of Uherské Hra-
disté seem to be better informed about their public transport system. This can also be inter-

preted as a hint that they are more accustomed to the use of their public transport system.
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100% 1 i
90% +— 12%
80% +———
51%
70% — 28% 61%
60% +——
50% +——
e2% 20%
0% ——
8%
30% +—— 7 o —————————
56% 57% — % 16%
20% +—
0, 4 . .
10% 14% 10% 14% 8%
0% x 5% : 4% ‘
Bus Regional train Long-distance train

Uherské Hradiste, N= 423 1to 5min 6 to 10 min 11 to 15 min O 16 to 20 min o more than 20 min not known
German cities*, N=7.658 [ | [ | B

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants
from flat and hilly regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 6: Walking time to public transport stop that is closest one from household

Uherské German

Parameter rvss . Unit
Hradisté cities*

average number of persons in cars 1,3 1,3 persons/car

average annual distance travelled by most used car of
household (2010)

average annual distance travelled by most used bicycle
of household (2010)

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx. 80.000 -
500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions.

15.761 13.800 km/year,car

1148 not analysed |km/year,bicycle

Table 10: Basic parameters of vehicle use

Table 10 shows basic parameters to describe the use of vehicles in Uherské Hradisté and in
German cities. It can be stated that there is no major difference between car use in German
cities and Uherské Hradisté. As for bicycle use comparison is not possible, because annual

kilometres ridden by bicycle were not analysed in SrV.
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In comparison of all cities surveyed in Central MeetBike it became clear that the amount of
kilometres ridden by bike significantly increases with increasing modal split of cycling. The
annual distance travelled by bicycle ranges from approx. 500km in Zilina to 1.650km in Par-

dubice.

Figure 7 shows where inhabitants of Uherské Hradi§té usually park their car or bicycle at
their place of residence in comparison to East German cities. The results for parking the car
differ significantly between both surveys, because it is much less common to park one’s car
on public areas in Uherské Hradisté than in German cities. It can be stated that it is also very
uncommon to park bicycles on public areas in the surrounding of one’s place of residence.
Private storing possibilities such as a cellar are used for almost every bicycle. This result for

bicycles can be observed in other cities surveyed in Central MeetBike as well.

100% - 93%
m Uherské Hradisté: Space for
% - 85%
90% ° parking car, N=320
80% - German cities*: Space for parking
0 70% A cars, N=7.420
= 60% Uherské Hradisté:
2 50% - erské Hradisté: Space for
o parking bicycle, N=352
2 50% A
= 4o ] 8%
©
S 30% A
=
< 20% A
4 10% 6%
4 0,
0% . — .
garage, carport, private parking on public areas varying

parking space

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size
from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions. The data is from 2008.
** Parking space for bicycles was not analysed in SrV

Figure 7: Space for parking vehicles at place of residence
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4.3 MOBILITY RELATED FACTS ABOUT PERSONS

Parameter Uherske German Unit
Hradisté cities**

Number of trips per person and day (all persons) 2,12 3,10 trips/day
Share of persons with trips* 74% 88%

Number of trips per person and day (persons with trips) 3,03 3,50 trips/day
daily kilometres travelled 21,8 19,2 km/person,day
average time used for all trips per day 59,5 63,2 min/person,day
* Persons have not necessarily had trips on the test day. This number indicates how many persons did have trips on the

test day.
** German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx. 80.000 -
500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions.

Table 11: Basic parameters of mobility behaviour of inhabitants

Table 11 compares basic parameters of mobility behaviour of inhabitants of Uherské Hra-
disté and from East German cities. Every person that had a trip on the test day reported 3,0
trips as an average for the whole. This means that a person that left from home (e.g. to work)
usually did one additional trip (e.g. shopping) before returning home. However, 3,0 trips per
person and day is significantly lower than in East German cities. Therefore it can be as-
sumed that some trips might have not been reported during the interviews. But since similar
results also occur in other Central MeetBike cities (see graph below), the small number of
trips per day might also be caused by cultural differences between Germany and other Cen-
tral European countries (e.g. fewer leisure trips on a normal working day, see chapter 4.4.2).
In comparison the other Central MeetBike cities, the number of trips per person and day is

relatively high (see Figure 8, next page).

Additionally it is worth mentioning that the share of persons without any trips on the test day
was the highest among all cities surveyed. One of four persons had no trips on the test day

in Uherské Hradisté, whereas this share is usually about one out of eight to ten.
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Figure 8: Number of trips per day in German cities and Central MeetBike cities

Car availability is an important factor for individuals in their transport mode choice. Studies
have shown that persons that do have a car available make significantly more trips by car
than those without permanent access to a private car®. In the course of the survey two rele-

vant factors have been analysed:

Method 1: Direct question about availability of a private car at the test day: Persons
interviewed could choose from three categories: ,yes, unlimited®, ,yes, with agreement* and
“no, no possibility”. This results in a subjective assessment of unlimited access to a private

car of each individual. Figure 9 shows results of this analysis.

25 Ahrens et al., 2013, S.66
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80% - Car available in Uherské Hradisté and
German cities*

= Men mWomen mAll persons
60%

80% y 73%

(%] 68%
S 40% 3%
? w 60%
3 g
o @
S 0 S 40% A
° 20% ©
3 '% 20% - 15% 15948%17%
e 24

0% 0%

yes, unlimited yes, with no, no possibility yes, unlimited  yes, with no, no
agreement agreement possibility
Uherské Hradisté, N=1.146 German cities*, N=13.030

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly
regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 9: Availability of car on test day - method 1

The availability of a car for inhabitants of Uherské Hradisté only differs slightly from German
cities. The share of persons without access to a car on the test days is very similar in
Uherské Hradisté and German cities. On the other hand the share of persons that had to
make an agreement is a little bit higher, which points to a higher use of one vehicle by multi-
ple persons in comparison to Germany. The situation with access to cars in the other Central
MeetBike cities — except PreSov and Gdanhsk — is, very similar to Uherské Hradisté and much
more comparable to German cities. In PreSov and Gdansk there are many more persons

without access to a car on the particular test day.

Method 2: General access to a private car: In order to categorise inhabitants of a city it is
relevant to differentiate between those who generally have access to a car and those who
don’t. General access to a private car was not asked directly in the questionnaire, but it could
be analysed from the database afterwards. A person generally has access to a private car, if
there is a private car at the household and if the person has a drivers licence. Figure 10
shows the result of the analysis.
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N=683 persons
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40%
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m All persons

30% A

Ratio of persons
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10% -

0% -

Car available

Figure 10: Availability of a car on test day - method 2

According to the definition of general access to a private car given on the last page, 68% of
all inhabitants of Uherské Hradi5té do generally have a car available for their daily trips. This
is much more in comparison to the 57% surveyed in East German cities in 2008. Figure 9
shows that from these 68% in Uherské Hradisté approx. 34% can only use the car with an

agreement with other users of the car (e.g. other household members).

Figure 11 shows possession of drivers licence for male and female persons of different ages.
As in East German cities, fewer women have a drivers licence in Uherské Hradisté. Howev-
er, in younger age classes below 45 years of age this slowly levels. In the Slovak city of

PreSov rate of possession of drivers licence is the lowest among all Central MeetBike cities.

Drivers licence, N=993 persons

100% 1

9GBYgg91%  92% 88% =Men

0, 4
90% 84% 90/gil% =Women

80% -
70% A
60% -
50% -
40% A
30% -

m All persons

66% 66%

Share in persons

20% -
10% -

0% -

from 18t0 25 from 25to 45 from45to65 from65to75 75years and
years years years years older

Age of the person

Figure 11: Possession of drivers licence according to age and sex
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Figure 12 compares motorisation of inhabitants in Uherské Hradisté and in German cities.
With 325 private cars per 1.000 inhabitants the motorisation for private cars is lower in
Uherské Hradisté as compared to German cities. This is especially notable, because such a
low level of motorisation was surveyed in Germany only in the capital of Berlin. According to
experiences from German mobility surveys the motorisation is increasing in cities, while the
number of inhabitants is decreasing. Therefore one would expect a higher motorisation in
Uherské Hradisté. Low motorisation presents a favourable basis for sustainable mobility be-

haviour, because people without cars make significantly shorter trips and fewer trips by car®.

At the same time the inhabitants of Uherské Hradisté seem to be well equipped with bicycles.

The number of bicycles per 1.000 inhabitants is 23% higher compared to German cities.

918
2900 -
g 800 J m Uherské Hradisté, N=1.215 747
9 persons
g 700 - -
< German cities**, N=16.932
S 600 A
8 500 -
o 413
g 400 1 325
o
o 300 A
9
©o 200 A
T 100 - 4 39
o1 I , ,
Private cars Company car* Bicycle

* Campany cars are vehicles that are available at households also for private trips, but they are
owned by companies

** German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size
from approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 12: Motorisation of inhabitants with cars and bicycles

After the political change in 1990, motorisation in East German cities doubled from about 200
to 400 cars per 1.000 inhabitants until 1998. Later, increase was only marginal. In Germany,
the highest values of motorisation can be found in the countryside and in small cities. In Ber-
lin the lowest motorisation was observed. It can be concluded that also in Uherské Hradisté

motorisation will grow further.

% Ahrens et al., 2013, S.66
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However, low motorisation is favourable for environmental reasons. People without cars
make significantly shorter trips and fewer trips by car and therefore cause less pollution and

CO, emissions?’.

1000

Dresden (2008) 893

900

= Leipzig (2008)
800 = German cities (2008) 750 757747
700 m Gdansk (2012) I

m Presov (2011)

600 = Zilina (2012)

m Uherske Hradiste (2012) ——
® Pardubice (2012)

500

400

300 +—

Vehicles per 1.000 inhabitants

200 +—

100 ¢ 4338 39 55 25 38

o 4

Private cars Company cars Bicycles

Figure 13: Motorisation of inhabitants with cars and bicycles in CMB and SrV cities

In comparison to other Central MeetBike cities, Uherské Hradi5té has an average motorisa-
tion. With approx. 400 cars/1.000 inhabitants (private and company cars) this number is 12%

lower than in German cities.

Gdansk showed exceptionally low rates of motorisation both for cars and for bicycles. In con-
trast, Czech cities showed very high rates of bicycles per 1.000 inhabitants and the city of
Pardubice also had a motorisation rate that was on the same level as German cities.

Due to the still lower motorisation rates, share of trips done by car in Uherské Hradisté is
lower than in Germany (see chapter 4.4). However, it can be expected that car ownership
might increase during the next years. With this, problems of space consumption for streets
and car parking, emissions and accidents will increase as well. Whether this development is
desired has to be discussed and decided in the partner cities.

27 Ahrens et al., 2013, S.66
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4.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIPS

Parameter Uherské German Unit
Hradisté cities*
average duration of all trips 18,5 215 min/trip
average duration of all trips within the city 15,2 19,0 min/trip
average length of all trips 57 6,5 km/trip
average length of all trips within the city 2,3 4,2 km/trip

* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from approx. 80.000 -
500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions.

Table 12: Duration and length of trips by inhabitants
Table 12 compares duration and length of trips in Uherské Hradisté and in East German cit-

ies. Trips are shorter in distance and time in Uherské Hradisté than in East German cities.

Modal split of trips is the most common indicator to describe the mobility behaviour. In the
course of this survey modal split was analysed for all trips by inhabitants (Figure 14) and for

all trips within the city boundaries by inhabitants (Figure 16).

100%
Walking
26% .

80% - 40% Bicycle
9 14% m Public transport
= 60% ® Private car use
©
[0
8 40%
<
%)

20% * German cities are represented
by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool
of East German cities of a size

0% from approx. 80.000 - 500.000
Uherské Hradisté, German cities *, inhabitants from flat and hilly
N=2.005 N=46.272 regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 14: Modal split of all trips by inhabitants
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Figure 14 indicates the modal split of all trips done by inhabitants of Uherské Hradisté in
comparison to inhabitants of East German cities. The share of trips by car is lower in
Uherské Hradisté (36%) than in German cities (42%). This results in a significantly higher
share of trips taken by transport modes of the mobility coalition (walking, cycling and public
transport). This is an indicator of a more sustainable mobility behaviour among the inhabit-
ants of Uherské Hradisté compared with German cities. However, since the share of trips
done by car will very likely increase over the next years in Uherské Hradisté, the develop-

ment might lead to a similar situation as in Germany.

Uherské Hradisté is a rather small city among all the cities of the Central MeetBike project.
The compact structure of the city might be one reason for the inhabitants of Uherské Hra-
disté to have such a high number of walking trips. Also cycling is very popular in Uherské
Hradisté. The modal split of bicycle transport is higher than in average German cities. In con-
trast public transport is much less important. However, transport policy in Uherské Hradisté
should merely focus on keeping the current state of mobility behaviour of its inhabitants and
provide good and safe conditions for all transport modes.

As a result of the survey it became clear that inhabitants of Uherské Hradisté, along with
those in other Central European cities, still have a more sustainable mobility behaviour than
in many West European cities (Figure 15). The share of trips by car is relatively low and the
coalition of walking, cycling and public transport is strong. In Uherské Hradisté this is mainly
the result of a relatively high modal split for cycling in combination with many more walking
trips. However, the partners of the Central MeetBike project see some potential for even
more cycling in order to stop the increase of trips done by car. Cycling is a zero emission

individual mode, which is healthy exercise at the same time.
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Figure 15: Modal split of inhabitants in CMB and SrV cities

71% of all trips analysed in the survey in Uherské Hradisté started and terminated within the
city boundaries. This relatively low share is a hint that there are numerous transport connec-

tions between Uherské Hradisté and its surrounding cities.

Modal split of these “trips within the city” differs from the results presented above. It became
clear that for trips within the city the car is used less whereas there are many more walking
trips in comparison to all trips of inhabitants. Almost every second trip within the city of

Uherské Hradisté is done by walking.
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N=1.433 N=41.025 regions. The data is from 2008.
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Figure 16: Modal split of trips within the city by inhabitants
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Modal split varies with respect to several trip characteristics. On the following pages, modal
split according to trip length (Figure 17) and by purpose of trip is analysed (Figure 19).

Modal split and trip lengths, Uherské Hradisté, N=2.479 trips

Against the background of only very little numbers of trips for different purposes, numbers
from Uherské Hradisté are only an indication for the modal split of the population.

90%

Walking = Bicycle mPublic transport ®Private car use
80% 78%

70%

60%

50%

40%
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Ratio of all trips done within each length class

0%
under 3 3tounder5 5to under 10 10 to under 100

Lenth class [km]

N=1.705 N=320 N=136 N=317

Ratio of
total trip
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Figure 17: Modal split based on trip length

This graph shows modal split of inhabitants in Uherské Hradisté in four trip length classes. It
is not surprising that the share of walking trips decreases with increasing trip length while the
share of trips by car and public transport simultaneously increase. However, it is noticeable
that the number of trips with distances below 5km is very high in Uherské Hradisté (82%).
Trips from this length class are usually seen as very suitable for bicycle transport, because

cycling is the fastest transport mode from door to door for trips below 5 to 6 km?®. In German

28 UBA, 2009, S.10
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cities about 66% of all trips by inhabitants are shorter than 5 km. In Uherské Hradisté trips
with a distance between 5 and 10 kilometres also have an above-average bicycle share.

Among the cities that were surveyed in the course of Central MeetBike only in the city of
Gdansk is this ratio of trips shorter than 5 km at the same level as in German cities. In the

remaining cities 77 — 82% of all trips analysed were shorter than 5 km.
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* German cities are represented by the SrV-Stadtepegel - a pool of East German cities of a size from
approx. 80.000 - 500.000 inhabitants from flat and hilly regions. The data is from 2008.

Figure 18: Purpose of trips

This graph shows the purpose of trips in Uherské Hradisté in comparison to German cities.
With 37% of the trips having “home” as the destination® this number is at the same level as
in East German cities (41%). Furthermore it can be analysed that, on working days, inhabit-
ants of Uherské Hradisté focus on obligatory trips such as going to work or school than on
occasional trips (e.g. shopping or leisure trips). In comparison to other Central MeetBike cit-
ies similar tendencies of more work trips and less shopping and leisure trips can be observed

as well.

29 For definition of trip purposes: p.12.
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From former surveys implemented in Germany, the authors know about the fact that modal
split not only differs according to trip length but also with respect to trip purpose. Results of

this analysis are shown in Figure 19.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
] 1 1 1 i
Work, N=420 49% %N 16%
Sehool/Kind 1 H Private car use
chool/Kindergarten, 0 0 5
N=238 15%  11% JRuad | m Public transport
Shopping, N=376 SRS, 16% Bicycle
- ‘ Walking
Leisure time, N=311 28% 4 20%

Other incl. Business trips,
N=122

Against the background of only very little numbers of trips for different purposes, numbers
from Uherské Hradisté are only an indication for the modal split of the population.

Figure 19: Modal split by purpose of trips

In comparison to German cities the use of the car for trips to school (German cities: 34%),
shopping (German cities: 40%) and for leisure trips (German cities: 38%) is much lower in
Uherské Hradité. This mainly results from a significantly stronger use of walking for these
purposes in Uherské Hradisté. As for work trips the share for cars (German cities: 55%) is
only slightly lower in Uherské Hradisté. The modal split of bicycle transport for work trips is
almost the same as in German cities (15%). There are more inhabitants walking to their
place of work in Uherské Hradisté in comparison to German cities (11%). In contrast, public

transport is less used in Uherské Hradisté (German cities: 20%).
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6. ABBREVIATIONS

CMB Central MeetBike

e.g. exempli gratia, for example

ERDF European Regional Development Fund

ibidem at the same place

i.e. id est, in other words

inhab. Inhabitants

PT public transport

Srv System of representative surveys on mobility behaviour
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Appendix 1 — Questionnaire Czech language
Questionnaire for household

Kad: DOTAZNIK PRO DOMACNOSTI
JIr J'l JI|' J'l K domacnosti naleZi wiechny osoky, které ¢ Viami Ziji. (Do téfo kategorie spada take napi}
- .4 r_ osoba VaSeho syna, kery je hidSen u Vas doma, v tydnu se viak nachazi ve Skole v jinérl
[mésiol méstska i3t tazatell den prizkuma domacnost) mésté )
VELIKOST DOMACNOSTI
Kolik osob Zije ve Vasi domacnost, vietné Vas? Poéet osob celkem: [ ||
POCET VOZIDEL
Kolik z nasledujicich druhll vozidsl je ve Vadi domécnosti? Soukromy automobil [ | |
Pokud neni u dané kategorie Zadng, vypite, prosim 07 Sluebni sutomotil D:l
Provozuschopnd jizanikola | ||
Ostatni vozida [ ] |, asice: |
PARAMETRY VOZIDEL 0sobni automobil 1 Kolo

(PYDSim o ¥ypInén{ pouze o e yLEVanSEich vozive)

Jaky byl edhadovany vykon (ujeté km) Vaseho ozcbniho
vozu v roce 20107

|

EEmEEEl

Kele obvykle v misté bydlité parkuiete? |  Garaziparkovists/soukromé stani:
Na vefejne komunikad:

GarailparkoviEtE/soukromé stani: [
Na vefejné komurnikact ||

|

Ruzné: Rizng: [
NEJBLIZS| ZASTAVKA(-Y)
Za jakou dobu [z2 pésky dofitz Vadeho bytu na nejblisi Dachézkova doba kautobusu ||| min
tavku verging d 7
zastavku vereine dopravy? Docha : doba na viak .
Pokud na zastavku dojit nelze, prip. o Zadné nevite nebo regicnalni dopravy | oscbni dak
vefeind doprava ve Vadem mésté necxistuje, uvedte, prosim | Dochazkova doba k viaku dalkove D:l min
L0 dopravy
PRENOSNA JEDENKA
Mate ve Vaii domacnosti pfenosnou jizdenku na autobus & Ano Ne |__|

na drahu? (nagf. pfenosna mézicni jizdenka)
Pofet pfenosnych jizdensk:
Pokud ano, uvedte, prosim, jejich podst

PRWMY DOMACNOSTI méné neZ 12.100 KE mésicné

Jak vysoky je phibking l':isti[ pﬁje!n Vati domacnosh? RO S Ml

{pa oaefteni dani a pfispéwiina sacni pofitini, aie viemd siufen &
pfispéviod, jak jsou pfidaviy na dité / na ydleni | ddviy v
mezamEstianost, aneto nagd. pfjmy z prondjmu)

{PYOsim Zvoite pouze jeanu 2 maznast)

Tai otézka sioud pro anatyzu i PRy na Zplsoby dopravy.

21800 CZK a2 36.399 KE méziéné
36.400 CZK af 46.499 KE méciiné
48 500 CZK aZ 82 299 KE mezicné
£3.000 CZK a2 BT 298 KE méziéng
87300 K¢ a vic mésicné

Zadny ddaj
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Questionnaire for person — page 1

Kad: OSOBNI DOTAZNIK — strana 1
Prosime vEechny dleny domacnosti o pokud moZno samostatné
JIr |"I J,! |"I zodpovézeni naslzdujicich otézek
- - - - - — — — Nejetargi Druhd Treti Cturta Pata nejtars)
[mésto! méstska Cast! tazatell den prizkumu domacnost) 05003 nEjEtarsi nEjetarsi nejetarsi oecba
.. osoba osoka osoba
Cislo osoby: 1 2 3 4 5

vek | 1] L] L[] L[] L]
Pohlavi ml___|s|___|m|___|s|___|m|___|s|___|ml___|s|___|m|___|sl___

OBVYKLOST PRUEBEHU ROZHODNEHO DNE PRUZKUMU

Odpovida pribéh sledovanéhe dne prizkumu obvykiému pribéhu stejného Ano D Ano D Ano D Ano D Ano |:|
dne v jinych fydnech?

Me [ ]| Me ]| MNe [ | Me (]| Me [
OMEZENI MOEILITY

Jste ze zdravotnich divodi trvale Anc, postizenim chiize
omezen ve své moblité? Ano, zrakovjm postiZenim
(L2Ze vybrat vice odpovédi ) !

Ano, jingm (i) omezenim (1)

(LT T1]
(L11]1]
(LTT1]
(LT T1]
(111

Ne
Méte prilkaz téZce tElesné postiZeného? Ao [ || Ao [] | ane ]| ane []] ane [
Me | || me | || mwe | || me | || me ||
VYDELECNA CINNOST
(Prosim Zvols pouze fEdny 2 maZnast )
ekonomicky Dité {pfed zahajenim Ekolni dochazky)
neaidivni Zenaimuz v domacnasti
Dilichodee(-ymé), penzista-ka), v pfedfasném
) dichodu D D I:‘ D |:|
t& nezaméstnany ] [ [] ] []
Ve vzdélavacim ZakZakyme
procestt Student/studentia
Uefiudnice, rekvalifiace
Vydileéna Sinnost Plny Gvazek
:rj'»ané 35 hodin a vica) D D D D D
Castelny Uvazek
[tydné mené neZ 35 hodinj El El I:l El I:l
Docaené uwolnény/-2 nucena dovolena
Inap. matefsumodiCovskd dovolen nebe finf dnh dcunodoniing | || ] ] ] Il
uvTineni Ze Zamesmaniy
NEJVYSSI UKONCENE VZDELANI
(Frosim Zvole pouze jednu 2 maznasti )
Bez vzdélani
Ukonéené zakladni vzaélani
Vywien(a) bez matusity

Stfedofkolzke s maturitou (vietné nastaviy)
VyESi odoomé vadSlani, VS do Growng bakalsfe
Vysokozkolske (Mar., Ing., atd.)

LI
EEEEEN
LI
LI
I

NEJVY 35| UKONCENE PROFESNI VZDELAVANI

(Prosim Zvoliz pouze jedny 2 MoZnosti |

UEebni obor, odbomna Skola, stfedni obchodni £kola

Mistroveka Ekolz, technicka Skola, odbome wiliste, vyidi odboma gkola,
odboma akademie

Vyzokd Ekola nebo odboma vyzoka Skola

Bez vzdélani

[ 1010
HElN
HEl.
[ 1010
[ 1000
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Questionnaire for person — page 2

Kk

OSOBNI DOTAZNIK — strana 2
Prosime vechny Sleny domacnosti o pokud mono samostatng
zodpovézeni nasledyjicich otszek.

Ne

- - Nejstardi Druha Treti Cvrta Pata

{méstol méstska Eist! tazatell den prizkuma’ domacncst) oeoba nejstarti nejetarsi nejetarsi nejetari
. osoba osoba ogoba osoba
Cislo esoby: 1 2 3 4 5

VLASTNICTVI RIDICSKEHO PRUKAZU

Viastnite v soufasné dobé pro wiedeny druh Osobnizutomeed | Ano [ | | Ane [ ]| Ane [ ]| Ame [ ]| &ne [

motoroveho vozida platny Adicsky prukaz? (SKUping E, resp. 3) I_I I_I

Ne | || me ||| me ||| me

MOZNOST UZIVANI MOTQROVEHO VOZIDLA

M&! jste v rozhodny den prizkumu ve AnD, neomezena moznost ugiti
Vaii domacnosti k dispozic (dizpozice)
motorove vozidlo (jako fidic nebo Ano, po dohods
lujezdec)? P .
ﬂﬂfmupimjmuzm'm‘._l Ne, Zadny pfistup k motorovemu

vozidiu

VYUZIVANI VEREJNE DOPRAVY

WyuFil jete behem uplynuljch 12 mésic prostiedky mistni vefejng dopravy?

Pokud na futo ofazku odpovite z3pomé (ne), mizete pfejit piima
k dotazniku Cesty

O
g
Lo
g

O

w Bl Bl HwHwH

DRUH JIZDNIHO DOKLADU
Jak drun jizdenky obwykle vyuZivate, pokud Jednotliva jizdenka
cestujete prostfedky mistni vefejne dopravy™ Jednodenni jizdenka

Pokud obwykle vyuZivite elektronick Jizdenka pro vice [izd

jizdenky, piFadte je pokud mozno k Tydenni jizdenka
uvedanym kategorim! Mésitni jizdenka

Rodni jizdenka
Jobticket, semestralni
jiztlenka atd.

Jind jizdenka.

IO
NI EEEEEN
NI EEEEEN
IO
IO

a sice | | | | |

NEJVYUZIVANEJSI ZASTAVKY

7a jakou dobu == dostanete péky Dochazkova doba k autobusu

2 dofou ¥ Ve recests Dochizkové doba na viak
VYUZIVane Zasiavce ! Fﬁglﬂﬂ&liﬂmﬂ\f}‘
Pokud na zastavku doji nelzs, pfip. Dochazkov doba k aku dilkovs ‘
0 Zadné nevite nebo vefejna doprava dopravy
ve Vaiem mésté nesxistuje, uvedte,

prozim 07

|:|:| min Dj min |:|:| min Djmin |:|:|min
|:|:| min ‘I:l:‘ min ||:|:| min ‘I:ljmin ‘Djmin
I:D min ‘I:D min ||:|:| min ‘I:Dmin ‘I:Dmin
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Questionnaire for trips — page 1

Dt cesta dati Sloupec

Lol N
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ko | I __ I _ DOTAZNIK CESTY — strana 1
{méstal méstska £3st tazatel den prizkumul domasnost) Prosim capovizie na naskeauic! otazky ¥ evem sloupci.
= = |:| Prvni cesta Druha cesta Treti cesta
— mimis [ ] [awés [T
2 Jaké byle pofasiv den pricumu? 2z sk e rebo OEELICIL UEELICIL UEELICL
) ke e potned
£ O] &5 O || e Vil b O | vestr zamisinaes [ | wtesrizamestrari O
& O @ (] || znsmeesns dn s misl | e [] | s i st [] | e sesimisn s et O]
% [] Jesiimaterech fcola [] | seteimeteisia sioe [[] | teveimetersea sice []
3. Byl ste v den prickumu ve svim e [] | zsesizice [ | zsietni e ]
ot neb obei?
LB e o i £t Jné il instiuce [ | oo wtesacivesiee [ | s mtsisimci motce I
me || we [ ] Fadadarni mdus [T ] sedoseri nsius [ | ressoemivane [
2 o psine s S niupy mETT T Il
e [rep. od, ek, posle, banks) A [rech. e, Bk, ol ek = [rag. i, ke, ot ] A
UPOZORNENE: [ ——— Kebualdindiofing Fubuwdiadolking
e T m’“ [T — | | | Besterscetimsoe | | | Resmrscenopods | |
nemusd fento DOTAZNIG CESTY i dile Soutromi nivise [ | sooms astite [ | sotes e I
ysifovet. (=1 ez b [oizi byt
by Ve pomi i oty [ | iy vty L] | oty ety ]
U mho skt b ] e [T | z2ooromi certrum fatecns) [7] | zporiovni conim fsbecnsy [
Rajném miské. N Vimarea, miini skoe (nasi ] | oo, st e s [] | o misidmeires. [
2 sice: eSO S — ) rockey konoest, sportown ufiicst) vockory ks e, sporou udskos]
i welnodasond skdids s voadess va skl Jind yoknodasoa sefidta
e Eouz gezne Demay [asini ) H Dema ez byl H Dizmey ezt byt H
Omfmiri, 5 sige I:l Dsiaini, & sce: I:l D=iarini, o sice: I:l
=]
sk, miekoks el DOPROVOD DOPROVOD DOPROVOD
S T T Ano,s [ || senem (g domicnces | Ao, = [ || Genem teny) domicrnt | Amo, 2 [ |Benem (femy) domicnast
MH.""*‘“—'. e . ) ; .
mﬂ"ﬁ'zr::m\rﬁmhod" orii :«.: H—\rmm. :n: H—\m.m :n.:’:‘—‘pmnmhm
Vimsiri zmmésinani [ DOPRAVNI PROSTREDEK DOPRAVNI PROSTREDEK DOPRAVN PROSTREDEK
dn sigiebri misio | sigebnicesta | | Pisky | | | e | || eese | |
e matersk Shok L1 Jezdni koka || | smseine L | it L
Zakindi Szl | Meped, mokarks | | | Meped, moterie ||| vopet, motosa | |
i":f:"mm ] b automebil jaa hdE [ [ osebnizutomobitabe i [ | eceriautomes juko i ]
s dbiaas insthce | ] Fotstozeicn s somienst | | P : | | ot 2zceni vamicem ||
Kegdodanni nékup |_| A=y =0bei aatomobl |_| Jiny ceobni sutomotd I—l Jey asatni autorobl |_|
ne sy Ul v e (I i [T = ]
\efsing insihuce (] Osobni automobil jsko ] Osobri automobil ko ] Dsskri automei jsko ]
ess e, bkl Pabjesie: spolpzies spotijenes
Kuburaidruadiaiiing ] Foistoprin sy omiest. || | Pefstootrimvsei vtz [ | | podecsctmicn vetay wmicrem. [ ]
Festmracehazods [ ¥ Jeém cenbnin suinmobhs [T ] vmenosstnim somotin [ 1| woeém ceobrin sstomotie [
Soatkrra i o b | | s || | setoes | || et | |
Qo ot verks iy, [ e [ | rmmei [ | s L]
venen paa e Fuzhizdeshs H Fischiadrine H Fiychlodrane H
pon . Caste visk Qssbri visk Datni vk
Ummr;ﬂfw L] m”*!ﬂarfﬁﬂ*"mh ] E-;I:&Tlrﬁedrrd*r ] mnaq%:u@emu\- ]
rociog e, ey el D Jin, mzice: |_| i, = zice: |_| i, =z |_|
Jns nsiasc s | | | |
Damor ezt by | ] Cilova adresa Cilova adresa Cilova adresa
Cistnini, 2 zice: 1
Ulce, sk pepizne | U, ke pogizné | Ulle, Gzl popisné J
T | FE ek e | I e nea |
] | —— _.E—‘ )
machare u VeEahg
bt Vizremey bod Wiznamny b ‘Viznemm bed
Rt e e Ll e [ Ll e [ L
Clefeaigan | ] - ] | fefeeads | [ c | | |efieaidag ] ] - |
Ty Dékaceaty Ce= | | | | im| Détkacesty Cen [ [ | | | Démacesty Ca | | [ | im|

Dafi cest g sioune

Do cestr umé'sk:uﬁ
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Questionnaire for trips — page 2

e Y Y Y A DOTAZNIK CEST — sfrana 2
tm;;m;.n_é;ﬁ;mﬁeft_n P_I_jd_‘mu, Prosim odpovézie na nasledujici otazky v levém sloupci.
domacnost)
Ctvrta cesta Pata cesta Sestd cesta Sedma cesta
s [ [ ] [mwmis [ 1] |mmes [ 1] |swmes [ [
OEELICL UEELICIL UEELICIL DEELICL
[ p—— [] [ Vesoizmmesioan || || esini zzmésinari | | | Viesini zméinasi | |
e shgimbri misko | sgsbn D Jiné shoiebei misko | siaabni I:l Jiné shozbei misio | shezbei I:l Jiné shoaloni misls [ shekni I:l
cesin cesia caris
Zikindini ko D Zailsd=i favis [] || s e [ | zteaisice Il
Sedni ncke D P I:| e I:] =eEn I:l
s, G m wymoke: Skoby) [ WETERE & wymoke: Skoly] [V uEIEE & wymoies: Skoky) v, uSESE B vysoke Skoky)
s i mthios [] | o mtivmciivsties [7] || s titomc it [ | oo esetivmsi mtuze [
Kesihierminikup [] | estodermivae | | || eidodeni niioe | | | Kesedemningig | |
Jiné ndiugy [ ] o ke | ] | e ey ] [ |
?:“Jm pois, benkal L] | v o ke st bk [] e, i, b, i, e L] froas: i, e, s, ek L]
el [] | tetomisiedeiena [ || metmishedintina [ | stesimarins ]
Restsuror hossods LR c—— [ = [ =T 1
e L | ive L | e (] ey ]
Odpodinss [ zport verku I:l Odpodinei | spor verku [] | ok ot estu [] | otoinsht st eria |
zrochizhy, vendesi g ssad] [prochasky. winéeri gz sp0d [prochiziy, venéesi pua 2p0d) [prochaziy, verceni pra zpad |
Soarovri cenburn [obecne) D Sparkouni cantrum [cbecnd] | | || Ssortowni centrum fobecne) | | | Sportowni certum zbecns) | ]
imartes, mddibn skce [nasi. izt s a zasii e [rapi. jeneemns, e skoe [nepi.
rockowy konced, = ": l I:l mm:mmc;m D mm:mmm:im D mhui-auut mo:inan[i“:i:dl D
ink woinoiaszd aklivis [ [7] || s vinozasas it B [
Sama {vsh by L] | oo pimstrieg [ || omen sy [ | oo st ey [
Osistni, & sica: Cutsini o sice: Dt o sice: Qetti, o sice:
| ’ L] 7 L] 7 L] 7 L]
DOPROVOD DOPROVOD DOPROVOD DOPROVOD
e Shznem (Gieny] domicnosk | Ano,s | | Benem (fny| domacoost || Ana,s [ || Genem(gkny] domscoost | Amas [ | |senem [feny) domicncst
fno, = g cantami Ano,x i ccbari fno, = g oot Asas g cmcbemi
[ | Ne [ ] we ] |
DOFRAVNI PROSTREDEK DOPRAVNI PROSTREDEK DOPRAVNI PROSTREDEK DOPRAVNI PROSTREDEK
Jizdnikcke | | seritla | | || smtnicie | | | Hnito | |
Meped, makorka [ | Meped, mokorka | | | veped, motore [ | ] sored, motora | |
Qzckni autemobil jaka Fidd 1 | Dsobni autsmobi jaks Fdiz [ || o autemetitjabo iz [ | oscbei avtomet jako iz ]
e — Bsietassbrich voskdel v domaeat | | Psietcasbmicnvozkiel v domacsst | | Fodel ceatnich ucakiel wdorsinest | |
ot suma : p:;m.i"‘m“ [ | p::m.i'"““ | | p::mm“ | |
Pocst dasich T om0 ve wasiie L e [ | e 1]
Sl [[Zfme )G Of@Sse 0
ﬂ::ﬁ?;bm“mm ] Poirt assbnice vazidel v domScacat | | Podet ascbn o wazkdel v domacoet | | Frodet czabnich vozkiel v dominast | |
T S ; W Jrém asatie sutornzbé D W AT st sutorm zbé D e zaotin mstar bl EI
Tramia L] = | | || reei | | | v [ |
Rychlodeite Fychiodrihe || || metioseihe | | | Reiodrare | ]
Dchini visk | | Oscri ik | | | oocbeive | | | omotni e | ]
Dk viek [Eechery visiy | | Dty visk [iBachey deky El Doy viek [\Sechoy visky D Doy sk |uechnry sy I:l
e Ox] L | kemz0s) foumé O] omé D]
F!I'uiaz I:l Jirj, B sice: |_| ’M.an'w. |_| J, 8 sice: |_|
Cilova adresa Cilova adreaa Cilov amresa Cilova atresa
iice, Zimie popisné | |l.l|1r_nluwpune | |l.lt.ténluwpme | Ulioz, Eisio popisee: |
| [ 11 |
!nimmi'b-od | \rizramey bod Wiznamey lbod ‘Vizmemny bod
tos [ ] o de [ & [ ] % [ ) oo [] % [1] e [] % []
Pijszd as) - | | | pifiez a5 - | | [|efiseadas) | [ - [ ]| |efimaids | [ ||
Délkacssty Con | . im| Délka ceaty Cex | . il Dékacesty cm [ [ | . im| Ditkacesty 2 | [ [
BGSIGEEEI:UJBISJHUFEG mSICET.EIZHEIISISHH.IFEC Daks GE‘ELE:GHEISO..FED B&SIGE‘IH:HEIBISH}UFEG
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