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Executive summary

Context of the report

CAPE (Co-ordinated Action for Pan-European Transport and Environment Telematics Implementation Support) is a European Union (EU) funded project that aims to encourage the greater use of telematics technologies in Western, Central and Eastern Europe.

One key objective of CAPE is to survey the needs and priorities among CEE and EU local and regional authorities for transport and environment telematics solutions. 

Within Work Package 2 of the CAPE project a qualitative examination of the organisational, technical and legal frameworks for transport and environment telematics among local authorities and related policies and priorities has been realised for each of the EU accession countries (Country Reports).

Additionally three quantitative (questionnaire) surveys of the status and priorities for telematics solutions in CEE and the EU were realised: 

· Survey on Transport Telematics Applications in CEEC

· Survey on Environment Telematics Applications in CEEC 

· Survey on Environment Telematics Applications in EU

This report comprises the results of the survey analysis on Transport Telematics in Central and Eastern Europe. The survey on Transport Telematics Applications in CEEC gives for the first time a comprehensive overview of the use and priorities of Transport Telematics Applications in transport authorities in 10 Central and East European Countries. The results are based on a questionnaire which was sent in 10 languages to 851 local and regional authorities in Central and East European Countries. The mailing was based on a genuinely researched and representative database of decision-makers. 

Survey response

229 authorities (27%) responded to this questionnaire. The survey can be considered as reasonably representative in terms of different authority size segments. The Baltic States are over-represented, while South-East Europe is under-represented due to unexpectedly high/low response rates. However results are presented separately by geographical regions and by different authority size segments, whenever significant differences became apparent between subsets of the sample. Thereby imbalances in geographic representativeness are adjusted. 

Factual information on the transport system

The transport situation in CEE authorities is characterised by:

· Compared to many EU authorities, high levels of public transport use, which are dropping quickly. 

· High increase of car ownership.

· More than 20% of the large authorities had air quality incidents in 1997, although air quality standards are below EU-levels.

· In over half of the authorities, public transport is operated by private companies (although these are for the most part public sector controlled).

Key transport problems

The most important transport problems in CEEC authorities at long term are those related to transport infrastructure (especially the condition of roads and public transport vehicles as well as associated funding difficulties). 61% of the authorities pointed out that the low condition and maintenance of roads is an important problem, that needs many years to be solved. Other important long-term problems are “lack of parking spaces” and “low quality of rolling stock and infrastructure”. At short term, the “lack of traffic information for divers and travellers” and “low efficiency of traffic management” are the most acute transport problems. To improve road conditions and generally the quality of infrastructure and to increase parking capacity in inner city areas are the by far highest priorities in future transport policies. Problems like traffic congestion and pollution, which are predominant in EU authorities, are still perceived to play a minor role.

Policy areas

At the same time there is a lack of transport planning indicated by the fact that only 26% of the CEEC authorities have comprehensive transport plans. However it can be expected, that this situation will change, particularly in large authorities. Many CEEC authorities see already the need for elaborating a comprehensive transport and land use plan (44%), and developing new strategies for traffic management (37%). In addition, decision makers express that considerable progress has been made through new (sectoral) policies, but many are concerned about the time required and the difficulty to address the real driving forces. 

Impact and relevance of technology

The problem solving capacity of telematics solutions in transport is considered to be lower in the local and regional authorities of CEE as compared to the EU. However, CEEC authorities believe that telematics systems might be useful to solve especially important short-term transport problems. The most significant impact of telematics tools is seen in improving the access to mobility information and services, which was indicated by 36% of the authorities. Additionally, CEEC decision-makers believe, that telematics can help improving the quality of public transport services, the efficiency of freight delivery and traffic safety, as well as several other problems. Significant impacts of telematics are generally expected by around 20-25% of the authorities. The order of relevance in the CEEC is similar to statements in the EU. 

The somewhat more critical attitude towards the potentials of telematics systems in the CEEC, is partly due to the generally low level of expertise in applying telematics. Only 35% of the decision-makers stated that they have at least a good understanding of some key areas. Authorities are lacking training and education facilities for their administrative staff. Other obstacles for a better telematics uptake in the transport field apart from insufficient public funds are lacking data or information for new services and problems of institutional and inter-departmental co-operation. 

The main benefits of using telematics are expected to be a generally higher quality of transport services, greater cost-efficiency, and improved planning and decision-making. Although CEEC decision makers are less clear about benefits and obstacles overall trends are similar to the EU.

Internal use of telematics systems

The current level of internal use of telematics systems is for many authorities poor. Basic pre-conditions for a telematics uptake within the next years are still missing. Especially in small authorities as well as in authorities in South-East Europe and the Baltic States, the framework conditions for a better use of telematics systems are in most urgent need of improvement. 

The availability of transport related data is often insufficient. Data availability is best for the “current position of buses/trams in the network” and “free parking places”, for which half of the authorities mentioned that data is sufficiently available. Most data is available in large authorities. These in particular are planning to improve on their information background of current transport situations. 

The use of telematics for managing traffic is not very widespread. Above average are large authorities. Among the technologies which are at least partly used, centralised traffic signal control (23%), flexible signal plans, public transport priority and traffic sensors (each 20%) are the most widely employed technologies. 

Other technologies such as VMS and automatic scheduling of trams are used by only 11% or less. Most CEEC authorities have plans to apply telematics for traffic management in the future. The major priorities are related to road traffic, i.e. in the areas of: “central traffic signal control”, “flexible signal plans” and “automatic co-ordination of urban and regional traffic”. 

In-house telematics systems to support the tasks of transport planning and management are not widely spread. 

Telematics applications for “road maintenance or construction planning”
 are used by 40% of the authorities and for transport demand planning by 36%. Other tasks like “signal plans definition/operations” and “road side equipment/ surveillance” are supported by telematics systems in only one fourth of the authorities. Approximately 60% of the authorities have the intention to increase the use of telematics for a better road maintenance and construction planning and for improving transport demand planning. The interest for telematics applications generally is higher in medium-sized and large authorities, except for “road maintenance and construction planning”. 

Basic technologies, such as Internet, e-mail and mobile telephony (GSM) are used by one third of the authorities. Although considerably lower than in the EU, this indicates a very high level of new basic tools by CEEC authorities, even if deployment levels within administrations are still low. Other more sophisticated technical systems, like smart cards, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or satellite based positioning are used by not more than 5% of all CEEC authorities. GIS, Internet/e-mail and smart cards are seen by more than half of the authorities as basic technologies which have priority for further use. 

Delivery of public services/ and external communication

Although few dedicated transport information “services” may exist in the CEEC, many decision –makers claim to deliver information on a range of issues (around 60% for most items), most notably on current road works and other incidents. For the future, priorities are again on real-time road user information (parking spaces and traffic conditions).

The most important technical platforms, which are used by authorities to deliver these information services are radio and television as well as telephone and fax. VMS based information dissemination is extremely low (9%). Internet services are more common than VMS. In order to achieve a greater use of transport related information services, the technical preconditions for CEEC authorities (especially for smaller ones) need to be improved.

Future interests

The survey identifies future interests of transport authorities, with regard to the conferences and workshops, to be prepared by the CAPE project. CEEC authorities have stated high interest for a broad variety of areas. Highest: interest is identified for “traffic calming (speed control)”, “parking management”, “real-time public transport information” and “public transport vehicle scheduling and control”. Medium-sized and large authorities generally are more interested in learning about telematics applications. In addition to that, CEEC authorities are particularly interested in using telematics for road maintenance and construction planning. 

Specific interests in technologies is highest for “real-time data acquisition”, VMS, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and data exchange. The demand of learning more about these technologies is above average in large authorities. 

The relevance of dissemination formats planned by CAPE (especially good practice guidelines, targeted training sessions) has been confirmed by high ratings from the target group. 

Introduction

1.1 Context of the report

While considerable knowledge is available for transport telematics-related issues in the EU, for the area of environment telematics the empirical basis is unsatisfactory. For Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) no information on the current status and framework of telematics implementation is available so far. 

CAPE (Co-ordinated Action for Pan –European Transport and Environment Telematics Implementation Support) is a European Union (EU) funded project that aims to encourage the greater use of telematics technologies in Western, Central and Eastern Europe. The project intends to generate a number of products that will serve both local governments across Europe, and help the European Commission increase the implementation of IT (information technology) solutions at the municipal and district level. 

CAPE’s goals are twofold: 

First, the project aims to benefit local authorities in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) and the EU by raising their awareness to telematics applications and facilitating their implementation at the local level. 

In CEE, those public authorities who have an immediate need for applying efficient and low-cost telematics systems in the areas of transport and environment are being targeted, while in the EU, those who are for a large part not yet fully aware of the potentials of advanced environmental telematics for improving environmental management in their jurisdiction, will aim to be reached by CAPE. 

Project results will be disseminated through: 

· completion of a best practice inventory in environment and transport telematics

· conferences serving as dissemination events, and 

· workshops that serve as an opportunity to exchange information and experiences and build networks between the EU and CEE. 

· an Internet webpage which serves as part of the related dissemination activities (www/rec.org/REC/Programs/Telematics/CAPE/CAPE.html) 

Secondly, CAPE will survey the needs and priorities among CEE and EU local and regional authorities for transport and environment telematics solutions and through this, encourage future involvement in the European Union’s 5th Research and Technological Development (RTD) Framework Programme (FP). 

Within Work Package 2 “Analysis of Status and Framework of Telematics Implementation” of the CAPE project three quantitative (questionnaire) surveys of the status and priorities for telematics solutions in CEE and the EU were realised: 

· Survey on Transport Telematics Applications in CEEC

· Survey on Environment Telematics Applications in CEEC 

· Survey on Environment Telematics Applications in EU

Complementing these surveys, a qualitative examination of the organisational, technical and legal frameworks for transport and environment telematics among local authorities and related policies and priorities has been conducted for each of the EU accession countries (Country Reports).

This report is one element of Work Package 2 and comprises the results of the survey analysis on Transport Telematics in Central and Eastern Europe. The survey on transport telematics is based on a questionnaire, which has been sent to local and regional authorities in ten different countries in CEEC. 

1.2 Methodological Background of the survey

For the mailing of the questionnaire on Transport Telematics in CEEC, the following data sources were used: 

· Data researched systematically by consortium partners (Regional Environmental Centre, REC (Hungary), Prague Project Institute, PPI (Czech Republic) and Gestionnaires Sans Frontières, GSF (Romania).

· Complementary data extracted from the European Local Government Organisation (ELGO) data base. 

In order to ensure the representativeness of the survey, approximate target numbers for each country were determined by the relative share of population for each country in relation to overall CEEC population. 

The questionnaires were sent out to 851 CEE authorities in September/October 1998. Translations of the questionnaire was prepared for 10 languages. 

An ACCESS-data entry mask was supplied by Rupprecht Consult. Data entry was done by GSF and PPI and finished in November 1998.

(for further information on procedures for the questionnaire survey see: Annex I )

1.3 survey response

27% (229) of the authorities having received the questionnaire responded to the questionnaire. The response to the CAPE transport survey is considered as representative in terms of authority size overall. In geographical terms authorities from Central Europe are well represented (with the exception of Hungary). However, the representation of authorities from the Baltic states and from South-East Europe is not well balanced, due to above average response rates in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and a low response rate in Bulgaria. The survey sample is acceptable with regard to the constitutional role of the authorities. The majority of the responses came from independent authorities which are not part of a larger authority. Respondents are mainly managers or experts from public administration. Only a few questionnaires were answered by members of staff and elected representatives 

(for further information on the survey response and representativeness see: Annex II)
Factual information on the transport system

The first part of the questionnaire was designed to provide some information on the status of the transport systems as well as on the level of transport policy action in the CEEC authorities. Before the authorities should state their most important problems related to transport and assess their current status of transport policy action, they were asked to give some factual information on key indicators on the transport system. These refer to:

· modal split

· number of private cars per thousand inhabitants 

· number of public transport passengers 

· critical air quality levels 

· operation of public transport authority in institutional terms

By means of these indicators, it was intended to not only compare the relative state of the transport systems in different CEEC authorities, but also to see how far an explicit transport policy has been drawn up and implemented.

1.4 Modal split

The analysis of the modal split of the CEEC authorities in the years 1995 and 1997 clearly shows, that motorised private traffic in all CEEC authorities has increased considerably. In 1997 on average 45% of all daily journeys were made by private motorised vehicles while two years before the modal split of motorised private traffic was only 39%
. Accordingly, the average proportion of daily journeys by public transport has fallen in these two years from 38% to 33%. In contrast, the modal split in most EU authorities remained more constant in recent years: the amount of car traffic in Western European authorities marginally increased or stayed at the same level. 

As can be seen in figure 1, modal-split between public transport and motorised private traffic is highly dependent on city size. This is an obvious finding which is mainly due to urban density and land use patterns and which can be observed equally in EU authorities. 

Comparing the modal-split of all transport modes (in 1997) it turns out that in authorities below 50.000 inhabitants, the proportion of motorised private traffic is highest (46%) and that of public transport lowest (28%). For large authorities over 200.000 inhabitants the opposite is the case which means that the modal-split for public transport is far above (48%) and for motorised private traffic far below the overall average (39%).

Figure 1: Modal split 1997 (by authority size)
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1.5 Car-ownership

Figure 2 illustrates the development of the number of cars per thousand inhabitants in 1995 and 1997. It becomes obvious that in all Central and East European Countries car-ownership is increasing notably. Between 1995 and 1997 the number of cars per thousand inhabitants has risen from 208 to 248
. This is an average rise of 10% in car-ownership per year. The number of cars is particularly high in the regional group of Central European states, where authorities on average say that the number of private vehicles per thousand inhabitants is 272. The great difference between car-ownership in Central and Eastern Europe and the European Union (508 cars per thousand inhabitants in Germany in 1996) makes clear that a further growth of car-ownership can be expected. However, this growth rate of car ownership does not necessarily reflect an equal growth of actual vehicle kilometres. Petrol costs are high in relation to GDP and this restricts longer-distance commuting and car use generally. 

Figure 2: Average number of cars per 1000 inhabitants (by region)
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1.6 Public transport passengers

As can be seen in figure 3, the average number of public transport passengers in CEEC authorities fell by approximately 6% between 1995 and 1997. Moreover the development of the number of public transport passengers depends largely on city size. In smaller authorities the number of public transport passengers went down by 10%
. This overall decrease of public transport use can partly be explained by the increased use of cars and by the development of prices for public transport which have increased in most countries of CEE. 

Figure 3: Decrease of public transport passengers between 1995 and 1997 (by authority size)
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1.7 Air quality levels

Respondents were also asked to state whether any critical air quality levels were breached, according to their national legislation, during the last 12 months. 9% answered that they had serious problems of air quality during the last year
. Figure 4 shows that there is a high correlation between critical air quality levels and city size. While only 4% of the smaller authorities had serious air quality problems in 1997 these appeared in more than 1/5 of the authorities and regions over 200.000 inhabitants. Air quality is a particular problem in South-East Europe where more than one of the authorities had critical air quality levels in 1997. It is likely that the number of authorities having significant air quality problems is much higher. Many authorities are not aware about their air quality problems, since they have not the equipment to measure air quality (compare: section 8.1). 

Figure 4: Percentage of authorities having critical air quality levels in the last 12 months (by authority size and region)
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1.8 Public transport authorites

The last indicator provides some information about how public transport authorities are functioning in institutional terms. In more than 3 out of 5 authorities public transport is fully state or publicly owned and in 39% of all cases respondents answered that public transport is legally operating as a commercial company
. Still more than one third of all respondents claimed that public transport is competing with other (private/public) transport providers.

Comparing 1st and 2nd wave accession countries, it becomes clear that privatisation of public transport in 1st wave accession countries is already much more advanced. In more than half of the authorities from 1st wave accession countries public transport is legally operating as a private company, whereas in only 22% of authorities from 2nd wave accession countries public transport has been fully privatised. 

 Figure 5: Institutional functioning of Public transport (by order of EU accession)
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1.9 Summary

In summary the transport system in CEE countries can be described as follows:

· Levels of public transport use are in many authorities still higher than in the EU, but are dropping quickly (6% loss of passengers between 1995 and 1997)

· Car ownership has increased by 20% between 1995 and 1997

· Although air quality standards are below EU-levels, more than 20% of the large authorities had air quality incidents in 1997.

· Local transport reform is more advanced in 1st wave accession countries, where in over half of the cases public transport is operated by private companies (although these are for the most part public sector controlled).

2 Key transport problems and policy areas

The questions in this section of the questionnaire were related to the authorities’ assessment of the most important transport problems and transport policies in operation. At first respondents were asked in an open question to describe from their personal viewpoint the three most pressing problems of their authority. In addition to providing responses of a very high validity, respondents were also required, in the form of “multiple response”, to give the authorities’ perspective on the most important problems in the short-term and long-term, but also their priorities in future policies. This information was also requested to judge whether decision makers believe modern information and communication technologies to contribute to solving their most pressing transport problems.

Key transport problems

The analysis of the open question shows that CEEC authorities see their most pressing problems mainly as related to road transport infrastructure
. 31% of all authorities named a problem in this category. Within this category the problem of poor road maintenance and condition was mentioned most often. As can be seen in figure 6, problems of road transport related infrastructure seem to be particularly important in authorities from 1st wave accession countries (38%).

Another 18% of the respondents believe that the bad quality of the rolling stock is the most pressing problem. The third problem considered as “most pressing” is funding (16%). Other problems indicated by the CEEC authorities belong to the following categories: “bad quality of public transport services” (8%), “concrete problems of traffic management” (7%), “traffic congestion” (5%), “parking” and “integrated traffic planning” (both 5%). 

Figure 6: Most pressing transport problems (by order of EU-accession)
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In the following question respondents were asked to provide for a given list of common transport problems an indication of whether they are:

· Not an important problem at the moment

· Short-term problem (which can be solved in the next 2-3 years)

· Long-term problem (which can take many years to be solved)

· Priority area in future policies

As a short-term problem, the lack of traffic information for drivers and travellers was mentioned most often
. Almost half of all authorities (47%) said that the low standard of traffic information for drivers and travellers is a major problem that can be tackled in the next 3 years. This seems to be particularly significant in large authorities over 200.000 inhabitants as well as in South-East Europe and the Baltic states. Other transport related problems which play an important role and need to be solved in the short term are:

· “low efficiency of traffic management” (40%)

· “low knowledge of traffic demands” (35%)

· “insufficient transport planning” (34%). 

Figure 7: Problems which can be solved in the next 2-3 years (by region)
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In contrast to the ranking of the short-term problems, the most important long-term problem (“which will take many years to be solved”) is mainly seen by decision makers in the bad condition and maintenance of roads (61%). 

Other transport related problems, which play an important role and can only be solved in the long term are: 

· “lack of parking spaces” (53%)

· “low quality of rolling stock” (52%)

· “high public funding levels” (51%) 

· “low safety for pedestrians and cyclists” (46%)

South-East European authorities do not consider “bad condition and maintenance of roads” as the most important problem in the long term. In these authorities the problem of high public funding levels and low quality of rolling stock and infrastructure have higher priorities. 

In Central European authorities, the general lack of “parking spaces” and “heavy goods” as well as “high air and noise pollution levels” are considered to be significant problems which will take many years to be solved. For authorities from the Baltic states public funding is a very important long-term problem.

Figure 8: Problems which will take many years to be solved (by region)

[image: image10.wmf]25

26

30

33

39

42

44

46

46

51

52

53

61

23

18

18

13

11

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

condition/ maintenance of roads

lack of parking spaces

low quality of rolling stock/ infrastructure

high public funding levels

low safety for pedestrians/cyclists

heavy freight traffic

highair/ noise pollution levels

low compliance with traffic regulations

high accident rates

regular congestion/ low capacity

insufficient capacity of networks

low efficiency of traffic management

insufficient transport planning

low reliability/ efficiency of operation

low knowledge on transport demands

interchange between transport modes

lack of traffic information for drivers/ travellers

institutional issues

Overall

Central Europe

South East Europe

Baltic states


Problems with a very low importance are: 

· “institutional issues” (11%)

· “lack of traffic information for drivers/travellers” (13%)

· “interchange between transport modes” (18%)

· “low knowledge on transport demands” (18%). 

But also problems like “insufficient transport planning” (25%), “low efficiency of traffic management” (26%), “insufficient capacity of networks” (30%) and “regular congestion” (33%) are not seen as an important issue at the moment.

Apparently local authorities in the CEEC face a different set of transport problems than EU authorities where the most pressing problems were identified in the field of traffic congestion, followed by problems related to infrastructure, traffic management and parking. It is surprising that problems such as traffic congestion and high levels of air and noise pollution are at present not perceived to play a significant role. Although car-occupancy and the amount of motorised traffic is increasing considerably in CEEC, the problems due to the high densities of traffic in authorities are not yet perceived to be important. In the majority of authorities and especially smaller towns congestion is not yet a problem and is only a medium problem in larger authorities. However the high increase of number of cars does not necessarily result in a parallel high increase of vehicle kilometres on the road. Petrol costs are high in relation to GDP and this restricts longer-distance commuting and car-use generally. 

Comparing future transport policies, it becomes clear that CEEC authorities mainly want to focus on improving the condition and maintenance of roads (51%). 

Other priorities are: 

· improving the quality of infrastructure (36%) 

· improving parking conditions (34%)

· ensuring a better network capacity (25%)

· managing heavy freight traffic (25%). 

In geographic terms, it should be added that for South-East European authorities “enhancing network capacity” (58%) “improving the quality of infrastructure” (50%) and for Central European authorities “improving parking conditions” (41%) seem to be major priorities in future transport policies. 

Figure 9: Future priorities in transport policies (by -region)
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2.1 Summary

The perception of transport problems in CEEC authorities can be summarised as follows: 

· The most important transport problems are considered to be those related to road transport infrastructure.

· A lack of “traffic information for drivers and travellers” and “low efficiency of traffic management” are perceived to be the major problems that can be solved in the next three years.

· The most important priorities of future transport policies are to improve the conditions and maintenance of roads, the quality of infrastructure and parking conditions.

· In contrast to Western European authorities, problems like traffic congestion and pollution are still considered to be of minor importance.

3 Policy areas

After examining the perception of transport problems, it is of particular interest to analyse how CEEC authorities are trying to respond to these challenges. For this reason the level of transport policy action was analysed. 

At first respondents were asked to indicate, whether their authority has defined a comprehensive transport plan, which addresses the major transport problems. Only one out of four authorities indicated that there is a comprehensive transport plan in force and 54% of the authorities replied that they only have sectoral plans for certain areas
. Another 20% stated that there are no formal policy plans in force at all. Large authorities with a population of over 200.000 are more advanced, as far as the elaboration of transport plans is concerned. 

Figure 40: Existence of a comprehensive transport plan (by authority size and region)
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More specifically, authorities were asked to state for key policy areas whether there are specific policies in operation in which transport related areas policy strategies can be found. 

The area where the availability of policy strategies is highest is “public transport services/ operation” (54%), followed by “charge for parking/road use” (48%), “traffic management” and “cycling and walking” (both 45%)
. 

For medium-sized and large authorities it should be noted that the general availability of transport related policies is much higher than in smaller authorities. 

The same is true for authorities from 1st wave accession countries. Especially policies in the field of “cycling and walking”, “traffic management” and “raising public awareness” are much more widespread in 1st wave accession countries than in the remaining CEEC. 

Figure 5: Transport policies in operation (by order of accession and authority size)
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Looking at those areas where policies are not available but planned, it turns out that 44% of the authorities have the intention to develop transport and land use plans. Other areas with a high policy priority in future are:

· “traffic management” (37%)

· “cycling and walking” (36%)

· “raising public awareness” (36%).

Considering those areas where policies are planned least in the future, it is worth mentioning that strategies for “putting forward institutional reform of public transport”, “restricting road access and car use” and “improving public transport service” is particularly low. 

In addition to the statements on current status of transport policy and future plans, respondents were asked to personally judge the efficiency of the authority’s policies. 

Almost seven out of ten decision-makers judge the efficiency of their transport policies as generally positive: 60% of the authorities believe that they may have made “slow progress” but “are going in the right direction” and only 9% say that they “have been successful in improving transport conditions in most key areas”
. In contrast 30% of the authorities answered either that they had been “dealing with some effects only” and “had not addressed the real problems” or that they had made “little progress over the last 3 years”. 

Figure 6: Personal judgement of the efficiency of transport policies (by region)
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3.1 Summary

To sum up the status of transport policy in CEE authorities, the following facts should be highlighted:

· There seems to be a large deficit of comprehensive transport plans. Only 25% of the authorities mentioned that they have defined a transport plan. 

· Sectoral policies like “Public transport services/ operation” (54%) and “charge for parking/road use” (48%) are those areas where policy strategies are most likely to be implemented. 

· The existence of transport policies is in general much higher in medium-sized authorities and in 1st wave accession countries. 

· The main areas, where policies should be defined in the future are “transport and land use plans” (44%), “traffic management” (37%), “cycling and walking” and “raising public awareness” (both 36%).

· Although transport policies are mostly sectoral, most of the decision-makers believe that the achievements of their transport policy are positive in general. However the rate of progress is considered to be slow. A substantial proportion feel that they are dealing with effects only rather than “real problems”. 

4 Impact and relevance of technology

The key area of interest in the survey was to analyse possible impacts of information and communication technologies on transport. Respondents were asked to rate the short term impact (2-3 years) of modern technologies on different areas of transport policy as low, moderate or high. By means of this question it should be identified, where CEEC authorities see the most important impacts of new technologies in the field of transport and how these technologies can contribute to solving their most pressing transport problems.

4.1 Impacts of telematics technologies on transport

According to figure 13, it is apparent that amongst CEEC authorities the general appreciation of information and communication technologies as a useful tool to solve transport-related problems is not very high. The EDC survey 1998 has shown that the effects of telematics on transport are more appreciated in EU authorities
. The ranking of impacts, however, are fairly similar in CEEC and EU authorities. 

Like in EU authorities “access to mobility information and services” and “quality of public transport services” are the areas, where the CEEC authorities believe the impact of information and communication technologies to be highest
. However only 36% of the authorities (in EU 56%) expect that the use of telematics systems will bring about some improvements for the quality of mobility information and services. 

In about one quarter of the CEEC authorities, respondents anticipate that new technologies will be particularly useful for improving the:

· “quality of transport services”

· “efficiency of freight deliveries” 

· “traffic safety”

· “transport demand management”. 

In South East Europe the potentials of telematics are generally more appreciated than in the remaining CEEC-regions.

Figure 73: Expected significant impacts of telematics use in transport policies (by region)
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Comparing those areas where the impacts of telematics systems are expected to be highest with the most significant transport problems, it turns out that telematics is seen as a useful instrument for solving some of the major short-term problems. This means that especially for improving traffic information for drivers/travellers and for ensuring more efficient traffic management and transport planning the use of telematics applications is considered to be effective.. 

4.2 Personal level of expertise

The generally critical view of information and communication technologies for solving transport problems might be dependent on the personal level of expertise in applying telematics. For this reason respondents were asked to judge their personal level of expertise in using telematics applications. 

Figure 14 reveals that the overall level of expertise in using telematics systems is not very high. Not more than 35% of the CEEC authorities stated that they either have a good understanding of some key areas or are aware of all concepts of practical relevance
. 2 out of 5 respondents claimed that they only know some basic concepts and one out of four stated they have too little or no knowledge on applying information and communication technologies. 

It is worth mentioning that in medium-sized and larger authorities as well as in Central Europe generally the respondents judge their personal experiences much higher than elsewhere.

Figure 8: Personal level of expertise in transport telematics application (by authority size and region)
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4.3 Summary

The survey results concerning the impacts and relevance of telematics technology can be summarised as follows:

· Compared to the EU, the potential of telematics to solve transport related problems is considered to be lower among CEEC decision-makers. However the overall order of response items shows several similarities to the EU authorities (EDC survey 1998)

· CEEC authorities believe that the impact of telematics in the transport field is highest for “improving the access to transport information and services” and “quality of public transport services”.

· Telematics is seen as a useful means to solve some of the most important transport related short-term problems (traffic information for drivers/travellers and efficiency of traffic management and transport planning).

· The overall level of expertise in using telematics systems is low. However expertise seems to be more widely available in medium-sized and large authorities and also in 1st wave accession countries. 

Expected benefits and obstacles of using information and communication technologies

In this part of the questionnaire respondents were asked to rank general benefits and obstacles of using telematics technologies from a given list. For a final ranking of the benefits and obstacles, the statistical mean over each variable (benefit/obstacle) was calculated. This allows an overview of the major difficulties in implementing telematics.

4.4 Benefits

The main benefits of using information and communication technologies in the transport area are seen in
: 

· “generally higher quality of transport services” (2,4)

· “greater cost efficiency” (2,4)

· “improved planning and decision making” (2,6)

· “improved internal communication/work flow” (3,2)

· “higher rate of enforcement of regulations” (3,4)

· Of secondary importance are:

· “Improved internal communication/ work flow” (3,2)

· “Higher rate of enforcement regulations” (3,4)

· “Better access for citizens to transport related information” (3,5)

It is surprising that “better access for citizens to transport related information” is only seen as a benefit of secondary importance, since this item was identified as the area with the highest impact of telematics. 

· Least important benefits are:

· “Better technical integration between systems” (3,7)

· “Improved outside image of authority” (3,8)

In general regarding the benefits of telematics use no very clear trend emerges in CEEC. From this survey it was therefore not possible to clearly identify the major expected benefits from using telematics systems. 

4.5 Obstacles

The wider application of transport telematics in Central and East European faces a number of obstacles. For enhancing the use of information and communication technologies in CEEC local and regional authorities, it was essential to find out what the most important obstacles for the implementation of these technologies are
. 

The two paramount obstacles for a better use of information and communication technologies are:

· “lack of public funds” (1,4)

· “lack of data and the difficulties in supplying up-to-date and relevant information” (2,8)

These two obstacles are also the most important ones in EU authorities. Authorities in CEEC and in the EU believe that the missing financial support is the most important obstacle for a better telematics use and the lack of data and relevant information is another important reason, why telematics systems are not more often used. 

The following obstacles obviously play a more secondary role:

· “Problems of institutional/ interdepartmental co-operation” (3,2)

· “Technical problems for operators” (3,2)

· “Lack of political support” (3,4)

· “Lack of awareness of services on the part of citizens” (3,6)

· “Complexity of new services for users” (3,7)

It is important to note that lack of political support is not seen as a major obstacle. It seems that decision-makers generally do not have a sceptical attitude towards the use of modern technologies, but compared to the political support for transport infrastructure projects, the wider employment of modern technologies is often seen as a secondary issue. 

4.6 Summary

The major benefits and obstacles to telematics uptake are:

· The highest benefit of using telematics is seen in a generally “higher quality of transport services” and “greater cost-efficiency”. 

· However regarding the benefits of telematics use no very clear trend emerges in CEEC. 

· “Insufficient public funds” and “lack of data and relevant information” are the most important obstacles that have to be overcome before a better telematics uptake may be achieved. 

· These two obstacles are also the key obstacles amongst EU authorities.

5 Internal use of telematics systems

One key objective of this questionnaire was to outline the internal use and future priorities of telematics systems in CEEC authorities. CEEC authorities were asked first to give some details on the availability of transport related data and technologies for managing traffic and to describe the current internal use of telematics applications. The approach for this section was to establish the availability of basic information tools and technologies for future application of telematics systems. This information will serve also as a basis for developing targeted strategies to enhance the dissemination of transport telematics good practices to the CAPE project’s target groups. 

5.1 Data availability

The pre-condition for any new telematics systems and services is availability of key data on current transport and environmental conditions. Four items were selected for indication of availability by respondents (sufficiently available, partly available, not available, future priority). 

The availability of data is best in the areas of establishing the current position of buses/trams in the network and availability of parking places, for which half of the authorities (58% of the authorities from the Baltic states) mentioned that data is sufficiently available
. Only one third of the authorities stated that their data availability on transport demands and on congestion levels is sufficient. This is an important information for evaluating the pre-conditions for telematics use in the field of traffic management. Data availability for roadside air pollution from traffic is very low. Only 15% of the authorities stated that data in this field is sufficiently available. 

Large authorities generally seem to be better equipped with transport related data than other authorities. 

Figure 95: Transport related data sufficiently available (by authority size and region)
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The highest demand for future provision of transport related data is seen in the area of parking places (50%) followed by “roadside air pollution from traffic” (41%) and “congestion levels on roads” (39%). Again it turns out that parking will play an important issue in urban transport policies. The fact that better data on roadside air pollution from traffic and on congestion levels is highly demanded, clearly shows that the negative impacts of car use are increasingly discussed. 

Larger authorities generally have a higher demand in improving their transport-related data availability than other authorities.

Figure 106: Future priorities in acquisition of transport related data (authority size and region)

[image: image18.wmf]50%

41%

39%

36%

26%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

availab. of parking places

roadside air pollution

congestion levels on roads

transport model and demand

position of buses/trams in network

Overall

 Less than 50.000 inhabitants

 Over 200.000 inhabitants

 Central Europe

 South East Europe

 Baltic states


5.2 Technologies for managing traffic

The next section examined whether transport authorities are equipped with key technology for managing traffic. 

Overall the level of deployment is extremely low. Only about one out of five authorities (figure 17) have at least partly available
:

· “centralised traffic signal control” (23%)

· “flexible signal plans” (20%)

· “public transport priority” (20%)

· “traffic sensors” (20%)

Other technologies such as electronic signboards (VMS) and automatic scheduling of trams are used by only 11% or less. 

Authorities with over 200.000 inhabitants are much better equipped than small authorities with less than 50.000 inhabitants. 

Figure 117: Technologies for managing traffic partly available (by authority size and region) 
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A look at the priorities for future technology use in traffic management (figure 18) makes clear that the highest demand is seen for “central traffic signal control”, “flexible signal plans” and “automatic co-ordination of urban and regional traffic”. 

Smaller authorities are apparently trying to catch up with the recent technological innovations in the field of “flexible signal plans”, “traffic co-ordination” and “traffic sensors”, whereas bigger authorities are trying to improve on “public transport priorities”, “electronic signboards” and “automatic scheduling of trams”. South East European authorities seem to be especially interested in applying technology for “public transport priority”, while Central European authorities favour “flexible signal plan” applications and “centralised traffic signal control”.

 Figure 128: Future priorities for using technologies for traffic management (by authority size and region)
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5.3 inhouse Telematics support for transport management tasks

Figure 19 gives an overview of some major tasks of a transport department that are supported at least partly or on a trial basis by information and communication technologies. 

Again it can be seen that information and communication technologies are not extensively used in CEEC authorities. It is remarkable that telematics systems are mostly used for road maintenance or construction planning (40%)
. Undoubtedly the use of telematics in this area is considered to be essential by CEEC authorities. The bad condition and maintenance of roads was identified to be the most important problem and authorities hope that telematics applications can contribute to solving this problem
.

Transport demand management is supported partly by telematics in 36% of all authorities. 

Other applications such as signal plans definition/operations and roadside equipment command/ surveillance are supported by telematics systems in only one quarter of all cases. Authorities with over 200.000 inhabitants apply transport telematics somewhat more frequently than smaller authorities (especially signal plans definition/ operation). 

South East European Authorities and also Central European Authorities are better equipped with technologies such as roadside equipment command/ surveillance and signal plans definition/ operations.

Figure 1913: In-house telematics applications partly used or on a trial basis (by authority size and CEEC-region)
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As for future priority areas, it turns out that more than 2/5 of the authorities have the intention to increase the use of telematics for better road maintenance and construction planning as well as for improving transport demand planning. The interest in telematics seems to be higher in medium-sized and large authorities. 

Surprisingly, for “road maintenance/construction planning”, small authorities have a far higher demand for telematics applications. A reason for this might be that the situation of road infrastructure is even worse in small authorities and decision makers hope that telematics can help to improve this situation. 

South East European Authorities show a higher interest in the future implementation of signal plans definition/ operations devices, while Baltic authorities are particularly focusing on transport demand planning and Central European authorities have a special emphasis on road construction and maintenance.

Future demand for the two classic tasks of telematics support in EU authorities – signal plan definition and equipment control - will still be fairly low in future years: only around one third of authorities considers these areas as priorities. 

 Figure 140: Future priorities for in-house telematics applications (by CEEC-region and city size)

[image: image22.wmf]34%

39%

59%

71%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

road maintenance/construction planning

transport demand planning

signal plans definition/ operations

roadside equipment command/surveillance

Overall

Less than 50.000 inhabitants

Over 200.000 inhabitants

Central Europe

South East Europe

Baltic states


5.4 basic technologies

An important pre-requisite of future use of transport telematics is also the availability of basic technologies. 

Internet access as well as e-mail system and mobile telephony (GSM) are “fully available”
 by 1/3 of all CEEC authorities
. 

Other, more sophisticated technologies, like smart cards, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or satellite based positioning are fully used by not more than 5% of all CEEC authorities. In particular the use of GIS seems to be very low, compared to the EU. The EDC survey ‘98 has shown, that in about half of the EU authorities, GIS is already fully used. 

The use of Internet, e-mail and smart cards is more widespread in large authorities. The distinction between CEEC-regions shows no significant differences, except that Baltic authorities are somewhat leading in mobile telephony. 

 Figure 15: Basic technologies (by city size and region)
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A subdivision according to EU-accession order shows that first and second wave accession countries are much better equipped with Internet, mobile telephony and electronic mail systems.

Future priorities for basic technology use is high for all areas. Geographic Information Systems are seen by more than half of the responding authorities as a technical system which should be further developed. GIS are followed by Internet, e-mail and smart cards. Only GPS and GSM are of lower interest (26%/29%). 

South East European authorities have most interest in improving their technological equipment with Internet access, e-mail system, smart cards and mobile telephony, while Baltic authorities put an emphasis on GIS and Central European authorities focus on GPS. Authorities with over 200.000 inhabitants have a special interest in implementing smart card systems and GPS.

Figure 16: Future priorities in basic technology implementation
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5.5 Summary

To sum up the survey results relating the internal use of telematics systems in Central and East European authorities, it can be said that:

Transport data

· The availability of transport related data is low and needs to be improved considerably if telematics systems and services are to be implemented in the future. 

· The best data availability can be noted in large authorities and in the Baltic states. 

· In particular large authorities intend to improve the availability of transport-related data. 

Traffic management

· The use of technologies for managing traffic is very low. Only in medium-sized and large authorities and in Central European states levels are somewhat higher. Overall, “traffic sensors” (25%), “flexible signal plans” and “centralised traffic signal control” (both 16%) are the most frequently used technologies.

· Technologies such as ensuring public transport priority, scheduling of trams and especially (automatic) co-ordination of urban and regional and electronic signboards (VMS) are only used to a very small extent. 

· The demand for future technology use is high for all areas. Between half and one third of authorities state to have priority interests. Only “scheduling of trams” is of minor interest (13%). 

· Especially in small authorities as well as in most authorities in South-East Europe and the Baltic States, the conditions for a more intensive use of telematics for managing traffic are severely limited by a lack of basic telematics tools and technologies.

In-house telematics systems

· The level of telematics support for key tasks of transport departments is extremely low for areas such as “demand planning”(36%), roadside equipment command/surveillance” (27%) or “signal plans definition/operations” (23%).

· Future interest refer mainly to road maintenance/construction planning (71%) and transport demand planning (59%), but less to explicit technical traffic management (e.g. signal plan definition or equipment control).

Basic technologies

· Around one third of authorities has access to basic generic technologies, such as Internet, e-mail and GSM

· More advanced technologies as smart cards, GIS and GPS are only marginally used (5% or less)

· Future priorities are high for all enquired technologies, except for GSM and GPS (below 30%)

6 Delivery of public services/ and external communication

In this section details of transport related public information and services are provided. In addition respondents were asked to state the technical platforms through which these information and services are delivered. These questions will help to establish the current technical framework of telematics supported information policy. 

Apparently respondents adopted an extremely wide definition of “service”. When interpreting results in this section it can be assumed that for indicated services, information is in principle available, but may not be disseminated on a regular basis for the entire geographic area. 

6.1 Information services

Irrespective of its indicative nature it seems that the standard of information provision is highest for “current road works and other incidents” and “advance notice on public transport disruptions” with two third of respondents claiming that they are providing these “services”
. But also other information services, like “real-time information on traffic conditions” (58%), “fixed schedules on buses/trams/metro” (58%) or “weather information/forecasts” (57%) are in principle available by the majority of authorities from Central and Eastern Europe. Information on parking space is only available in about one quarter of the authorities. 

In general it can be observed that the level of information services is particularly high in authorities from 1st wave accession countries as well as in large authorities with over 200.000 inhabitants. 

Figure 173: Status of information service provision (by authority size and region)
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A look at the priorities for future information services reveals, that better quality information for car drivers is highly demanded: 42% of the authorities want to improve information services on parking spaces, 30% of the authorities intend to provide better information on real-time traffic conditions. Other priority areas are “real-time public transport information” (28%) and “fixed schedules of buses/tram/metro” (26%). 

Small authorities generally show less interest in the future introduction of these services than larger ones. 

South-East European authorities particularly concentrate on the future delivery of public transport information.

Figure 184: Future priorities of information service provision (by authority size and region)
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6.2 Technical platforms

As the status of public service provision in the CEEC is considerably different from the EU, a very wide definition of delivery “media” was chosen to cover also radio/TV, and telephone/fax in addition to Internet and VMS (or “electronic signboards” as the clear understanding of VMS could not be taken for granted).

The most important technical platforms are radio and television (74%) as well as telephone/fax (58%). It is surprising that electronic media (e.g. Internet) and VMS as technical platforms for delivering information are only used by 11%/14% of the authorities. 

Figure 195: Technical platforms for information service delivery
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6.3 Summary

For the delivery of information and services, it is worth noting that:

· The substantial degree of information availability is high, but it is likely that the level of “real” information service is much lower. 

· The provision of information services seems to be better in large authorities. 

· Information on parking spaces and on real-time traffic conditions are those areas in which authorities want to improve information services with highest priority. 

· Electronic media such as Internet and VMS are used by only a small part of the authorities for information delivery. As a result, the technical preconditions for a greater application of telematics for the delivery of information and services to the public are limited at present for CEEC authorities, especially for small ones.

7 Financing of transport technologies and services

With respect to funding, which was identified to be by far the most important obstacle of a wider application of transport telematics, it is of particular interest to get an overview of what CEEC authorities are planning to spend on transport-related information and communication technology infrastructure. 

As far as financing of transport technology is concerned, a question on the planned budget for transport related information and communication technology was included in the questionnaire. However the response rate for this question is considered too low to justify general statements. 

Authorities were asked to state the 3 main sources of funding for implementing new transport technologies in the past. Nine out of ten authorities stated that they have used own funds to implement new transport technologies and 68% made use of national or regional funds
. Only 1/3 of all CEEC authorities have reinvested revenues or earmarked taxes or fines. 

Private sector contributions as well as EU-funding were only used by 12% of the authorities. 

Looking only at authorities of 1st wave accession countries, the proportion of authorities having used EU funding is 16%.

Figure 206: Financing of transport technologies and services (by order of EU-accession)
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8 European Integration

It is obvious that all CEEC authorities see significant changes in the development of transport problems and in the possibilities to deal with them. These changes are to a certain extent due to the process of European integration. With regard to the objective to integrate Central and East European authorities into EU-funded transport projects, it is interesting to know what hopes and fears they associate with the process of European integration. 

Asking for a personal judgement as to whether the consequences of EU-accession on the general transport conditions in the country, the vast majority of the respondents (91%) see more positive than negative effects for transport
. Almost nobody believes that the negative effects on the environment will be predominant. 

The most frequently quoted consequence of EU-accession for the overall transport situation is that the exchange of pan-European experience will be intensified significantly (73%). 68% of the authorities believe that due to further EU-integration the overall level of transport infrastructure will improve and three out of five are convinced that the efficiency of transport systems will increase as well as the quality of information on transport conditions.

A somewhat ambiguous but realistic conclusion can be drawn from the statement that citizens will have higher demands (62%). 

Figure 217: Expected consequences of EU-accession


9 Future interests

With regard to the conferences and workshops on transport telematics which are to be organised by the CAPE project it is of particular interest to get an overview of those issues that respondents would like to see on the agenda. 

The last part of the questionnaire includes questions asking for future interests, in particular relating to telematics applications and technologies. Additionally decision-makers should define their future interests in issues related to transport infrastructure and transport policy. 

The question on the future interests makes it possible to summarise the major priorities with regard to future telematics applications and technologies, which have already been identified. 

9.1 Telematics applications

The major interest for telematics applications is identified in the area of traffic calming (e.g. speed control)
, followed by “parking management/park and ride”, “real-time public transport information”, and “public transport vehicle scheduling and control”. All these interests were stated by more than 60% of the responding authorities
. In addition to this the interest of telematics applications seems to be particularly high in the area of “road maintenance and construction”
. 

Medium-sized and large authorities generally have a higher interest in learning more about telematics applications, especially with regard to topics like “real-time public transport information”, “public priority at intersections” and “integrated traffic control”. 

“In-vehicle, dynamic information for drivers”, “electronic pre-trip information” and “electronic fee collection for road use” are those applications where future interests seem to be lowest. 

Figure 228: Future interests in telematics applications 
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Figure 2923: Future interests in telematics applications (by authority size)
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9.2 Technologies

Concerning the future interests in technologies, it becomes clear that CEEC authorities have a particularly high interest in knowing more about real-time data acquisition technologies (47%). Other technologies of major interest are VMS (38%), Geographic Information Systems (35%). For these technologies in particular large authorities have a high demand. GPS is of least interest. 

Figure 240: Future interests in technology applications (by authority size)
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Infrastructure related issues

Looking at the future interests in infrastructure related issues, it is not surprising that 86% of the authorities would like more efficient road construction and maintenance. In the group of small authorities even 93% wish to improve their road network. 76% want to work on public transport fleet modernisation and 34% would like to focus on the construction of intermodal changes. Only 15% of the responding authorities stated an interest in introducing a tram system. For all these areas the interest of medium-sized and large authorities is much higher than that of small authorities. 

 Figure 251: Future interests in infrastructure related issues (by authority size)
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9.3 Policy related issues

When asking for future interest in general transport policy related issues, it turns out that “traffic safety” is seen by 75% of the respondents as an important issue. Other areas, which are identified as very important in future transport policy are: “law enforcement” (61%), “public-private co-operation for joint transport services” (58%) and “modelling transport demand” (54%).

9.4 Formats for meetings

Finally respondents were asked whether they were interested in participating in activities other than conferences. 70% of the respondents answered that they wish to receive good practice guidelines or training manuals and two thirds stated that they have a particular interest in attending targeted training sessions
. Around 55% would like to visit technical exhibitions or participate in technical on-site visits. Staff exchange programmes seem to be interesting for 44% and E-mail discussion forums only for 15% of the authorities. Again, the bigger authorities are rather more interested in participating in additional events and training than small authorities with less than 50.000 inhabitants.

Figure 262: Expected formats for meetings
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9.5 Summary

To sum up, the future interests for conferences and workshops can be seen in the following areas:

· Interest to learn about using new telematics applications are extremely high. One half of respondents or more was interested in almost any supported item. 

· The most interesting areas related to telematics applications seem to be “road maintenance/ construction planning”, “traffic calming” (e.g. speed control) and “real-time public transport information”, closely followed by a wide range of other areas.

· Interests to learn more about new technologies are equally high, especially for real-time data acquisition technologies.

· The demand for telematics technologies is particularly high in medium-sized and large authorities as well as in South-East Europe. 

· In terms of infrastructure related issues the vast majority of CEE authorities are interested in more efficient road construction and maintenance. 

· Policy interests are highest in traffic safety, law enforcement and public-private co-operation for joint transport services are considered as important issues of future transport policy.

· The relevance of formats chosen by the CAPE project (especially good practice guides and targeted training) are confirmed by respondents primary interests. 

Annex I: procedures for the questionnaire survey

Database creation

For the mailing database, the following data was available:

· Data researched systematically by consortium partners (Regional Environmental Centre, REC (Hungary), Prague Project Institute, PPI (Czech Republic) and Gestionnaires Sans Frontières, GSF (Romania). The consortium partners from CEEC have systematically researched local and regional authority contacts on the basis of their own established communication links. This approach was considered preferable because especially in the CEEC personal contacts are key to producing comparatively high return rates and for CEEC public authorities data sources are not of a comparable quality and reliability. Therefore REC, GSF and PPI have selected authorities in the CEEC through their regional offices. In many cases researched contact persons were telephoned to verify contact details.

· Data extracted from the European Local Government Organisation (ELGO) data base. In order to complement the systematically researched data sources with randomly selected data from missing or underrepresented countries and sectors, POLIS has acquired ELGO data from Newmedia Publishing for the exclusive use in the CAPE survey. 

The ELGO database is the only available systematic source of local and regional government information in Europe. ELGO includes full contact information and population figures from all layers of local and regional government in all European countries. For the CEE Transport survey, POLIS has acquired the following data:

· Chief Executive Officers in authorities between 20,000 and less than 100,000 inhabitants for all CEEC countries. 

· Responsible officers in transport departments of authorities above 100,000 population for all EU and CEEC countries.

Selection process

For the setting up of the mailing data base the following criteria were defined:

· All systematically researched data had preference over any data from ELGO as it was considered to be of higher quality and reliability.

· As far as possible the contact data research was based on direct contacts with local authorities. National contact points were used to confirm names and contact details of representatives.

· Target numbers for local authorities in all target countries were established in order to ensure representativeness.

· The mailing focussed on larger and medium sized authorities, since small authorities were considered less likely to have sufficient power for implementing telematics systems or had a low degree of independence to pursue any own policies

· The mailing data base should be representative for all layers of local and regional level in order to allow general conclusions and the internal distribution between large and small authorities in each country should be considered. 

To meet the requirement of representativeness, approximate target numbers for each country were determined by the relative share of population for each country in relation to overall CEEC/ EU population. 

For the selection of the mailing data base for the CEEC transport survey two approaches were chosen:

· Project partner representatives selected roughly the targeted amount on the basis of their own specific local knowledge of typical authorities. Target numbers could be reasonably well met. The result is although not strictly a random sample, nonetheless considered as fair and representative selection of authorities in each country.

· Data from the ELGO database was added. A random sample was drawn for CEEC transport contacts where only an insufficient number of contacts could be made available. The resulting ELGO mailing database contained a randomly selected “stratified sample” of local and regional authorities. It can be considered as representative of all levels of local government institutions in all CEEC member states. 

Mailing and data entry

RC provided an English version of the questionnaire and consortium members provided national language versions on that basis. For the CEEC it was considered as essential that all 10 languages should be covered.
. All translations were prepared/ proof read by native speakers. Partners were advised to pay special attention to producing identical layouts of questionnaires.

The burden of mailing was split within the consortium. The questionnaires were accompanied by a cover letter introducing the CAPE project and the benefits of participating in the survey. Questionnaires were sent out in September/October 1998. 

An ACCESS-data entry mask was supplied by RC. Data entry was done by GSF and PPU and finished in November 98. 

Annex II: Survey response and representativeness

851 questionnaires in all were sent out by the different CAPE partners for the CAPE survey on transport telematics in CEEC authorities. 229 questionnaires or 27% of the questionnaires were returned. This return rate is considerably higher than the optimistic target of 20%. The table below clearly shows that the response rates vary considerably from one country to another. In particular the Baltic states were very active in responding to the questionnaires. In these countries far more than 50% of all questionnaires, in Estonia even more than 65%, were returned. The return rates in Bulgaria and Hungary however are far below the target rate of 20%. The relatively low response rates in these countries are partly due to specific local difficulties outside the control of the project 
. 

The geographical dispersion of the responding authorities is as follows: the majority of the responses (58%) come from Central Europe (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovak Republic Hungary) and another 15% of the responses were sent back by authorities from South-East Europe (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia). 27% of all questionnaires were returned by authorities from Baltic authorities.

Figure 273: Sample size and response rate

	Country
	Questionnaires sent
	Questionnaires received
	Return rate

	Bulgaria
	38
	2
	5,3%

	Czech Rep.
	78
	20
	25,6%

	Estonia
	21
	14
	66,7%

	Hungary
	39
	6
	15,4%

	Latvia
	55
	32
	58,2%

	Lithuania
	26
	15
	57,7%

	Poland
	400
	83
	20,8%

	Romania
	108
	28
	25,9%

	Slovak Rep.
	68
	25
	36,8%

	Slovenia
	18
	4
	22,2%

	Total
	851
	229
	26,9%


Figure 284: Survey sample (by country)
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In terms of authority size, more than half of the responses (53%) are from small authorities with less than 50.000 inhabitants. Another 32% of the responses were sent back by medium-sized authorities with a population between 50.000 and 200.000. Larger authorities with more than 200.000 inhabitants are represented in this survey by 15% of the questionnaires. The overall distribution of authority sizes is almost identical to size segments of the ELGO database
.

Figure 295: Authority size in sample (by-region)
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Comparing the representation of the CEE countries in the sample, in terms of population, (in relation to the overall population size), it turns out that not all states are equally represented in the survey. The same can be said for the representation of authority size segments in some states. 

Baltic authorities are over-represented as far as the percentage of the population in the sample is concerned. This is mainly due to the very high response rates in all Baltic states. The different authority size segments in the Baltic states are well represented, since the average size of the authorities in the segments is quite similar to those of the ELGO-database. 

Central Europe is the most important regional group of the sample and is in general well represented in terms of population and city size segments, except for Hungary, where only four authorities have responded. The average size of the authorities in the segment of more than 200.000 inhabitants is much higher than in the ELGO-database. Smaller authorities (below 50.000 inhabitants) are not represented at all. 

The authorities from South-East Europe are under-represented, due to low response rates, especially from Bulgaria. The city size segments of Bulgaria, as identified in the ELGO database, are not well represented in the survey, since only 2 medium sized authorities have responded. 

Figure 306: Representativeness of the survey sample
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Baltic States

Estonia

 small (below 50.000)

2

21.387

8

19.800

7%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

4

73.260

5

69.771

7%

 large (200000+)

1

442.679

1

415.300

3%

Total

7

111.213

21

67%

14

65.897

1%

3%

6%

Latvia

 small (below 50.000)

17

36.961

23

31.454

20%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

12

74.492

8

86.192

12%

 large (200000+)

1

839.670

1

805.997

3%

Total

30

78.730

55

58%

32

69.343

2%

8%

15%

Lithuania

 small (below 50.000)

32

35.719

7

32.216

6%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

20

70.950

5

90.943

7%

 large (200000+)

3

398.992

2

311.150

6%

Total

55

68.345

26

54%

14

93.038

4%

5%

6%

Central Europe

Poland

 small (below 50.000)

132

30.254

49

24.770

42%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

74

87.305

25

103.251

36%

 large (200000+)

20

436.868

8

543.000

24%

Total

226

84.918

400

21%

82

99.256

37%

31%

38%

Czech Rep.

 small (below 50.000)

50

30.361

8

31.577

7%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

29

83.570

8

94.588

12%

 large (200000+)

3

641.027

2

800.228

6%

Total

82

71.520

78

23%

18

144.988

10%

10%

8%

Slovakia

 small (below 50.000)

29

29.460

16

17.421

14%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

10

76.726

6

69.592

9%

 large (200000+)

1

452.053

2

346.198

6%

Total

40

51.841

68

35%

24

57.862

5%

5%

11%

Hungary

 small (below 50.000)

43

30.617

0

0%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

40

91.601

1

65.000

1%

 large (200000+)

21

503.911

3

849.000

9%

Total

104

149.642

39

10%

4

653.000

10%

10%

2%

South-East Europe

Romania

 small (below 50.000)

30

36.926

4

34.390

3%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

35

97.184

6

126.477

9%

 large (200000+)

59

476.314

14

416.672

42%

Total

124

262.998

108

22%

24

280.409

21%

25%

11%

Bulgaria

 small (below 50.000)

58

29.536

0

0

0%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

31

88.288

2

114.591

3%

 large (200000+)

5

456.355

0

0

0%

Total

94

71.614

38

5%

2

114.591

8%

1%

1%

Slovenia

 small (below 50.000)

12

30.590

1

46.500

1%

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

5

67.797

3

86.667

4%

 large (200000+)

1

270.330

0

0%

Total

18

54.244

18

22%

4

76.625

2%

1%

2%

CEEC

Overall

 small (below 50.000)

405

31.320

116

26.177

 medium to large (50 - 200.000)

260

86.149

69
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 large (200000+)
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476.770

33

510.935

Total

780
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851
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100%
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About 55% of the responses are from authorities in the 1st wave accession countries (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Hungary and Estonia).

The majority of the responses (41%) came from independent authorities which are not part of a larger regional authority
. Another 30% of the responses were from municipalities forming an administrative part of a larger regional authority. Regional authorities, consisting of several dependent municipalities were represented by one quarter of the responses. 

Figure 317: Institutional function of the authorities responding (by authority size)
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A look at the responsibilities of the persons having responded shows that more than four out of five (83%) questionnaires were filled in by managers or experts from public administration and another 10% by members of staff directly responsible to the mayor or by elected representatives.

Figure 328: Responsibility of persons having responded (by region)

[image: image38.wmf]32%

39%

12%

17%

13%

38%

29%

21%

37%

50%

3%

10%

31%

43%

11%

15%

Central Europe

South East Europe

Baltic states

Total

 manager/expert in a department

 a member of staff directly responsible to the mayor etc.

 an elected representative

 another role


Summary

The response to the CAPE transport survey is considered overall as:

· Well in line with the institutional function and size of authorities

· Acceptable in terms of role of respondents (i.e. mainly technical rather than political decision makers

· Representative in geographical terms for Central European authorities (with the exception of Hungary)

· Not well balanced for Baltic states and South-East Europe

· well represented by 1st wave accession countries (except for Hungary)

Due to the geographical imbalances, results will be reported separately for the geographical segments whenever any significant deviations were discovered during analysis. 

annex iii: Questionnaire on Transport Telematics in CEec

SURVEY ON TRANSPORT MANAGEMENT IN CENTRAL EUROPEAN CITIES AND REGIONS:
1000 decision makers state their priorities!

Please take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire which will help us to understand your authority better, the range of transport problems you currently face, and your use of information and communication technology.

Please respond by__________and return the completed questionnaire to the following address:

or fax to: 

Background information on your area and organisation.

 AUTONUM  Please give the following basic information for your city (or region)!

Name of authority:

 Country: 


Institutional function of your organisation? ( Tick the most appropriate box, please! 
( an independent city (not subject to a larger regional authority)
( a regional authority (containing several dependent municipalities)
( a municipality (administratively subject to a larger regional authority)

( Other function
 (( Please specify).

Population of city (or region) 
:
 (( Please specify).

 AUTONUM  Please provide some information on your organisation! ( Estimate the following figures, please:
Number of employees (white collar only) 
 (( Please specify).

What is your organisation’s total projected expenditure this year? ca. 
 currency: 


 AUTONUM  What is your role or primary responsibility in your organisation? ( Tick only the most appropriate box, please! 

( I am a manager or expert in the department which is responsible for ... 

( Transportation Planning
( Economic development/ urban regeneration

( Traffic control
( International affairs

( Technical services/ information technology
( Building/ Architecture/ Town Planning

( Other department 
 (( Please specify).

( I am a member of staff directly responsible to the mayor, chief executive etc.

( I am an elected representative (e.g. mayor, councillor, chief executive) 

( I have another role 
 (( Please specify).

Factual information on the transport system.

 AUTONUM  What was the relative proportion of the different transport modes (in %) of all journeys (modal split) in 1997 – and what was the situation in the year 1995 in your city (or region)? (( Estimate figures, please!)
	1995
	1997
	






% motorised (private) traffic 





% public transport (all types)





% cycling and walking 

 AUTONUM  What was the number of private cars per thousand inhabitants in 1997 – and what was it in 1995 in your city (or region)? (( Estimate figures, please!)
1995: 
 cars per 1000 inhabitants

1997: 
 cars per 1000 inhabitants

 AUTONUM  What was the number of public transport passengers in 1997 – and what was it in 1995 in your city (or region)? (( Estimate figures, please!)
1995: 
 passengers

1997: 
 passengers

 AUTONUM  How many people were killed in road traffic accidents in 1997 in your city (or region)? (( Estimate figures, please!)

 
 fatalities

 AUTONUM  Were there any critical air quality levels breached during the last 12 months (i.e. the responsible authority was legally obliged to inform the public)? ( Tick one box, please!
( No

( Yes, on 

 days. (( Estimate a figure, please!)

 AUTONUM  How is your public transport authority operating in institutional terms? ( Tick all applicable boxes, please!
( Fully state/ publicly owned.

( Legally operating as a commercial company.

( Competing with other (private) public transport providers.

Key transport problems and policies.

 AUTONUM  What do you feel are currently the three largest problems related to transport in your own city or region (in order of priority)? ( Please give a few keywords!

Our most pressing problem is: 


Our 2nd most pressing problem is: 


Our 3rd most pressing problem is: 


 AUTONUM This is a list of some common transport problems. How is your authority dealing with these?
( Tick all applicable boxes for each area, please! 
	
	This is not an important problem 
for us at the moment.
	This is an important problem, which ...
	This will be a 
priority area 
in future policies.

	
	
	... we can solve in the next 3 years.
	... will take many
 years to be solved.
	


public transport :


insufficient capacity of networks 
(
(
(


(

low quality of rolling stock/ infrastructure 
(
(
(


(

low reliability/ efficiency of operation 
(
(
(


(


high public funding levels
(
(
(


(


institutional issues 
(
(
(


(


private road traffic: 
condition/ maintenance of roads 
(
(
(


(


lack of parking spaces
(
(
(


(


low efficiency of traffic management 
(
(
(


(


regular congestion/ low capacity 
(
(
(


(


interchange between transport modes 
(
(
(


(


lack of traffic information for drivers/ travellers
(
(
(


(


low compliance with traffic regulations 
(
(
(


(


high accident rates 
(
(
(


(


low safety for pedestrians/ cyclists 
(
(
(


(


heavy freight traffic 
(
(
(


(


high air/ noise pollution levels 
(
(
(


(


insufficient transport planning 
(
(
(


(


low knowledge on transport demands 
(
(
(


(


other (( )
(
(
(


(


other (( )
(
(
(


(


 AUTONUM  Is there a comprehensive transport plan in force which addresses the major transport problems of your city (or region)? ( Tick one box only, please!

( Yes


( No, but there are sectoral plans for certain areas (e.g. road building)


( No, there are no formal policy plans in force.

 AUTONUM  Are there policies in operation in the following areas in your city/ region to..? ( Tick one box for each area, please! 
	
	
Yes
	No, 
but planned
	No
(not planned)


enlarge the public transport offer 
(
(
(


improve public transport services/operation
(
(
(


put forward institutional reform of public transport
(
(
(


increase traveller/driver information
(
(
(


improve traffic management
(
(
(


charge for parking/ road use
(
(
(


restrict road access/ car use
(
(
(


develop transport/ land-use plans 
(
(
(


facilitate cycling and walking
(
(
(


raise public awareness (for env. friendly transport)
(
(
(


 AUTONUM  How would you personally judge the efficiency of your authority's transport policies? ( Tick one box, please!
( We have made little progress over the last 3 years.

( We have been dealing with some effects only and have not addressed the real problems.

( We have made slow progress but we are going in the right direction.

( We have been successful in improving transport conditions in most key areas.

Impact and relevance of technology

 AUTONUM  What do you personally believe the impact of information and communication technologies might be in the next 2 - 3 years? ( Tick one box for each area, please! 
	The impact will be ...

 ... in these areas ...
	low
(i.e. no or very little 
actual change)
	moderate

(i.e. some benefits 
are expected)
	significant
(i.e. major improvements
will be achieved)


enhanced traffic safety 
(
(
(


efficient management of transport demand
(
(
(


accessibility of activity centres 
(
(
(


mobility of disabled & elderly people 
(
(
(


reduction in air and noise pollution 
(
(
(


efficiency of freight deliveries 
(
(
(


access to mobility information and services
(
(
(


increased cost-benefit ratio in transport services
(
(
(


quality of public transport services 
(
(
(


higher levels of public transport use 
(
(
(


controlling/ restricting access to sensitive areas 
(
(
(


revenues from charging for road use
(
(
(


 AUTONUM  How would you rate your personal level of expertise in applying information and communication technologies? 

( Tick one box only, please! 
( 
I am aware of all concepts of practical relevance.

( 
I have a good understanding of some key areas.

( 
I know some basic concepts.

(
I have too little or no knowledge of information and communication technology.


Internal use of telematics systems.

 AUTONUM  Which data for your city (or region) is your authority or your public transport operator collecting? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!

	
	Data
sufficiently 
available
	data

incomplete 
	data
not 
available
	This will be a 
priority area 
in future policies.


roadside air pollution from traffic 
(
(
(


(


congestion levels on roads 
(
(
(


(


availability of parking places 
(
(
(


(


current position of buses/ trams in the network 
(
(
(


(


recent transport model/ data on transport demands 
(
(
(


(


other data (()__________________________ 
(
(
(


(


 AUTONUM  What technologies do you have available for managing traffic? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!

	
	Technology sufficiently availability
	technology 
support 
incomplete
	technology

not 
available
	This will be a 
priority area 
in future policies.


traffic sensors at intersections (e.g. loops) 
(
(
(


(


centralised traffic signal control 
(
(
(


(


flexible signal plans based on traffic situation 
(
(
(


(


public transport priority at intersections 
(
(
(


(


automatic scheduling of trams 
(
(
(


(


electronic signboards for collective traffic information
(Variable Message Signs - VMS) 
(
(
(


(


(automatic) coordination of urban & regional traffic 
(
(
(


(


other (()_____________________________ 
(
(
(


(



 AUTONUM  In your authority, are information and communication technologies used for the following applications? 

( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!
	
	Fully 
technology
supported 
	partly supported/

on a trial basis only
	
not 
available
	This will be a 
priority area 
in future policies.


signal plans definition/ operations 
(
(
(


(


roadside equipment command/ surveillance 
(
(
(


(


transport demand planning 
(
(
(


(


road maintenance/ construction planning 
(
(
(


(


other (()_____________________________ 
(
(
(


(


 AUTONUM  Which other technical systems are available to the transport department of your authority? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!

	
	Fully 
available 
	partly available

on a trial basis only
	
not 
available
	This will be a 
priority area 
in future policies.


electronic mail system 
(
(
(


(


Internet access 
(
(
(


(


satellite-based positioning (GPS) 
(
(
(


(


“smart cards” (electronic cards, e.g. for ticketing)
(
(
(


(


mobile telephony (GSM) 
(
(
(


(


Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
(
(
(


(


Delivery of transport services to travellers.

 AUTONUM  What information and services does your authority provide to the public? And which technical platform are you using to deliver them? ( Tick all relevant boxes for each item, please! 
	Our citizens can get the following 
information or services:                   
	

via 
radio/ TV
	
by telephone/
fax
	via electronic signboards (VMS)...)
 
	
via other electronic media (e.g. Internet, ...)

	This will be a priority area in future policies 


real-time information on traffic conditions 
(
(
(
(


(


availability of parking spaces 
(
(
(
(


(


current road works & other incidents 
(
(
(
(


(


weather information/ forecasts 
(
(
(
(


(


fixed schedules of buses/ trams/ metro 
(
(
(
(


(


real-time public transport information 
(
(
(
(


(


advance notice of public transport disruptions 
(
(
(
(


(


other (()

(
(
(
(


(


other (()

(
(
(
(


(


Expected benefits and obstacles of using modern technologies.

 AUTONUM  What are the 5 major benefits that you expect from using information and communication technologies in the transport area? 
( Please rank the 5 crucial issues in the order of importance (1 = highest ... 5 = lowest)!

 Rank 



greater cost efficiency




improved planning/ decision making


generally higher quality of transport services



higher rate of enforcement of regulations


better access for citizens to transport-related information



improved outside image of authority



better technical integration between systems


improved internal communication / work flow



others 
  (( Please specify). 

 AUTONUM  What are the 5 major obstacles that you face in using information and communication technologies in the transport area? 
( Please rank the 5 crucial issues in the order of importance (1 = highest ... 5 = lowest)!

Rank 



insufficient public funds


problems of institutional/ interdepartmental cooperation


lack of data/ difficulty in supplying up-to-date and relevant information


lack of awareness of services on the part of citizens



technical problems for operators



complexity of new services for users



lack of political support



others 
 (( Please specify).

Financing of transport technology and services.

 AUTONUM  How much is your organisation planning to spend this year on transport-related information and communication technology infrastructure (excluding internal costs and training)? 

( Please give an approximate figure! 
currency: 
 


 AUTONUM  Which are the 3 main sources of funding your authority has mainly used in implementing new transport technologies in the past? ( Tick the 3 most relevant boxes, please!
( National/ regional funds

( Non-EU funding (e.g. World Bank)
( Own funds of the authority

( Reinvestment of revenues/ earmarked taxes or fines
( EU funding (e.g. PHARE, structural funds)
( Private sector contributions

Consequences of European integration 

 AUTONUM  What do you personally feel are the consequences of EU-accession for your country in dealing with transport problems? ( Please tick all appropriate boxes!
( more complex transport legislation
( improved transport infrastructure 

( increased complexity of admin. procedures
( higher efficiency of transport system 

( increased congestion 

( better information on transport conditions



( deterioration of the environment due to
( pan-european experience exchange

more traffic 

( higher demands of citizens (e.g. better information, services)

 AUTONUM  Overall, do you expect that EU-accession will be positive or negative in relation to transport conditions? 

( Tick one box please!
( more positive


( more negative

( in balance

Future Interests.

 AUTONUM  The CAPE project will be organising several conferences and workshops in the next 12 months. Which issues would you like to see on the agenda of these events? Please state your priorities! ( Tick one box per item, please!

	
	major area 
of interest
	not a 
priority now


applications

incident and emergency management 
(
(


integrated traffic control 
(
(


parking management/ Park & Ride 
(
(


setting up traffic control or information centres 
(
(


electronic pre-trip information (e.g. via Internet) 
(
(


collective driver information and route guidance 
(
(


in-vehicle, dynamic information for drivers (e.g. RDS/ TMC) 
(
(


real-time public transport information (e.g. at stops)
(
(


public transport priority at intersections 
(
(


public transport vehicle scheduling & control 
(
(


pollution monitoring/ forecasting and information 
(
(


technologies for traffic calming (e.g. speed control) 
(
(


freight traffic management/ logistics 
(
(


electronic fee collection for road use 
(
(


coordinated urban – regional traffic control 
(
(


technologies


electronic signboards (Variable Message Signs) 
(
(



real-time data acquisition technologies 
(
(



traffic data exchange (e.g. transborder/ between institutions) 
(
(



Geographic Information System integration 
(
(



“smart cards” for ticketing 
(
(



satellite-based positioning (GPS) 
(
(


infrastructure


public transport fleet modernisation 
(
(



introduction of tram systems 
(
(



efficient road construction & maintenance 
(
(



construction of intermodal interchanges 
(
(


general


impact assessment of transport policies 
(
(



modelling transport demand 
(
(



law enforcement 
(
(



traffic safety measures 
(
(



institutional issues (e.g. transborder cooperation) 
(
(



organisational/ commercial reform of public transport 
(
(



public-private cooperation for joint transport services
(
(


other 


(()

(
(


 AUTONUM  In addition to attending conferences would you be interested in participating in any of the following activities? ( Please tick all appropriate boxes!



· Targeted training sessions.

· Technical exhibitions.

· Staff exchange programmes.

· Technical on site visits.

· Receiving good practice guidelines/ training manuals.
· E-mail discussion forum.
Thank you very much for participating in this survey!
 AUTONUM  Would you like to receive any of the following? ( Please tick all appropriate boxes!

· the final report of this survey

· further information on the CAPE project
   invitations to future events as ...

· speaker/ exhibitor

· participant
( If yes, please give the contact details of the person to receive it:

Name:



Organisation:



Postal address:



Email:



 AUTONUM  Would you suggest other persons to receive invitations for participation in future events?

( Please provide their contact details below!

Do you have any additional comments? ( Please, write them below (if necessary, add a new page)!










Pan-European experience exchange	(73%)


improved transport infrastructure	(68%)


higher efficiency of transport systems	(62%)


higher demands of citizens	(62%)


better information on transport conditions	(59%)


more complex transport legislation	(32%)


deterioration of the environment due to more traffic	(27%)


increased congestion	(25%


increased complexity of admin. Procedures	(23%)











� Although the relevance of this particular statement appears to be clearly influenced by a very wide understanding of “information and communication technologies”.


� Data from 121 up to 137 respondents was available for this question. 101 respondents provided figures to all questions on modal split. 


� The basis for percentages are n=165 (1995) and n=172 (1997).


� The basis for percentages are n=171 (1995) and n=174 (1997).


� The basis for percentages is n=203


� The basis for percentages is n=209


� The basis for percentages is n=188


� The basis for percentages is n=210


� The basis for percentages is n=211


� The basis for percentages is n=221


� The basis for percentages is n=215


� In the EDC 1998 survey it was found out, that EU authorities see the key impacts of telematics in next 2-3 years in: “access to mobility information and services” (56%), “quality of public transport services” (44%), “reliability of public transport services” (35%), “efficient use of transport infrastructure” (30%).


� The basis for percentages is n=218


� The basis for percentages is n=213


� The basis for percentages is n=206


� The basis for percentages is n=206


� The basis for percentages is n=200


� The basis for percentages is n=173


� The basis for percentages is n=178


� However the nature of “telematics support” in this area is not entirely clear. Presumably a very wide definition of information and communication technologies was assumed by respondents. The real use of telematics tools is probably much lower. 


� Fully available should be considered as the technology is perceived to be fully used or in principle available, rather than used by all employees, etc.


� The basis for percentages is n=191


� The basis for percentages are all responses (i.e. n=229). Nil response was considered as “service not available”. 


� The overall percentage for the use of different media platforms exceeds the percentages for the media in combination with the single services, since multiple responses were allowed in this question.


� The basis for percentages is n=175. 


� The basis for percentages is n=223).


� Apparently this relates exclusively to safety problems due to excessive speeds, rather than “traffic calming” in city centres associated with access restrictions.


� The basis for percentages is 224)


� This area was not included as an item in the list , but was identified above as a key area. 


� The basis for percentages is n=224


� According to personal contacts of REC local offices only 1 in 5 persons said they would be able to answer an English questionnaire.


� Bulgaria and Hungary: The low response rate noted in these countries had two main causes: the lack of habit to participate in similar surveys and the high priority given to other events at that time (e.g. local elections)


� Due to the lack of any other reference source the authority size distribution in the ELGO database is used.


� For 11 authorities no population figures were available.


� These results have to be considered carefully, since the question about the institutional function of the authorities might have caused some different interpretations of how these institutional functions are defined. 


� If you prefer you can answer anonymously.


� Please note: Urban authorities please answer for your own authority´s urban geographic area. Regional authorities please answer for your authority´s entire area of responsibility. 
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