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SHORT BACKGROUND ON THE SUMP-ANALYSIS

= UrbanSCOPE: focus on SUMP, bringing this concept closer to the citizens, offering an
educational package and tools, improve the quality of higher education, engage and involve
the local communities and stakeholders into the planning process.

= Where to start?
= Conduct a ,local sustainable mobility audit” in 3 cities (Darmstadt, Glyfada and Gydr)
= |n order to set the SUMP context and draw the necessary research findings.

= Collected the experiences, and presented in detail in the National SUMP Reports of each city,
and the main findings were also gathered in the Synthesis Report



LOCATIONS OF THE SUMP-ANALYSIS

= The 3 project cities differ in terms of population, density and terrain morphology — presenting
diversity in tferms of the SUMP research conducted

AL —

Darmstadt -

Population of 134.000 citizens,
lowest population density
among the 3 cities

Located on the flat Danube
area

Major urban centre on the
northwest of Hungary

Case study areas selected are
satellite suburbs of the city

Population of 160.000 citizens,
medium density

Located on the flat terrain in the
southern part of the Frankfurt-Region
Case study area selected is part of
the neighbourhood ,Woogsviertel”
located at the eastern part of the
city — with a much higher population
density

Glyfada T=—

Lowest population (87.000), but
the highest density

South suburb of the Athens
metropolitan region

Steeper terrain (on the foot of a
mountain)

Case study area is a residential
neighbourhood located to the
south of the city



METHODOLOGY OF SUMP-AUDITS IN THE CITIES

= Applied the same methodology in each of the cities — Case study areas

Online ‘
questionnaire
stakeholders survey

Policy and instfitutional framework,
related policies and plans in place Local stakeholders and citizens,

Local authority, experts, civil society current mobility practices, attitudes
organisations toward the introduction of SUMP



SUMP ANALYSIS IN GYOR




CASE STUDY AREA

= Gyor-Ménfoécsanak and Gyirmot

= Formerly separate setftlements,
annexed to the City in 1970

= Mixed, small-town built-up area
(suburban zone), very popular for
moving out from Gyor
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MAIN PROBLEMS OF THE CASE STUDY AREA

During the last decades, many people have moved here from other neighbourhoods of the city —
Gyirmot has experienced smaller, while Ménfoécsanak bigger population growth

Population Number of apartments Population Number of apartments
Ménfécsanak 5009 1475 9522 3610
Gyirmot 1206 341 1359 518

= One of the most problematic sport from transportation aspect: the dominant commuting platform
are the public roads (private cars or local buses)

= The main tfransportation road (No. 832 also collects the traffic of other agglomeration settlements —
the access to the inner city is very difficult

= Rapid population growth and expansion of settlement structure pose a great challenge on public
transportation

= Railway practically disappeared from the alternatives, despite the fact that the reilway track is
crossing the neighbourhood (with 2 train stops as well).



FINDINGS OF THE INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS

= Elected members and officials of the local authority:
= importance of railway developments
= elaboration of a suburban railway transport

= harmonization of the bus and train transport

= private car use should be cut back — the quality of local services, pedestrian pavements and safe
bicycle lanes should be increased

= Residents and representatives of civil organisation:
= overloaded roads due to the dominance of motorized transport
= districts without direct access to public transport

= safe cycle lane is a priority — especially within the neighbourhood



FINDINGS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY

Aim of the survey: define current mobility
trends, habits and future intentions (mobility

practives, views on alternative mobility means,

atffitudes towards a more sustainable urbban
mobility)

Data collection: July — October 2020

Altogether 512 responses were collected, all
particpants are inhabitants of Gydr

Main idea: compose two groups from the
responses (one containing the total sample,
the other focsuing on the case study areq) -
the latter contained 154 responses (30% of the
total sample)

Comparison of the two groups, analyse and
examine differences and similarities

= 12-18
= 19-25

26-35

= 36-45
= 46-55
= 56-65

Case-study area Gyor

1,9% 2

. &

total

5%
‘ 21,9%



Partficipants were asked to
determine their most commonly
used transport means accorsing
to different desfinations.

Caris the most commonly used
means of fransport in all of the
mentioned categories

Some differences among the
categories. car-dominance
reached almost half of the
distribution in 2 categories
(taking kids to
school/kindergarten and

shopping)

CURRENT MOBILITY TRENDS
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Modal-split to frequent destinations (fotal sample)

Workplace/place of
study

Shopping

Recreation /
entertainment

Personal activities
(doctor, gym etc)

Take kids to
school/kindergarten

W Combination
B Shared bhicycle with

friend/neighbour(s)

B Shared car with
friend/neighbour(s)
m Walking
W Train
W Main line bus
Local bus
M Bicycle

B Motorcycle

m Car



CURRENT MOBILITY TRENDS - COMPARISON

= Focusing only on the case-study areq, no significant differences af first sight (car is the
dominant means of transport)

Workplace shopping Recreation Personal activities Take kids
Grydr iﬂ;i Gydr ;E;i Gydr :;z;i Gydr ;Z;i Gyor st;tﬂ:;ir
Motorized transport 35,2% | 40,4% | 46,8% | S548% | 26,4% | 35,5% 34,0% 44,0% | 49,7% 59, 4%
Public transport 26,1% | 34,0% | 11,6% 155% | 26,0% | 22,3% 21,9% 24,9% | 15,0% 17.2%
Walking and cycling 322% [ 192% | 36,0% | 247% |401% | 36,0% 378% | 23.4% | 31,2% | 18.8%
Shared transport 1.5% 1,1% 1,8% 0,5% 3.6% 2.4% 1,5% 2.4% 0,6% 1,6%
Combination 51% | 53% | 3,7% | 46% | 39% | 38% 4,8% 53% [ 3.5% 3,1%

Motarized transport = car and motorcycle, Public transport = local bus, main line bus and train, Shared
transport = shared bicvcle and shared car

Table: summarizes the differences between the case study area and the whole city.

= Main derivation: in the use of motorized transport (more dominant in the case study area), and
walking and cycling (less popular in the case study areaq)



NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS

25,00%
= Nine options were listed and residents
could mark those areas that need

developments. o

=  Apart from a few topics, the

distribution of the total sample and o
the case study area is very similar.
= Total sample: more frequent bus o
service, followed by the need for
more cycling routes 5,00%
= Problems of parking spaces (more I II II

serious problem in the inner city) R

More More cycling More frequent Bus service Better service More parking More parking  More car or  More charging
B. _I_ dff . _I_h . f _I_ . pedestrian routes busservice reaches doser  from train spaces for spaces for  bicycle sharing  stations for
. IggeS lrerence:. € service Of1 1rain ways to home private cars bicycles stations electric cars

m GyoOr, total % m Case study area %



ATTITUDES OF THE RESPONDENTS

People were asked whether they
think that fransportation by
private cars should be reduced
for environmental reasons and
better quality of life.

Results support that residents have
a great awareness to
environmental issues.

We should not forget that the
current mobility tfrend is obviously
dominated by private car!

N
I d

Do you think that transportation by private cars should be reduced?

Case study area Gydr, total

3,9%
6,8%
=Yes
= No
on't know



ATTITUDES TOWARDS SUM

Respondents were asked to
rate their understanding with
different statements.

A more sustainable urban
mobilty is an
infrastructural/supply issue?

Moving towards SUM also
requires the changing of
habits — it is also a demand
ISSUS.

Almost half of the
respondents agreed that
they do not want to change
their current mobility habits.
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22,1%
26,0% 18,6% 14,1%
26,2% 26,8%
23,0%
23,4% 23,40 28,7%
28,7%
I . . I
| don't want to lam Drivingacarisa |don'tfeel safe |would prefer a Offering good Thereisa need for | aminterested in
change my current uncomfortable  social symbol of walking or cycling more affordable guality more awareness taking part in the
mobility habits using public affluence inmy alternative tothe  infrastructure raising/education design process of
transport neighbourhood  car for my daily encourages regarding SUM aSuUmMp
trips citizens to walk or
cycle more
u Strongly agree Agree Disagree  m5Strongly disagree I don't know



CONCLUSIONS & OUTLOOK

= Residents of the case study areq, representatives of civil organisations and members of the
local authority consider sustainable urban mobility of extreme importance

= Despite this, private car is still dominant within the modal split

= All actors prefer fixed-track transportation (railway) but the conditions are not given at the
moment

= This development is also necessary due to the constant enlargement of the agglomeration

= Residents and civil organisations have an environmental conscious thinking, which can be
further increased though community partnerships

= Beginning of a new erae¢
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