Mobility behaviour of the
Employees of the companies
at EUREF-Campus

Comprehensive data analysis with
recommendations for action



Introduction

Importance of understanding mobility
behavior of the commuters:

-
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Effective transportation planning
and design

To ensure accessibility and
inclusivity

To create right incentive structures
To identify the measures needed for
sustainable transformation

To ensure improved quality of life
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Methodology

Survey conducted by:
Energy Masters Students of TU Berlin

The survey was administered from:
06.01.2023 - 24.01.2023

Aim of the study:

To assess the mobility behaviour of the
employees of the companies at
EUREF-Campus Berlin Schoneberg, and to
provide recommendations for action

No. of successful responses: 215

Languages: English, German

Population

5000

Employees

194
responses
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21
responses



| prefer not to say

Demographics

Gender

2.3%

Female

44.9%

Income
10.0%
Male
52.8%
36.0%

Majority of the employees are in
2000-3000 euro bracket

Up to 1.000 Euro

1.001 to 2.000 Euro

2.001 to 3.000 Euro
@ 3.001 to 4.000 Euro
@ 4.001 to 5.000 Euro
@ 5.001 to 6.000 Euro
@ More than 6.000 Euro



Demographics

Age Education level
60 50

50 50

51
39

40

40 10 27
21
30 20 13 14
8

20
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— |

High School Dimploma Bacheloprs Masters  Doctorate Other Secondary
or degre degree Degree School
equivalent diploma

10

<18 18-24 25-34 35-44 4554 55-64 >65 = Count

Commuters by District Work sector

180 170
Other  —————
Reinickendorf 160
Lichtenberg e ——— 140
Marzahn-Hellersdorf — n— 120
Treptow-KGpenick — n—
Neukdlln  ————— 100
Tempelhof-Schoneberg 80
Steglitz-Zehlendorf 60 51
Spandau  e— a4 a
Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf 40
Pankow 20 13 19
Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg  ne——— 0 2 I -
Mitte Energy  Mobilityor  ICT Or Service Research Other Total
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15 20 25 30 Logistics Media



Number of Kids- Descriptive Stats

1-D Boxplot of Kids

Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation  Wariance

1.043 1.087

Kids

I Minimum  Maximum
Kids 169 i] 4 86
Yalid M (listwise) 169




Percent

Percent

Mobility Behaviour - Income and Expense

Unto 1.000

<50 Euro

Income

1.001to 2.001to 3.001to

4.001to

Monthly transport expenditure

50-100 Euro

5.001to

More than

101-300 Euro

301-500 Euro

501-700 Euro

=700 Euro

Percent

Percent

commute_days - weekly commute days tol from Euref

1 2 3 4 5

If your daily commute is expensive ?

Yes No I do not know



Mobility Behaviour- Vehicle ownership

Car and bike owenrship

More than 3 - o2 28.2
3 18.6
. 32
2 27.1

I 14.9

19.1
! — 44.1

6.9
0 s 35.6

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

No. of Bikes M No of cars

Count

100

Simple Bar Count of Vehicle Ownership - car to commute to the EUREF Campus

Percent

Petrol Diessl Gas Hybrid Electric Other Hydrogene

drive
Vehicle Ownership - car to commute to the EUREF Campus

Vehicle Ownership - bicycle to commute to the EUREF Campus

Electric Bike

MNormal City Bike Sports Bike

Vehicle Ownership - bicycle to commute to the EUREF Campus

| do not cycle



60

50

40

30

Count

20

10

< 2km

Mobility Behaviour - Travel time and Distance

Travel Distance

2 - 6km 6 - 10km 10- 14km 14-18km > 18km
Distance

W Frequency M Percent

42% of the respondents reside
within 6-14 km range from EUREF

Travel time
60
50
40
30
20
- i 11
, Hm O
<15min 15min-30min 30min-45min 45min-60min >60min

W Frequency M Percent

Around half of the total respondents spend 15-45 minutes
commuting to/from EUREF



Mobility Behaviour

Preferred mode of commute to/from EUREF during Winter and Summer

Other

Micro mobility

Walking

Cycling

Public transport

Car sharing

Ride sharing

Private Car

III'I.-'

o

20

40

60

W Winter H Summer

100

120

140

Majority of the employees
use public transport in winter

Significant number of
commuters shift from PT to
cycling in summer

Carsharing and Ridesharing
users don’t change their
mode choice seasonally

Around 25% of the
respondents use private car
during summer

Very few number of
respondents use micromobility
options to get to EUREF



Mobility behaviour based on age group

Private car users in summer Private car users in winters
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30 25
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g e 10
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5
5
0 0
18-24 25-34 3544 45-54 55-64 65 18-24 . M A .
Age Age
Public transport users in summer Public transport users in winter
40 40
35 35
30 30
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E" 25 E., 25
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10 10
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18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >65 1824 2534 35.44 4550 5564
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35

30

25

20

15

10

18-24

Bike users by age (Summer & Winter)

25-34

Bike users in summers

35-44

Age

45-54

55-64

>65

Bike users in winter

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64

Age



Percent

Mobility Incentives

Company Mobility incentives

60

S0

40

30

Percent

20

Yes Mo

Company Mobility incentives

Company car

Available incentives

Jobticket Transport
[BVG/VEBIDE) expenses/Maobility
Budget

Available incentives

Other




Mobility Infrastructure

Q: Are there enough safe roads, pedestrian ways and bike lanes in EUREF
premises and surrounding areas?

Inside EUREF Outside EUREF
Parking
Management :
T There are enough
1 30 20 safe roads,
3 16 85% Strongly pedestrian ways
gres and bike lanes
[Strongly Agreed provided in the
area of the

EUREF-Campus..

.Strongly Disagreed
M Disagreed
[CINeutral

M agreed

Agreed 31 58% | ] Strongly Agreed
55
Disagreed

75 % agrees 67 % doesn’t agree



Correlation

Q: Is there a correlation between monthly income and monthly transport expenditure?

Monthly transport expenditure

50
40
30
20 I
10 I I
0 . | [ [

<50 Euro  50-100 Euro 101-300 Euro 301-500 Euro 501-700 Euro  >700 Euro
Monthly expense

Count/ Percentage

M Frequency M Percent

30% of the respondents spend 50-
100 euro monthly for transport

Correlations

Maonthly
transport
Income expenditure
Income FPearson Correlation 1 337
Sig. (2-tailed) (<.001)
I 150 134
Monthly transport Pearson Correlation 3337 1
SR Sig. (2-tailed) (=.001)
I 134 1749

** Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Yes, there is a significant correlation between these

two parameters.



Regression: Predictors for monthly transport expenditure

Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Errar of the R Sguare
Model R R Square Square Estimate Change

F Change

Change Statistics

df df2 Sig. F Change

1 436° 190 | 178 ] 948 190

16385

2 1 =00

a. Predictors: (Constant), Wehicle Ownership - available household cars, Income
h. DependentVariable: Monthly transport expenditure

ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 27651 2 13.825 15.385 l =001° |
Residual 117.722 131 .Bg99
Total 145373 133

a. DependentWariable: Monthly transport expenditure
b. Predictors: (Constant), Vehicle Ownership - available household cars, Income

Coefficients®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

p Value < 0.05 (alpha) |:>

95.0% Confidence Interval for B

Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Lower Bound  Upper Bound
1 (Constant) 951 247 40149 =001 503 1.478
Income AB5 056 244 2.964 004 055 274
Wehicle Ownership - 326 081 285 3.585 =001 146 506

available household cars

a. DependentWariable: Manthly transpont expenditure

17.8% of the Variance of the
DV is explained by the IVs

The model is significant

y=k+ Bix;+ Bx,+ ... + X,

y : Monthly transport expenditure

k : Intercept (= 0.991)

X4 Income, 1: 0.165

X,: Available household cars, 2: 0.326



Improvement Suggestions by Employees at
Euref Campes

e Expansion of Torgauer Street and to have cycling lane and pedestrian
area.

e To have asphalt instead of cobblestones on Torgauer Street

e To improve foot/cycle infrastructure of the connection to Albertstrasse

e To have more bicycle stands available around the campus

e To have clear cycling lanes in Euref Campus.

e A cycling lane from Julius-Leber Brucke side towards the rear entrance of

Euref Campus.



Recommendations

Encourage getting rid of private cars, at least in summer

Launching employees sustainability program for the companies at Euref Campus
Company cars: Are they EVs or not? If not, make them all EVs because charging
facilities are there

Incentivize private and ICE car owners to switch to EV

Waiting room or for the EV users during charging their cars

Incentives programs from the companies in Euref to support on using the Bike

instead of the car
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