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AutoMat, what
we do:

Take Back Your
Street!

festival celebrates neighbourly relationships and is made up of
activities hosted by residents. Based on the principle of mutual
aid, the festival incorporates a shared use of public space, local
volunteers, and much more

150+ locations (104 in Prague, 49 in regions)
69 000 visitors

https://zazitmestojinak.cz/en



AutoMat, what we
do: Bike to Work

* annual challenge (May)
* 25620 participants

* 2499 companies

* 52 cities

* 739 tons of CO2 avoided

* https://dopracenakole.cz/en




AutoMat, what
we do: LAB

* LAB = sustainable urbanism
laboratory

* advocacy

* active mobility, public
space, urban development

* research
* cycling and safety

* lobby & watchdog




WHAT IS SAFE?

objective safety

e relative exposure to crash risk
e recorded accidents & cycling passes data

subjective safety

e personal evaluation




ARE BIKE LANES DANGEROUS?
INVESTIGATING CYCLING
INFRASTRUCTURE EFFECT ON
SAFETY

* research answers the
question of the relationship
between street layout and
road safety

* based on quantitative data,
it evaluates how the risk of a
crash depends on the road
layout and the presence of
typical cycling measures
such as cycle lanes and
cycle paths

* bit.ly/bikelanessafety
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https://bit.ly/bikelanessafety

Dataset

899 street sections
197 km

34.4 million passenger- : SEeen T
kilometers cycled o 18 s " g st

2013 to 2022

197 recorded accidents




Research
Design

< Crash Rate - Cycling

crashes per million bicycle-kilometers




Dataset -

descriptives

Traffic

Volume Share
Type of Cycling Share of (bicycle of
Infrastructure Length Length kilometres) Volume
No Infrastructure 60.7 km 31% 8 927 036 26%
Formerly No Infrastructure 17.0 km 9% 813 668 2%
Contra-Flow 6.3 km 3% 729 029 2%
Cycle Lane - Soft 57.9 km 29% 2 089 819 6%
Cycle Lane - exclusive 9.2 km 5% 987 975 3%
Sharrow 31.5 km 16% 3531 389 10%
Cycle Path 14.1 km 7% 17 283 876 50%
Total 196.8 km 100% 34 362 792 100%




Results

cycling crash rate = number of
crashes per 1 million km cycled

- officially recorded accidents
only

Cycling Crash Rate

no with with
intersections, intersections, intersections,

no fixed no fixed with fixed
Type of Cycling Infrastructure obstacles obstacles obstacles
No Infrastructure 6.16 _
Formerly No Infrastructure 3.69
Contra-Flow 2.95 5.89 8.84
Cycle Lane - Soft 3.35 ¥ %
Cycle Lane - Exclusive 3.04 7.09 8.10
Sharrow 4.67 " "

Cycle Path . o8& 081 104

How many times does cycling infrastructure improve safety compared to roads without
cycling infrastructure

with
no intersections, with intersections,

no fixed intersections, no with fixed
Type of Cycling Infrastructure obstacles fixed obstacles obstacles
No Infrastructure 1.0x 1.0x 1.0x
Contra-Flow 2.1x 1. 7% 1.2x
Cycle Lane - Soft 1.8x x -
Cycle Lane - Exclusive 2.0x 1.4x 1.3x
Sharrow 1.3x . -

Cycle Path 7.6x 12.3x 10.0x




Subjective safety of cycling
Infrastructure

* an extensive evaluation of non-segregated
cycling facilities from the perspective of
perceived safety

* online survey amongst Prague’s Bike to Work
challenge participants

* up to 1891 participants who evaluated 10

situations, 1251 evaluated full set of 16 VNiMiNi 'EZPEﬁN.STI
situations o -
INTEGRACNICH OPATRENI

Vyzkumna zprava

SUBJECTIVE SAFETY OF CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE

Research Report



curb-separated
cycle track

no infra soft cycle lane  exclusive cycle lane
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* evaluation of the
feeling of safety
on 10 point scale

* 1:ldon't feel
safe at all

* 10: [ feel
completely safe

Safety Evaluation (median, 1 minimum 10 maximum)
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vyhledava
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skupina A - oddéleny cyklopas

skupina B - cyklopruhy
(vyhrazené, ochranné, bez
parkovani)

skupina C - cyklopruhy
(vyhrazené, ochranné, podél
parkovani, stisnéné poméry)

skupina D - piktogramy nebo
Zadna integrace



Safety perception vs. Gender & Age

median
male female median share f/m AGE <34 35t044 45to54 55+
curb separated one-way cycle track 8.62 8.43 98% curb separated one-way cycle track 102% 100% 100% 96%
exlusive lane +2 7.54 7.56 100% exlusive lane +2 97% 101% 101% 98%
exlusive lane +1 711 6.66 94% exlusive lane +1 101% 102% 102% 83%
soft lane +2 6.50 6.52 100% soft lane +2 96% 101% 103% 97%
soft lane +1 6.01 5.50 92% soft lane +1 97% 103% 102% 92%
soft lane +1 +prk. 5.82 5.44 94% soft lane +1 +prk. 96% 102% 103% 96%
exlusive lane +1 +prk. 5.66 5.23 93% exlusive lane +1 +prk. 98% 104% 101% 90%
soft lane 1+1 5.40 4.71 87% soft lane 1+1 96% 104% 103% 91%
shrws 1+1 4.14 3.40 82% shrws 1+1 91% 107% 102% 94%
shrws +1 413 3.26 79% shrws +1 99% 106% 98% 88%
shrws +1 +prk. 3.72 3.31 89% shrws +1 +prk. 96% 102% 106% 94%
nothing 1+1 3.16 2.21 70% nothing 1+1 93% 111% 99% 91%
nothing +2 3.06 1.97 64% nothing +2 91% 112% 101% 89%
nothing +1 3.07 1.87 61% nothing +1 100% 113% 94% 79%
nothing +1 +prk. 2.84 1.92 68% nothing +1 +prk. 101% 108% 99% 83%

car traffic jam, cannot get around 2.77 1.65 99% car traffic jam, cannot get around 110% 113% 88% 80%




Experience
length (years)

* very limited impact of
experience of safety
perception

* you cannot get used to
danger

median

0-3yrs 4-7 8 - 21 22 yrs + total

curb separated one-way cycle track 8.54 8.78 8.70 8.44 8.56
exlusive lane +2 7.10 7.57 7.74 7.48 7.54
exlusive lane +1 6.90 7.15 7.15 6.88 7.02
soft lane +2 5.87 6.61 6.67 6.48 6.51
soft lane +1 5.49 5.76 6.15 5.75 5.86
soft lane +1 +prk. 5.06 5.83 5.91 5.64 5.71
exlusive lane +1 +prk. 5.42 5.65 5.84 5.37 5.54
soft lane 1+1 4.66 5.08 5.42 5.13 5.17
shrws 1+1 3.35 3.98 3.91 3.96 3.89
shrws +1 3.58 3.85 3.95 3.81 3.85
shrws +1 +prk. 3.08 3.86 3.64 3.54 3.57
nothing 1+1 2.17 3.02 2.78 3.10 2.90
nothing +2 2.34 2.93 2.65 2.78 2.72
nothing +1 2.20 2.66 2.77 2.72 2.67
nothing +1 +prk. 2.00 2.79 2.48 2.70 2.58
car traffic jam, cannot get around 1.94 2.38 2.30 2.39 2.31

85-109 126-152 311-380 508-610

0-3yrs 4-7 8-21 22 yrs +

curb separated one-way cycle track 100% 103% 102% 99%
exlusive lane +2 94% 100% 103% 99%
exlusive lane +1 98% 102% 102% 98%
soft lane +2 90% 101% 102% 100%
soft lane +1 94% 98% 105% 98%
soft lane +1 +prk. 88% 102% 104% 99%
exlusive lane +1 +prk. 98% 102% 105% 97%
soft lane 1+1 90% 98% 105% 99%
shrws 1+1 86% 102% 101% 102%
shrws +1 93% 100% 103% 99%
shrws +1 +prk. 86% 108% 102% 99%
nothing 1+1 75% 104% 96% 107%
nothing +2 86% 107% 97% 102%
nothing +1 82% 100% 103% 102%
nothing +1 +prk. 77% 108% 96% 105%
car traffic jam, cannot get around 84% 103% 100% 103%



To conclude

the more segregation, the safer cycling

e vs. vehicular cycling ideology
e sharrows on collector roads
e parking bad

Inclusive street design

* what we have: streets welcoming to younger, experienced males
e what we need: streets welcoming to everyone



Happy to cooperate!
AutoMat

* https://auto-mat.cz/en
* we’re open to project
cooperation!

* michal.sindelar@auto-
mat.cz

Research reports to download at
www.bicyclemind.cz

VYZKUM, ANALYZY, EVALUACE

VNIMANI BEZPECNOSTI INTEGRACNICH
OPATRENI

2023

CYKLODALNICE - STUDIE SIRSICH VETAHU

2023

ARE BIKE LANES DANGEROUS? INVESTIGATING
CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE EFFECT ON SAFETY

2023



https://auto-mat.cz/en
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