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A4.2 PERSON TRIP SURVEY (HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEW)  
 
A4.2.1 Design of the Survey 
 
a. Designed Sample Rate 
 
Household interview was carried out to collect necessary data and information for estimating the pre-
sent traffic demand of the inhabitants in the Study Area. This survey was done by direct interview 
method. According to the General Population Census 1998, the Study Area has 193,156 households 
and average size of household is assumed 5.7 persons per households. About six thousands (6,000) 
households in the Study Area were selected at random to be interviewed to cover the minimum sam-
pling rate of 3%. 
 
b. Survey Item 
 
To collect necessary data and information of trips made by each member of households, the survey 
form was designed to cover household & personal characteristics, and trip descriptions such as criteria 
for selection of existing & proposed transport mode (see attached Survey Form No.1-1 and -2). Table 
A4.2.1 shows outline of the person trip survey (household interview). 

Table A4.2.1 Outline of the Person Trip Survey (Household Interview) 

No. Survey Item Contents 
(1) Household Attributes  - Household Structure 
  - Vehicle Ownership (Car, Motorbike and Bicycle) 
  - Monthly Household Income 
  - Parking Space for Owned Car & Payment Method 
  - Owned Car Information (Type & Age) 
  - Address of Residence 
(2) Personal Attributes - Gender & Age 
  - Occupation & Sector 
  - Driving License Hold 
  - Place of Work / Study 
  - Number of Daily Trips 
(3) Trip Descriptions - Origin & Destination 
  - Trip Purpose 
  - Number of Sub Trips 
 Criteria for Selection of - Transport Mode 
 Existing Transport Mode - Waiting Time 
 (By Dry & Rainy Season) - Travel Time 
  - Trip Cost / Expense 
  - Reason (Why Using That Mode) 
 Criteria for Selection of - Intention of Use 
 Proposed Transport Mode - Expectation to the Service 
  - Affordable Trip Cost 
  - Acceptable Waiting Time 

 
A4.2.2 Survey Output 
 
a. Effective Number of Interviewed Households and Individuals 
 
Total of 16 supervisors & 96 surveyors were mobilized from May 22 (Monday) to June 9 (Friday), 
2000 into the Study Area. Subsequent to demobilization, collected data were manually checked and 
inputted into the spreadsheets designed for data processing, and then those data were checked and 
scrutinized for errors, omissions, and ambiguous classifications during the cording procedure. 
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After completion of the error check, the 
total number of effective interviewed 
samples became 6,455 households with 
sampling ratio of 3.3%. Effective num-
ber of sampled individuals and their 
answers are summarized in Tables 
A4.2.2, A4.2.3, and A4.2.4. 
 
 
 
 
b. Summary of Household Attributes 
 
(1) Household Size 
 

Average number of residents per household was estimated 5.8, and those of which over five (5) year-old 
were 4.9 per household. The major number of residents per household was considered as five (5) with a 
share of 20.0%, followed by four (4) with 17.6% and six (6) with 17.5%. These three sizes of household 
made up 55% of the all households. 

Figure A4.2.1 Distribution of Households by Number of Residents 

 
(2) Household Income 
 

Average income per household was esti-
mated around 300,000 Riel (US$80) per 
month, although almost half of households 
earn less than 250,000 Riel (US$65) per 
month. However, 1999’s statistics data 
showed average monthly income per 
household of Phnom Penh would be more 
than this result. 

 

Table A4.2.2  Summary of the Person Trip Survey 

Item Figures 

Population in the Study Area (1998)  1,101,918 
Estimated Target Population (Aged 5+)  1,053,410 

Sampled Individuals (Aged 5+)  18,817 

Number of Total Trips  37,686 

Sampling Ratio of Individuals (%)  1.79 

Trip Production Ratio (per person, Gross)  2.00 
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(3) Car Ownership 
 

Average car ownership per household was 
estimated 0.15 units with full-time base, and 
0.07 units with part-time base. Therefore, to-
tal car ownership shall be estimated maxi-
mum 0.22 units per household. As shown in 
Figure A4.2.3, by full-time base, approxi-
mately six-sevenths (6/7) of households did 
not own any unit, although remaining 
one-seventh (1/7) of households owned at 
least one (1) unit. 

 
 
 
(4) Motorbike & Bicycle Ownership 
 

Average motorbike and bicycle ownership 
were estimated 1.19 units and 0.54 units per 
household. As shown in Figure A4.2.4, for 
motorbike, about half of households owned 
one (1) unit, and one-fifth (1/5) owned two 
(2) units, although another one-fifth (1/5) did 
not have any unit. For bicycle, one-third (1/3) 
owned one (1) unit, but three-fifth (3/5) still 
did not have any unit. 
 
 
 

(5) Household Income Level and Vehicle Ownership 
 
As shown in Figure A4.2.5, it is observed that vehicle ownership ratio, especially which of motorbike and 
private car, are closely related to household income level by districts base. 

Figure A4.2.5 Household Income Level and Vehicle Ownership 

 

 

Figure A4.2.3 Distribution of Households by  
Car Ownership 
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c. Summary of Personal Attributes 
 
(1) Gender and Age 

 
As shown in Figure A4.2.6 (a), 48.1% of 
interviewees were “Male” and 51.9% 
were “Female.” 

 
 
 
 

(2) Occupation 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.6 (b), the major 
occupations were “Student” with a share 
of 24.0%, followed by “Housewife (in-
cluding househusband)” with 22.8%, 
“Self-Employee / Freelance” with 19.7%, 
“Others” with 15.5%, and “Public Ser-
vant” with 12.4%. 

 
 
 
 
 

(3) Sector 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.6 (c), except 
“Student” and “House Wife,” almost 
three-quarters (3/4) of interviewee an-
swered “Other Services.” Within the re-
maining one-quarter (1/4), “Government 
Service” was the second largest with a 
share of 7.8%, followed by “Agriculture” 
with 5.9%, and “Commerce” with 5.1%.  
“Construction,” “Transport,” and “Indus-
try” were only 2.6%, 2.1%, and 1.9% re-
spectively.  
 
 

(4) Driving License Possession 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.6 (d), only 6.7% 
of interviewee holds driving license(s). 
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d. Summary of Trip Descriptions 
 
(1) Trip Production Rate 
 

The net trip production rates were 
estimated 5.83 for households and 
2.00 for individuals. These two fig-
ures indicated that nearly three (3) 
persons from each household made 
one (1) round trip per day. In addi-
tion, production rates by gender or 
generation did not show significant 
differences except over sixty-year- 
old as shown in Figure A4.2.7.  
 
 
 
 

 
(2) Trip Purpose 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.8, the ma-
jor trip purpose was “To Home” with 
a share of 50.2%, followed by “To 
Work” with 15.2 %, “Shopping” with 
14.9%, and “To School” with 12.7%. 
These four (4) purposes made up 
93.0 % of all trips. 

 
 
 
(3) Trip Mode 
 

The composition of trip mode is shown in Figure A4.2.9. The major trip mode was “Motorbike 
(private)” with a share of 39.0%, followed by “Walk/Others” with 34.2%, “Motodop (Motorbike 
Taxi)” with 13.8%, and “Motorumo” with 6.1%. Three motorcycle related modes made up 58.9 % 
of all trips. Use of private car (“Passenger Car” or “Pick-up”) was still low level with shares of 
3.6% in total.  
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However, traffic counts in the urban area showed the higher share of “Light Vehicles” and “Mo-
torcycles” than those of which in the person trip survey. The composition of the trip mode exclud-
ing “Walk/Others” from the person trip survey showed that share of “Motorbike (private)” was 
59.2%, and “Motodop (Motorbike Taxi)” was 20.9%. These two (2) modes made up more than 
80% of all trip modes, and it showed similar kind of compos ition in the result from the traffic 
counts in the urban area, although share component of “Motorbike (Private)” and “Motodop (Mo-
torbike Taxi)” were slightly different from the result from the marking sampling survey (motorbike 
counting). 

 
e. Summary of Present Trip Criteria  
 
(1) Travel Time 
 

According to the household interview, average trip time and waiting time in dry seasons were es-
timated 12.4 minutes and 2.1 minutes for all trip modes. On the other hand, in rainy seasons, those 
figures were estimated slightly longer than those of which were in dry season, with 13.7 minutes 
and 2.3 minutes respectively. Therefore, net travel time would be estimated 14.5 minutes in dry 
seasons and 16.0 minutes in rainy seasons for all trip modes. Trip time and waiting time distribu-
tions are shown in Figure A4.2.10. In spite of this, travel time by various factors (i.e. mode, occu-
pation, income level, zone, etc.) has not been examined yet due to delay of survey outputs. There-
fore, those precise figures and their analysis will be provided during the course of the second stage 
of the Study. In addition, please be aware of that these figures were based on the interviewees’ 
sensory time, so they might be different from the actual time that they would be spending. 

Figure A4.2.10 Travel Time & Waiting Time 

 
(2) Trip Cost 
 

Trip cost spent by non-private vehicle users 
was estimated around 640 Riel (US$ 0.17) 
per trip in average, while around 40% of 
users spent maximum of 500 Riel 
(US$ 0.13), and 35% of users spent up to 
750 Riel (US$ 0.20) per trip. Remaining 
25% of users spent more than 750 Riel per 
trip. By seasons, significant differences 
were not observed. However, these figures 
were slightly different from the result of the 
para transit and bus passenger interview 
surveys. Trip cost distributions for 
non-private vehicle users are shown in Fig-
ure A4.2.11 (a). 
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On the other hand, those of which spent by private car and motorbike users were estimated around 
3,850 Riel (US$ 1.00) and 1,050 Riel (US$ 0.27) per trip in average, respectively. While , 41% of 
private-car users spent more than 4,000 Riel (US$ 1.04), and almost half of private-bike users 
spent more than 1,000 Riel (US$ 0.26) per trip. Note that these cost for private vehicle users are 
calculated from responded monthly spent cost divided by average number of trips per day, and it is 
including fuel and oil cost, and parking fees, but excluding maintenance cost. 

Figure A4.2.11 (b) Trip Cost for Private Vehicle Users 

 
(3) Trip Condition 
 

As sown in Figure A4.2.12, the major reason why people are selecting present mode were “Fast-
ness” with a share of 28.3%, followed by “No Particular Reason” with 25.0%, “Safety” with 
22.9%, “Convenience” with 25.7% in average. The answer said “Cheapness” was only 3.7%. On 
the other hand, no significant differences in the answer between dry seasons and rainy seasons 
were observed particularly, although the answers said “Convenience” and “Safety” were slightly 
reduced, while “Fastness” and “Reliability” were slightly gained in rainy seasons. 

Figure A4.2.12 Reason of Present Mode Selection 
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f. Summary of Proposed Trip Criteria  
 
(1) Intention of Use 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.13, when we made a 
question that “If public transport system (Bus 
Services) will be available, will you use it?” 
more than 80% of interviewee answered, 
“Yes” and some of them were even private ve-
hicle users. 

 
 
(2) Expectation to the Services 
 

As shown in Figure A4.2.14, the major expec-
tation to the proposed services was “Safety” 
with a share of 64.8%, followed by “Cheap-
ness” with 20.0%, “Luxuries” with 6.3%, and 
“Convenience” with 5.8% for who answered, 
“Yes” in previous question. 

 
 
 
 
(3) Affordable Trip Cost 

 
Affordable  trip cost was estimated around 480 
Riel (US$ 0.13) per trip in average, while more 
than 40% of interviewees answered that they 
would be affordable  “Up to 500 Riel” followed 
by “Up to 250 Riel” with 24 %, “Up to 750 
Riel” with 18%. Remaining 17% interviewees 
answered that they may be able to afford more 
than 750 Riel. However, these figures were 
different in some measure from the result of 
para transit and bus passenger interview sur-
veys. Distributions of affordable  trip cost are 
shown in Figure A4.2.15. 

 
 
(4) Acceptable Waiting Time 
 

Acceptable waiting time was estimated around 
6 minutes in average, while almost half of in-
terviewees answered that they will be able to 
wait “Up to 5 Minutes”, and about 
three-eighths (3/8) of interviewees answered 
“Up to 10 Minutes”. Who can wait more than 
10 minutes were only one-eighth (1/8) of in-
terviewees in total. Distributions of acceptable 
waiting time are shown in Figure A4.2.16. 

 

 

 

 

Figure A4.2.15 Affordable Trip Cost 
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Figure A4.2.16 Acceptable Waiting Time 

50.8%

37.9%

5.9%
2.2% 2.1% 0.8%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

~5 ~10 ~15 ~20 ~30 30~

Acceptable Waiting Time (Minutes/Trip)

D
is

tri
bu

tio
ns

Figure A4.2.13 Intention of Use 

No
17.4%

N/A
0.5%

Yes
82.1%

Figure A4.2.14 Expectation to the Service 

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

con
ven

ien
ce

che
apn

ess
fast

nes
s

safe
ty

lux
urie

s

reli
abi

lity
no 

ide
a

Expectation

D
ist

rib
ut

io
n














	A4.2 PERSON TRIP SURVEY (HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEW)

