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Diagram 9: Distribution of transport burden according to

household members

(all survey regions; before-after / source: owrestigation)
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Diagram 10: Distribution of transport burden according to
means of transport

(all survey regions; before-after / source: owrestigation)
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Diagram 11: Informal activities in a before-and-afer
comparison (as % of all households; all survey regio
source: own investigation)
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Diagram 12: Development of total income
(average for all survey regions / source: own invesbiga
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Diagram 13: Cost-benefit efficiency
(all survey regions; projected over 6 yee
source: own investigation)
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