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Brief description of survey on goods

transport by road

－ The survey aims to measure
the volume of freight
transportation by roads

– Indicator of economic
activity

－ A (stratified) sample of 2500 
lorry owners (usually drivers) 
are requested to give
information about how they
have used their vehicle under
a certain 3 day period during
the quarter:

– Journey they have driven

– Type of goods they carried



What information is being asked?

The vehicle

－ Type and weight of the lorry

– And was the vehicle active

or not/sold.

－ The information regarding the

tractor unit and the trailer can

be found easily from

administravive data, but we

are interested in the

combination

– The trailer can be

switched, or dropped off

even within a journey!

－  Must be asked everytime
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Source: Department of Transport, U.K., 2003



What information is being asked?

The vehicle

－ Cognitive interviews revealed

that the respondents

－ 1) use different terminology

than the form

– ”Own weight” vs. ”empty

mass”

– ”Laden weight” vs. ”load

capacity”

－ 2) Figures given here did not

match with the calculation that

the drivers use for estimating

how much cargo they can

take
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What information is being asked?

The journey

A leg should always be included

even if the lorry was not carrying

anything during it.

The whole journey driven within 3 

day period should be reported, 

every leg.



What information is being asked?

－ A journey could be:

– Single stop

– Multi stop

– Collection / delivery

－ If a multi stop then details of 

each leg are requested

– Departure and arrival time

– Departure and arrival

destinations

– Type of goods carried 

(heaviest)
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• The respondents had hard time to 

figure out the functionality of the page

• Many added only one leg of the

journey (when asked they said

there were more) and signed out



X

• The button that directed the

respondent to the sign-out page was

removed and the respondent had to 

go back to the list



Other issues that were found and redesigned

－ Some questions Double-barreled

– Were split and made more simpler

－ Some multiple choice questions also had options, which were

hard to understand or even unnecessary

– Those that are not standardized classification by the EU, the

options were redefined and some were left out
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Evaluation – how well we did? 

－ Our first plan was to conduct a split ballot experiment and collect

paradata (especially client-side):

– Number of error messages triggered, usage of information

dialogs, response times, e.g.

Did not work out

– we could not get the needed resource from the developers

– (The aim is to still do this but later)

－ Instead, we included a voluntary feedback questionnaire

– Inspired by the Statistics Denmark, which includes them in 

every business survey
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－ We utilized the core

Perceived Response Burden

Questions*

1. Perception of time and 

burden: e.g.” Did you 

find it easy or 

burdensome to fill in the 

questionnaire?”

2. Actual time to collect and 

filling in the 

questionnaire: e.g. “How 

much time did you spend 

collecting the information 

to complete the 

questionnaire?

－ Also an open questions for 

other feedback 

Questionnaire
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*Handbook for Monitoring and Evaluating Business Survey Response Burdens, Trine 

Dale, Johan Erikson, Johan Fosen,Gustav Haraldsen, Jacqui Jones and Øyvin Kleven



Evaluation – a benchmark for the results

－ The feedback was collected first time

– Problematic to interpret the results as there is no before-after

situation

－ Fortunately, we had the results of a more comprehensive PRB 

measurement that was implemented in 2009

– Survey on goods transport by road was also included
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Things to remind when inspecting the results

－ The survey and the questions have changed a little

– The EQ was only option in 2015

– Domestic and foreign traffic has been merged together

－ Comparability between samples

– In 2009, A paper form of PRB questionnaire was also sent to 

400 out of the 2058 respondents but not in 2015. 

－ Really low response rates in both samples

– In 2009, 102/2058

– In 2015, 46/1277 (2500) 

－ The results are preliminary as the data collection has not ended
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Results – time spent to collect and filling in
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Results – perceived burden
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Results – Open question

－ Some comments verified what we have observed in the cognitive

interviews

– Detailed descriptions of what makes responding difficult

• Burdensome especially for those who drive multi stop 

journeys

－ Most comments were negative as usual

– E.g. ”Get lost”, ”Stop disturbing our business!”

－ But some positive too!
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Conclusions

－ By now, we feel that the inclusion of feedback questionnaire was

worthwhile

– Preliminary results indicate that we might have reduced the

response burden

– Agile way of getting things done

－ Other quality indicators should also be inspected

– Has the overall response of the actually increased?

－ Yet, the flaws of this measurement must be addressed

– More rigorous statistical methods

– Utilize the knowledge of our mathematical statistician
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And one more word of caution when

switching to new technology…

－ Respondent: ”…This is something

that you do when on a break. 

(talking on filling in a form”

…

－ Interviewer: ”Would a smartphone

be practical for inputting the data?”

－ Respondent: ”No. Believe me, 

there’s nothing smart in it, just 

dumbness. No one can do anything

smart with them, for real!”
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Work will continue… Thanks!

Jussi Rouhunkoski & Petri Godenhjelm

QUEST Workshop April 2015
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