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Pedestrians’habits while crossing the road at a former zebra crossing
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This paper presents research results focused on pedestrians’ crossing behaviour, the
role of habit and routine route choice, pedestrians’ perceived safety and comfort, pref-
erences, and waiting times. Data was collected and analysed using rapid on-site inter-
views with pedestrians, on-site observations and video recordings. The results indicate
that vulnerable pedestrians choose different crossing strategies: waiting for a driver to
give way to them rather than waiting for a safe gap to pass, and require a much more
cooperative approach from drivers than other pedestrians. The results of the study
lead to the conclusion that the removal of the crossings reduced pedestrians’ perceived
safety and comfort, on the other hand, their awareness has been raised. While adult
pedestrians can cope with the new situation relatively well and cross the road without

major dif ficulties, the same does not apply to vulnerable road users.

Keywords: pedestrians; pedestrian crossings; vulnerable road users, pedestrian be-

haviour; pedestrian safety.

1. Introduction

Interaction between drivers and pe-
destrians is common in urban areas. Both
groups’ needs and preferences differ. Pe-
destrians need and prefer to cross the road
quickly, comfortably, and safely, while driv-
ers prefer a fluent drive (avoiding braking
and accelerating) and easy-to-read traffic
situations. The differences in needs and the
perception of the traffic situation (e.g. the
lack of anticipation of other road users’ be-
haviour and the subjectively perceived safe-
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ty or dangerousness of a situation) are one
of the reasons which lead to road accidents,
injuries, and deaths (especially among pe-
destrians).

This paper is based on two main as-
sumptions: first, that road users’ behaviour
is a consequence of situation-specific fac-
tors (besides human-specific factors such
as motivation and personality), i.e. the be-
haviour can be mediated by shaping the
factors which road users (both drivers and
pedestrians) are exposed to rather than
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influenced by directly; second, that road
users, pedestrians in this case, are greatly
influenced by habits and other psychologi-
cal factors connected with routine decision
making when making decisions about their
choice of route.

The underlying motives for pedestrians’
and drivers’ behaviour are their respective
needs and preferences, including attitudes
[19]. The needs and preferences are seen as
the underlying motives, i.e. something that
is given and highly workable. It is desirable
that the needs and preferences are under-
stood and the situation-specific factors are
used to ensure that they are satisfied through
safe behaviour. The situation-specific factors
which we can have a direct influence upon
involve the formal rules governing traffic-
specific behaviour (laws), the enforcement

of such rules, means of transport (vehicles in
this case), the traffic environment, and the
culture of a country or a region, including in-
formal rules, expectations, conventions, and
campaigning. This is illustrated in Figure 1.
Given the focus of this paper, the traffic en-
vironment is the key factor.

The second approach to decision making
concerning routine route choice is explored
using the theory of routine mode choice de-
cisions [20], which includes the Awareness
and Availability, Basic Safety and Security,
Convenience and Cost, Enjoyment, and
Habit factors (Figure 2). Given the focus of
this paper, habit is the key factor here.

Our research focused on the description
of the needs, preferences, and perceived
safety, and the role of habits and other fac-
tors connected with routine behaviour on
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Fig. 1. Factors influencing traffic behaviour



the part of pedestrians who cross a busy
road in places where there were formerly
pedestrian crossings which were removed
because they did not conform to the latest
safety regulations. We examined the needs
and preferences (as underlying motives),
the effect of the infrastructure (i.e. the
modification involving the removal of the
pedestrian crossings), and behaviour (as
a consequence). In terms of the TRMCD
model, we examined the psychological fac-
tors influencing routine route choice, espe-
cially the influence of habits.

We build on the theory of human needs
and maximum gain, in terms of the struc-
turing of human needs and the effort to
maximise gain, the theory of habits and its
influence on behaviour and changes in be-
haviour [7; 16], in terms of the influence of
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habits which persist despite environmental
changes (the removal of crossings in this
case), pedestrians’ needs and preferenc-
es — safety (subjective), comfort, easiness
(flow), aesthetics, and the social environ-
ment [6; 12], pedestrians’ preference for the
shortest way [4; 10], perception of safety —
subjective safety vs. objective safety [{;
25], in terms of pedestrians’ false sense of
safety on marked pedestrian crossings, and
the risk homeostasis theory and awareness
[26], in terms of pedestrians tending to ad-
just their behaviour in order to set a reason-
able level of risk rather than minimising it.
In addition, we draw on the information
about drivers’ yielding behaviour (factors
which have a bearing on drivers’ willing-
ness to give way to pedestrians), waiting
times (factors which influence pedestrians’
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willingness to wait until it is safe to cross
the road), and pedestrians’ comfort (factors
which influence pedestrians’ satisfaction)
[2;9;8; 13; 14; 21].

The present research study seeks to add
to the current knowledge and empirical
evidence concerning pedestrians’ behaviour
in situations involving sudden changes in
external conditions, specifically the traffic
infrastructure, i.e. the removal of crossings.
We attempt to answer the question about
the extent to which pedestrians adapt their
behaviour in terms of engaging in desired
behaviour, i.e. using a crossing at another
new location, or the extent to which they
keep to their previous behaviour, which can
be considered routine or habit-based. Our
research pays special attention to vulnerable
road users, as they comprise a group of road
users who may be particularly jeopardised
by the change. In line with the existing lit-
erature [3; 11; 23; 24], we hold that all the
standards and regulatory measures must be
established in such a way as to reflect the
needs of those who are most vulnerable. In
this particular case, these include those in-
dividuals who take the longest to cross the
road, need the greatest amount of time to
make decisions, and have the smallest range
of vision (and are the most difficult to see),
i.e. children, older persons, the physically
handicapped, or mothers with prams.

In addition to safety, we find the aspect
of pedestrians’ comfort and convenience
very important. Cities should be good
places for living, where all the inhabitants
feel comfortable and safe. Moreover, if ele-
ments of the traffic infrastructure (pedes-
trian crossings in our case) are designed in
such a way as to meet pedestrians’ needs
and make them feel safe, there is a good
chance of pedestrians using them and en-
gaging in behaviours which are desired and
safe. Therefore, our research also addresses
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the question of pedestrians’ subjective feel-
ing of safety while crossing the road, both
under the new circumstances (after the
crossings have been removed) and prior to
the removal of the crossings. Also looking
into their preferences, we examine whether
they preferred the situation before the ad-
justment, i.e. when there was a crossing on
the road (albeit one that was unsuitable and
unsafe according to the standard), or after
the crossing had been removed.

The outcomes of the research are intended
particularly for traffic experts who are con-
cerned with the planning and implementation
of traffic infrastructures in urban areas, espe-
cially with regard to pedestrians. They can
provide useful information about the ways
in which to proceed when changes in the in-
frastructure are required (especially at short
notice). Such changes should be introduced
in such a way as to ensure that pedestrians
choose the desired behaviour and that the ad-
justment as a whole has no negative impact on
traffic safety, i.e. it makes it possible to take
account of the influence of the human fac-
tor (especially that of pedestrians’ habits and
needs in this case) on the prospective effect of
the infrastructural modification.

The recent literature [17; 18; 22] and
the available empirical data cover especially
the technological aspects of pedestrians’ be-
haviour: i.e. they describe the ways in which
the traffic infrastructure influences the be-
haviour of pedestrians. In order to obtain a
more profound understanding of the causes
of pedestrians’ behaviour, however, it is
necessary to investigate what lies behind
specific behaviours, i.e. what the pedestri-
ans’ motives, needs, and preferences are and
in what ways their behaviour is influenced
by their routines and habits. Only if we un-
derstand these aspects can we effectively
prepare and implement interventions which
will actually lead to a change in pedestrians’



behaviour. In research, these aspects are
generally explored using interviews with
pedestrians or questionnaires. The present
study included interviews with pedestrians.

The basic questions we sought to find
the answers to were these:

“What are the needs and preferences of
pedestrians, especially vulnerable road users,
in this area concerning crossing the road?”

“How do habits and routines influence
the choice of crossing behaviour in a situ-
ation of a change in the infrastructure, i.e.
will pedestrians choose a new route using a
new crossing, or will they cross the road at
the site of the former crossing?

“Have pedestrians changed their behav-
iour in response to the change in the infra-
structure?

“Do pedestrians feel safer and more com-
fortable under the new conditions (with the
crossings removed) or did they feel safer
and more comfortable before the crossings
were removed?

Our research focused on pedestrians’
needs, motives, and feelings, both before
and after the infrastructural modification
(the removal of the crossing). We also de-
scribed pedestrians’ current behaviour and
their choice of the method and place at
which they crossed the road (as well as the
subsequent behaviour of drivers) under the
new conditions following the infrastructur-
al change (the removal of crossings).

The paper is divided into four main sec-
tions: Introduction, Methods, Results, and
Conclusions and Recommendations. The
Results section is broken down into subsec-
tions according to the research aims.

2. Methods

In August 2015 the owner of the road
(the state administration) removed (at
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the request of the police) all pedestrian
crossings from Hodolanska, a street in the
Czech city of Olomouc. Altogether, there
were five marked unsignalised pedestri-
an crossings (the street is approx. 1 km
long). The reason was that these crossings
were not in line with the applicable safety
guidelines, i.e. not safe (and the local mu-
nicipal authority did not provide funds to
renovate them). It was a sudden decision,
with no previous (or subsequent) infor-
mation campaigns. Two weeks later, one
signalised (provisional) crossing was set
up. Situated in a suburban area, Hodolan-
ska is 1 km long, with a high volume of
motor traffic, including trams and heavy
vehicles. In the last three years two crash-
es involving pedestrians (no fatalities,
one case involving injury and damage)
have occurred there.

Data was collected and analysed using
rapid on-site interviews [5] with pedestri-
ans crossing the street (focused on their
needs, motives, and perceived safety) and
video recordings (behaviour and scene:
where they crossed, gap/yielding, waiting
time, number of cars passed, disturbances —
running, braking).

The interviews with pedestrians fea-
tured the following questions:

1. Do you feel safe when crossing the
road here?

2. Was it a good idea to remove the
crossings? Is it better now or was it better
when the crossings were here?

3. Did the removal of the crossings mean
any change for you? Do you cross the road
differently than when the crossing was
here? If so, what is the difference?

4. What do you think the municipal au-
thority should do? How should this situa-
tion be dealt with?

As part of the interviews, pedestri-
ans were asked to express their opinions
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Fig. 3. Observation spot (former crossing) in Hodolanska

about the current situation (after the
removal of the crossings) and the situ-
ation prior to the removal of the cross-
ings.

One of the former crossings and its sur-
roundings (= 50m in both directions) was
chosen as the observation spot. The new
signalised crossing was about 200 metres
away (Fig. 3).

The observations took place one month
after the change (the removal of the cross-
ings); altogether there were 15 hours of
observation (within one week, Tuesday,
Wednesday, Thursday, times: 7.00—9.00,
13.00—14.00, 16.00—18.00).

The study sample was defined as in-
cluding all the pedestrians within the
range of the camera recorded during the
observation times or all the pedestrians
who were willing to give an interview
(all the pedestrians within observation
time and range were asked to). Overall,
the study sample came to N=325 for the
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interviews (all the pedestrians willing to
be interviewed within the time and space
under observation, ~ 1/3 of them all), and
N=829 for the video analysis (all the pe-
destrians captured on camera during the
observation times). Children were de-
fined as individuals aged 0—14 and older
persons as individuals aged 65 or more.
The charts below (Figure 4 and 5) de-
scribe the sample by gender, age, and Vul-
nerable Road Users (VRUs).

Gender

B Female

m Male

Fig. 4. Sample (video analysis, N=829)
by gender



Age and VRUs

m Adult
4%
m Child
12%
Older person
15%
M/ F with child/

pram

m Cyclist / pedestrian
with bicycle
Fig. 5. Sample (video analysis, N=829) by age
and Vulnerable Road Users

3. Results

The results are presented in five sec-
tions: 1. Description of the scene, 2. Wait-
ing time, 3. Crossing behaviour, 4. Potential
hazard situations, and 5. Needs and prefer-
ences of the pedestrians.

3.1. Description of the scene

As shown in the tables below (Ta-
bles 1—2), most of the pedestrians were
on their way to school or work. They cross
the street there regularly (87% of them).
The mean speed of the passing cars was
28.09 km/h (in both directions, SD 8.65).
Within one day (24 hours) 16,344 cars were
recorded as passing the observation point in
one direction.

3.2. Waiting time

The waiting time was measured using a
video recording and analysis of the number
of seconds pedestrians had to wait before
proceeding to cross the road (various alter-
natives — e.g. no car present, a driver giving
way to a pedestrian, waiting for a safe gap,
etc.) and the number of cars passing before
a pedestrian crossed the road. As shown in
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Figure 6, in most cases pedestrians did not
wait (no car was present); the shares in
the chart decline as the waiting time rises.
A total of 6% of all the pedestrians under
observation waited for more than 21 sec-
onds. Generally, these waiting times (up to
20 seconds) are rather short according to
the literature [13, 15]. More importantly,
waiting times and drivers’ yielding behav-
iour differ considerably among different
road users, as shown below.

Table 1
Purpose of the trip
Where are you going? %
Work 26.19%
School 42.46%
Leisure/walk 6.75%
Other 24.21%
Table 2
Speed of passing cars
Speed
Mean speed (km/h) 28.09
SD (km/h) 8.6
Max. speed (km/h) 76
Min. speed (km/h) 8
N (number of 10,114
observations)

Waiting time of all pedestrians

6%

5%

mO0sec

% m1-5sec
6-10 sec
11- 20 sec

m21and more

Fig. 6. Waiting time (all pedestrians)
39
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Table 3 shows the waiting times accord-
ing to different types of pedestrians — adults,
children, older persons, mothers (or fathers)
with children or prams, and cyclists. We sug-
gest using the mean waiting time for adults
and the number of passing cars, i.e. 3.28 sec-
onds (SD 8.86) and 2.01, respectively (SD
2.25), as the baseline. For older persons and
pedestrians with children or prams, signifi-
cantly lower waiting times were observed.
This may be due to the fact that drivers tend
to be more willing to give way to these groups
of pedestrians. On the other hand, children’s
waiting times are twice as long as adults’.
This can be interpreted by children looking
for bigger safe gaps (while drivers are not
willing to give way to them as in the case of
older persons or pedestrians with children)
before crossing because of their lack of expe-
rience and lower cognitive abilities.

3.3. Crossing behaviour

The observing radius was one of the for-
mer crossings and the area within approxi-
mately 50 metres in both directions (along
the road — to the right and to the left). We
found (on-site observations, total number
of observations 829) that the majority of
the pedestrians in this area crossed the road
at the site of the former crossing (N = 498,
60%), about one third (N = 248) crossed the
road on their way to the nearby tram stop
(i.e. they were heading for the refuge island

with the tram stop and did not in fact finish
crossing the whole road), and 10% (N = 83)
crossed somewhere else. The reason for the
majority crossing on the site of the former
crossing may have been a habit (they are
used to doing it this way) which persists
even after the removal of the crossing, and
also the infrastructure, which leads pedes-
trians to this place intuitively (even though
the zebra markings have been erased).

Figure 7 shows different strategies used to
cross the road according to who is crossing the
road. Taking “adults” as a reference point, we
can see that they are most likely to wait for a
safe gap (32%), followed by their waiting for a
driver to give way (23%). However, this does
not hold for other groups of pedestrians: chil-
dren, older persons, and pedestrians with chil-
dren are more likely to wait for drivers to give
way to them rather than waiting for a safe gap.
This makes these groups of pedestrians even
more vulnerable, as their safety and comfort
is more dependent on the behaviour of driv-
ers (which is often reckless). We can also ob-
serve significantly smaller frequencies of not
waiting/no car approaching in the group of
children. The explanation for this may be that
children need bigger safe gaps and more time
to make the decision to cross (and feel safe),
so the cases when no car is approaching are
less frequent (as even when a car is reasonably
far away, children wait for the driver to give
them priority).

Table 3
Waiting time and number of passing cars according to the type of pedestrian
No of(ﬁzz I[:;issmg SD Seco(nlgz 2::71:«;1t1ng SD N
Adult 2.01 2.25 3.28 8.86 316
Child 3.07 291 6.17 8.94 252
Older person 1.85 2.24 2.86 9.32 120
Mother with a child /pram 1.47 1.09 1.76 3.83 102
Cyclist 2.02 2.7 4.37 12.49 37
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M Waiting for the safe gap
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Waiting for priority (yielding of the vehicle - stop or slow down)

m Not waiting (no car approaching)

,325

,380

1232 472 ,189

Adult Child

Older person

Mother with
child/pram

Cyclist

Fig. 7. Strategy used to cross the road according to the type of pedestrian (1 = 100%)

3.4. Potential hazards with

respect to traffic safety

On the basis of all the observed situa-
tions, i.e. all the pedestrians crossing the
road (within the observation range) during
the observation times (n = 829), we identi-
fied 52 situations (6.3%) which we evaluated
as potential hazards with respect to traffic
safety (Figure 8). In most cases, pedestrians
had to go very fast or run (to avoid a conflict
situation) or cars had to brake suddenly and
very hard (to avoid a conflict situation).

3.5. Pedestrians’ needs and preference

The data on the needs and preferences of
the pedestrians were collected using rapid
on-site interviews. In a five-minute inter-
view, pedestrians were asked about their
feeling of safety, their preferences with
respect to their comfort and safety when
crossing the road, and their opinion about
the recent changes (the elimination of the

crossings). Out of all the pedestrians asked
for an interview (n = 829), 325 agreed (al-
though not all of them provided answers to
all the questions).

As shown in Table 4, the great major-
ity of the pedestrians did not feel safe when
crossing the road at the selected location.
The most common reasons and complaints
mentioned were as follows: too many cars,

Type of hazard situation

3%

m Very fast walk
12%
B Run

Sudden/hard
breaking (car)

Conflict with
tram

Fig. 8. Types of potential hazard situations
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cars not respecting or giving priority to
pedestrians....”I feel like an ant about to be
smashed by a car”...,”I feel afraid here (e.g.
of being hit by a car, being killed)” ...”People
don’t like to cross here, they fear for their
lives”..., the absence of the crossing, being
afraid for others (their children; elementary
school nearby)... “I'm afraid for my children
who walk here on their way to school”...., dan-
gerous for mothers with prams and disabled
persons.... ‘T walk with crutches and drivers
won’t let me cross”..., too wide a road /a long
time to get to the other side.

Table 4
Subjective feeling of safety
Do you feel safe when | Frequen- %
crossing here? cies °
Yes 18 5.54%
No 303 93.23%

Almost all (320 out of 325) the pedes-
trians thought it had been safer and more
comfortable before the crossings were re-
moved. These were the most common state-
ments: “It was a stupid thing to remove the
crossings.”; “It was better with the crossings,
I would like to have them back.”; “I'm really
afraid here; moreover, a lot of children walk
here.”; “People were used to them.”, “I really
don’t understand the reason for removing
them.”; “Too many cars, drivers don’t give
way.”, ‘T used to let the children go to school
here, but now I walk them to school.”, or “[
don’t care; it probably had to be done — as
those crossings were not safe.”

As for their habits and patterns of cross-
ing the road, 54% of all the pedestrians
who were interviewed (N = 176) have not
changed their ways of crossing the road —
they cross the road at the former crossing,
and state that:

* they are used to crossing here and
won’t change,
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o they feel less safe,

* they wait longer,

e they pay more attention (check care-
Jully for approaching cars, walk more quick-

o and hope that cars will give way.

The others (N = 149) have changed
their patterns and mostly use the signalised
crossing (the new one), which is not far
away (200m). Some of them use tram stop
islands to cross (segmenting their crossing
manoeuvre into several stages). Some stress
that they are able to cross even without the
crossings, although admitting that it must
be complicated for children and older and
disabled persons.

The last question focused on the pedes-
trians’ opinion on what the municipal au-
thority should do to address the issue of pe-
destrians in this area. The great majority of
the respondents just answered that the mu-
nicipal authority should restore the cross-
ings where they were without any changes
(there were no complaints about safety is-
sues when the crossings were at their origi-
nal locations). Some of them suggested set-
ting up signalised crossings (with traffic
lights) or renovating the crossings so that
they comply with the norms (“..the munici-
pality should find the money to do that...”),
or “..add humps, add additional signs — es-
pecially those alerting drivers about the pres-
ence of children ...”

4. Conclusions and recommendations

The results of the study lead to the con-
clusion that the removal of the crossings
reduced pedestrians’ perceived safety and
comfort. On the other hand, their awareness
has been raised. We can observe significant-
ly lower waiting times for older persons and
pedestrians with children or prams. Drivers



seem to be more willing to give way to these
groups of pedestrians. On the other hand,
waiting times among children are twice as
long as those among adults. This can be in-
terpreted as children being less experienced
and possessing lower cognitive abilities and
thus looking for bigger safe gaps to cross.
The most frequent strategy the adults use
to cross is to wait for a safe gap, followed by
waiting for a driver to give way. This is not
true for other groups of pedestrians — chil-
dren, older persons, and pedestrians with
children are more likely to wait for drivers
to give way to them rather than waiting for
a safe gap. The residents tend to stick to
their old patterns and cross on the site of
the former crossing, eventually finding an
“innovative“ solution (tram stop islands)
instead of using the new signalised crossing
(too far). The pedestrians do not perceive
the (former) non-standardised crossings
as having been unsafe. The greatest impact
(negative) is on children, the elderly, and
disabled persons (Vulnerable Road Users).
The main finding of our research is the dif-
ference in the perception of safety and the
great diversity in the needs of different
groups of road users. While adult pedes-
trians can cope with a new situation (the
removal of the crossing) relatively well and
cross the road without major difficulties,
the same does not apply to vulnerable road
users, especially children, older persons,
and mothers with prams. Therefore, and fol-
lowing the principle that all the traffic in-
frastructure should be designed and imple-
mented in such a way as to reflect the needs
of the most vulnerable, any measures (the
removals of the crossings, in this case) must
involve a comprehensive assessment of the
situation from the perspective of those with
greater needs (i.e. needing the longest time
to cross the road or make a decision or hav-
ing cognitive abilities that are not fully de-
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veloped yet or have already deteriorated)
and those who are the most physically frag-
ile or the most difficult to see because of
their small size rather than from the point
of view of an “average pedestrian”.

In terms of practical implications, it is
recommended that before any change is
made tests should be performed of the ex-
tent to which the infrastructure under con-
sideration is being used by vulnerable road
users, what their needs and capabilities are,
and, in particular, the degree to which these
differ from the needs and capabilities of “av-
erage” road users. It is further recommend-
ed that infrastructural measures aimed at
ensuring the safety of vulnerable road users
should include the strict enforcement of a
low speed at the location, the implementa-
tion of low-cost measures to enforce giving
way (on the part of drivers), and awareness
raising (on the part of both drivers and pe-
destrians).

In addition, it is necessary to provide rea-
sonable notice in the communication of the
prospective change and allow for road users
keeping to their usual old ways for some time
because of their persistent habits. To address
the persistent habits and promote the better
acceptance of an infrastructural change, we
recommend the following specific measures:
to provide reasonable notice when communi-
cating the prospective change (three months
before the change is carried out) using chan-
nels which have the potential to reach all the
relevant road users and to get the relevant
road users involved in the preparation of
the change and decision making. Besides
providing factual information (what will be
changed), it is also necessary to communi-
cate the desired (safe) behaviour, as well as
pointing out the reasons for the change and
the benefits it will generate. In the first days
following the change, staff (ideally a repre-
sentative of the implementing agency and
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a police officer) should be physically pres-
ent at the location to provide guidance and
explanation in relation to the change and
the desired behaviour. A certain amount of
leeway must be allowed for before road us-
ers adopt new behaviour (approximately
three months). During that period, transi-

tional safety-enhancing measures, such as a
temporary speed limit, may be introduced.
After that period (3—6 months) has elapsed,
an evaluation study should be conducted to
examine the actual behaviour, opinions, and
attitudes of road users and evaluate the suc-
cess of the measure.
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I[I/IHaMI/IKa IIPUBBIYEK MME€MIE€EXO0/A0B B YCIOBUAX
HN3MEHEHHUA NMEMIEXOTHbIX MIEPEXOT0B

M. IIIYXA*,
Yuueepcumem Ilanauxozo, Onomoyy, Yexus,
matus.sucha@upol.cz

B nacmosuueti cmamve npedcmasienv pesyavbmamol UCCAe006aHUs, 6 KOMOPOM
0CHOBHOE BHUMAHUE YOeLeHO NOBEOCHUIO Newex0008 Ha NePEeKPecmKax, Poau chop-
MUPOBAHHDIX NPUBLIYEK NPU 6bIO0PE MAPWPYMA, 4 MAKNCE USYUCHUIO OUYULeHUL
Gesonacnocmu u Kompopma newexooamu, ux npeonoumenuii u oxcuoanuil. Jlannoie
COOUPANUCH U AHATUSUPOBALUCH C NOMOULHIO UHMEPEDIO-Co0ecedo6anutl Ha Mecmax
(neutexo0nvix nepexodax) ¢ newexooami, Hadaooenutl u 6udeo3anucell ¢ kamep Gur-
cavuu. O6napyrceno, umo pynna <Ysa36UMbLY Newexo006» (NONCULbLE 00U, HCeHULL -
HbL € KOLACKaMU, demu u 0p.) blOupaiom CneyuQuuecKkue cCmpamezuy nepeceueis
npoesicell uacmu: Hoym, K0z0a B00UMeLb YCmynum um 00pozy, U He ULYm 603MONC-
HoCmu 6e30nacH020 NPOX00a Mexcoy AsMOMOOULAMU; 4 MAKHCE PACCUUMBIBAION HA
NOHUMAHUE U CIMPAMeZUI0 COMPYOHUUECMEa O CMopoHbL 6ooumenet Oouvlie, e
opyeue zpynnovt newexodos. Pesyromamot uccaedosanus no3eonuu coeiamsy 6bi600
0 MOM, YMo YodaaeHue PAsMemox NeuUexo0Hblx nepexotos Yxyowuio owyuenue bes-
onacrocmu u Kompopma 0as neuexodos, 6 mo 6PeMs Kax ux 0Cc6e00MACHHOCTb 00
ycnosusx nepexooa 6oua yayuwena. Ilpu smom ocHosHas wacmv newexo0os mozym
XOPOUWLO CRPABISMBCS C HOBOU CUMYauuUen (USMEHeNUs. PASMEMKY Nepexoda Ui €20
nepenecenus na Opyzyio uacmv YauLbL) U nepecexamv 0opozy 6es cepbesHvix mpyo-
HOCMEll, HO ZPYNNA <YSI36UMBIX YUACTIHUKOS 00PONCHOZ0 OBUNCCHUS> UCTILIMbLEACT
MpYoHOCMU NPU Nepecedeni NPOe3Ncet YaAcmu.

Kmoueswvte croea: neuwiexoovt, newexoovle nepexoovl, Ys3eumole Yuacmuuru 00-
POXCHO20 DBuUICEHIUS, NOGedeHUe Neuex0006, 6E30NACHOCTb Neuex0006.
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