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OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

 

The bachelor thesis written by Jan Mrkous aims at an enrichment of energy system model 

TIMES by the travel budget and the value of travel time. The thesis begins with an 

introduction (very brief at one page), continues with a review of literature (that represents 

almost two thirds of the overal thesis), a description of (a part of) used data (Section 2, 2.5 

pages), the transport module in the energy system model TIMES (Section 3, 2/3 page), 

scenarios (Section 4, ½ page), the results (Section 5, 2.5 pages), the model limitations 

(Section 6, 1 page) and conclusions (Section 7, 1 page). Overall, this thesis seems to be an 

unfinished draft, rather than finalised version of the thesis.  

 

 

CONTRIBUTION 

There are potentially two contributions of this thesis. First, a comprehensive review of 

literature on the value of travel time (VTT) and extension of a standard energy system model, 

its transport module, by travel time budget and the value of travel time. If it was done 

properly, it would be no doubt very good, even excellent example of a bachelor thesis. The 

review is, however, not comprehensive, pretty much unfinished. It seems the model TIMES 

has been extended, however, how it was done is not sufficiently described. I consider the 

conclusions from this study are unclear, indicating limited understand how the transport / 

energy optimization model works.  

 

 

METHODS  

There are three distinctive steps in the proposed method used in the presented study.  

First, VTT is based on a review of the literature. This review is unfinished (at least according 

to my judgment), presenting a cherry-picking rather than a systematice review, with some 

sub-sections covered insufficiently, see, for instance, a part on VTT by travel type / purpose 

(reviewed at 1.5 page) and a part aiming at VTT by travel modes (reviewed at 1/3 page only), 

missing synthesis. A review of the energy systém models is weak, missing approptiate 

description how transport moduls are build and/or incorporated into a wide energy sytem 

models, like the three ones sketched in the review. The student then refers to the survey 



 

„Cesko v pohybu“, but again it is not clear how this data and especially the provided 

description is linked to the model. 

Second, the transport module of the energy system model was built. This would be the 

hardest part of the proposed research to do. However, according to what I am reading it is 

not clear how this module was constructed (plus what is „a logical growth of demand“, 

„regulatory conditions“, „so that the model would not calculate using only the most efficient 

modes of travel“?, „introducing a new commodity nicknamed „time-comfort-gasoline“ – how it 

is defined?), except some modelling assumptions that are described. 

Third, the enriched model was applied to assess the impacts of two scenarios. It is not clear 

what „a predefined model DEMO model as simplification of the energy systém and a travel 

sector module from the TIMES-CZ model“ exactly is, as at least brief documentation is not 

provided. (Is DEMO model a demonstration version of the TIMES model?). I have also some 

doubt which background model has been used, since Recka and Scasny (2018) include very 

simplified transport modul and it would have to enriched significantly to incorporate travel 

time budget and VTT. 

Argumentation at some places is not correct; for instance, „Table 7, constructed according to 

the regression model, identified the mean…“ (page 12) is written in bad English (a table can’t 

identify anything), nor is correct (this table reports the descriptive statistics, not regression 

results). Or, what is a source to argue that „In the case of rich western countries … the 

marginal utility of earner income approaches zero..“ (page 13, see for instance a review by 

Evans (2005) or a study by Opatrny and Scasny published as IES Working paper on this 

issue).  

The main results is that „overal results had no profound difference between each other“. First 

I do not understand this sentence, second, the authors provide later a description of 

differences for several variables that contrast with the main statement. After reading this 

section, I have been confused what the overall result from this study and thesis actually is.   

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

The thesis (Section on Literature Review) demonstrates author’s understanding of recent 

literature on VTT, however, the review itself seems to be unfinished and lacks editing. 

Regarding the literature on transport / energy system modelling, it is difficult to judge whether 

the author fully understand how a hybrid transport-energy system modelling works. 

 

 

MANUSCRIPT FORM 

The thesis follows scientific writting partly. Overall, this thesis seems to be unfinished, or 

looks not finalised at last for me. Text of the thesis requires comprehensive editing and 

formating. Language should be corrected as well; for instance, „I use a predifined model 

DEMO model…“, „long person kilometres“, „short person kilometres“, …). The resull 

presentation might be improved too. The thesis has a standard, logical structure, however, 

many of its parts are too brief, insufficient to provide a conclusion (see above). The reference 

list nor bibliography do not follow the standard style and need to be corrected.  

 



 

Summary and suggested questions for the discussion during the defense 

 

All in all, the topic and the method chosen by the student is very important, policy-relevant 

topic, and it had a large potential to be great piece of a bachelor theses if it was better 

presented and written. However, as it is now, this thesis seems to be not finished, lacking 

appropriate editing and formating, adequate description of the data and the model and beter 

presentation of the results. Insufficient description of the model brings some doubts how the 

analysis was performed and whether the presented results are correct and valid.  

 

In my view, the thesis does not fulfill the requirements for a bachelor thesis at IES, Faculty of 

Social Sciences, Charles University. For all of the reasons presented above, I do not 

recommend this thesis to defense at the IES. Considering its high potential I would 

appreciate and suggest to the student to re-submit his thesis after its text is improved.  

 

Considering the difficulty of the proposed approach, in the case the student present and 

explain the data and the model clearly and in depth during the state exam, I would not object 

grading this thesis by better grade (E or even D). 

 

The results of the Urkund analysis do not indicate significant text similarity with other 

available sources. 
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15 
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