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4. Conceptualization of research questions 
 



 

133 

 

 



 

 

134 

 

 

 

 



 

135 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 

 

136 

 

5. Methods and data 
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Jeseník District 

Area 719 km² (33% of the area are forests) 

Population 37,968 

Population density 52.8 per km2 (136 per km2 is the average in 
Czechia)  

Border length with Poland 101 km 

Road across-border points 14 

Are the Czech municipalities destined 
for cross-border fire protection 
coverage in the region’s emergency 
plans? 

YES 
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Basic land characteristics transport infrastructure mainly of local character, 
geographical obstacles – mountainous terrain, 
irregular and less dense population, mostly small 
villages 
 

 

Period of data: 2015–2021 

Area of data: Jeseník District 

Total number of 
interventions: 

6,622 

Number of cross-border 
interventions: 

82 

Number of emergencies: 4,189 

Data about interventions: - Number of interventions by professional and volunteer 
fire brigades 

- Travel time to the scene (inland time vs. across -the-
border time) 

- Travel time to the scene (inland time vs. across-the-
border time) 

- Duration of individual interventions 
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Type of intervention 
 
  

Cross-border 
Interventions 

  

Inland 
interventions 

  

Fire 50 1,140 

Road traffic accident 20 1,045 

Large-scale road traffic accident 0 6 

Railway accident 0 36 

Air accident 0 7 

Accident – other 0 9 

Leaks of various substances 1 249 

Other emergencies (epidemics, infections, 
etc.) 0 94 

Other assistance (incl. false alarm) 8 669 

Technical and technological assistance 3 3,285 

Total number (2015-2021) 82 6,540 

 

 

 



 

 

140 

 

 
6. Results and discussion 
 

 



 

141 

 



 

 

142 

 



 

143 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

144 

 

 
Type of interventions 

Professional 
fire brigade 

Volunteer 
Fire 
Department 

CZ PL 

Average travel time for an in-
country intervention in the area 
of the Jeseník District 

X X 
16:53 
min. 

- 

Average travel time of 
Czech/Polish units to the place of 
emergencies with cross-border 
intervention for units that were at 
the scene of the 1st or 2nd (key 
travel time – mainly fires and 
accidents). 

X X 
15:01 
min. 

18:11 min. 

Average travel time of 
professional firefighter units to 
the place of intervention for 
emergencies with cross-border 
intervention 

X  
29:02 
min. 

22:10 min. 
(17:30 min. 

for cases 
that were 
1st or 2nd) 

Average travel time of 
Polish/Czech units for 
emergencies with cross-border 
intervention – all events, 
regardless of the type. 

X X 
25:57 
min. 

24:17 min. 

Average travel time of all units 
(CZ + PL) for em 
ergencies with cross-border 
intervention – all events, 
regardless of the type. 

X X 25:30 min. 
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7. Conclusion and policy recommendation 
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