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Disclaimer 
The sole responsibility for the content of this publication lies with the authors. It does not 
necessarily represent the opinion of the European Union. The European Commission is 
not responsible for any use that may be made from the information contained therein. 

This document contains material, which is copyright of certain My-Way consortium parties 
and may not be reproduced or copied without permission. The information contained in 
this document is the proprietary confidential information of certain My-Way consortium 
parties and may not be disclosed except in accordance with the consortium agreement. 

The commercial use of any information in this document may require a license from the 
proprietor of that information. 

Neither the My-Way consortium as a whole, nor any certain party of the My-Way consor-
tium warrant that the information contained in this document is capable of use, or that use 
of the information is free from risk, and accept no liability for loss or damage suffered by 
any person using the information. 
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Table 3. Total number of users in each target group category  

Target User Group Total 
Gender 

Male 
Gender Fe-

male 
Gender 
Missing 

Student 47 36 11 0 
Working 129 77 52 0 
Retired 2 1 1 0 
Missing 18 3 3 12 
unemployed 7 4 3 0 
>=55 9 6 3 0 
TOTALS 212 127 73 12 

 
The completed questionnaires and travel diaries per Living Lab are shown in Table 4. 
The number of travel diaries was very limited so as to extract valuable information about 
actual usage of transportation means by users. The diary was re-designed after the find-
ings of the first two phases of evaluation and more efforts were made to convince the us-
ers to complete it. The same holds true for the SEQs. They were simplified and shortened 
according to the results of the first two phases of evaluation, reminders were sent to the 
users to complete them and incentives were given to motivate users to participate. De-
spite the changes made and the additional efforts, the target number of completed ques-
tionnaires could not be collected. This is presented and explained in Deliverable 5.3, Liv-
ing Lab Executions report, Final version. 

Table 4. The sample of SEQs in Phase 2 and travel diaries 

 SEQs Background  SEQ1 SEQ2 SEQ3 

Catalonia 116 85 65 62 
Berlin 54 22 13 13 
Trikala 34 23 23 23 

 

 Travel Diaries Initial Final 

Catalonia 20 25 
Berlin 2 0 

Trikala 7 33 
 

15 users completed the SEQ at the end of the Pre-phase and 46 users completed it at 
the end of Phase 1. 

Users reported having access currently to various competitive services, like Google 
Maps, TomTom, Mou-te, other smartphone apps (maps, Waze, Sygic, gencat, Viamichel-
in,...), BVG online as trip planner, Vull anar, Sygic, Garmin, iPhone APP maps, CoPilot 
Premium, GPS Smartphone, Car GPS system, Navigon and Android phone. 
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2.5 Analysis 

Two-sample t-tests and z-tests have been used to analyse objective variables. Although 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests revealed that the underlying distribution of the considered 
data is not normal, according to the Central Limit Theorem the mean of independent and 
identically distributed observations is approximately normally-distributed provided that 
their sample size is sufficiently large i.e. larger than 30, which is the case in this analysis. 

The responses to Likert scales in the Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires have been 
coded in a -2 to +2 scale, where -2 is the worst and + 2 the best rating, while 0 is the neu-
tral rating. Then, for each question the weighted average of responses has been calcu-
lated for all responses.  

To conduct statistical analysis, the weighted average of responses by users who an-
swered the background and all three SEQs were analysed separately. 61 persons in Cat-
alonia, 11 in Berlin and 23 in Trikala responded on all three questionnaires. Wilcoxon 
Signed-Rank tests were used to check for statistically significant differences between re-
sponses per time point. 

When the analysis referred to technical performance and usability of MyWay, the re-
sponses by users of Android and iOS platforms were separately analysed, so as to eval-
uate if there were specific issues per platform.  
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Another advantage of the Metaplanning approach is that it can propose intermodal plans 
in which the first and/or the last mile of the trip is via private transport mode, while the 
core of the trip is still carried out by public transport. So, it proposes public transport for 
routes for which there are no public transport-only connections and the user would need 
to rely on a private transport mode, most likely car, for the whole trip. With intermodal 
planning, the user has the option to use public transport for most of his/her trip, thus re-
ducing cost and saving emissions.  

Analysing the randomly generated trip requests (), there were between 17%-32% origin-
destination pairs for which the Metaplanner did propose an intermodal plan with public 
transport.  

  
Figure 2. Percentage of journey responses offering only intermodal PT (blue) 

 

Evaluation using real origin-destination pairs in Catalonia 

This analysis was based on 6790 real trip plan responses that were returned by the Met-
aplanner during the Phase 2 trials in autumn 2015, having an OK status code in the Cata-
lonia LL. The distribution of the direct origin-destination distances is shown in Figure 3. 
The single-modal plans that were used as basis for the comparison were returned by in-
dividual subplanners in Catalonia, Moute for public transport, Superhub for bike-sharing 
and OpenTripPlanner for bike and car trips. 
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Figure 3. Histogram of direct origin-destination distance for real trip requests in Catalonia LL. 

 
Overall, there were 1361 trip plan responses (20%) in which the subplanners did not re-
turn a public transport only trip plan. In 404 cases of them (30%), the Metaplanner did re-
turn a non-dominated intermodal trip plan from the origin to the destination (e.g., including 
bike and train). This shows that the metaplanner is able to return intermodal proposals, in 
cases when a specific subplanner cannot return one. 

To analyse the benefits of the intermodal journey planning, the number of non-dominated 
extra intermodal options offered on average for each trip plan request were analysed. 
When considering all trips, there were on average 0.4 non-dominated extra intermodal 
options. Considering only long trips, those with a duration above 60 minutes, there were 
on average 0.9 non-dominated extra intermodal options. To summarize, the Metaplanner 
does return non-dominated extra intermodal options, especially for trips longer than 60 
minutes. 

In addition, the durations of the public transport only and intermodal trip plans were com-
pared. 2543 of the real trip plans were used for this, in which cases both types of trip 
plans had been returned. For these trips, the intermodal trip plans had shorter duration 
than public transport only trip plans, leading to an average speed up due to the intermod-
al plan of 20%. 

To conclude, both synthetic and real origin-destination pairs were used to evaluate the 
potential of the Metaplanning approach. The results show that the Metaplanner is able to 
help in cases where there is no public transport-only plan provided by single subplanners. 
The Metaplanner can offer non-dominated extra intermodal options, especially for longer 
trips, which means that the user can use, for example, bike and train instead of car for the 
whole journey. Furthermore, the Metaplanner can deliver intermodal trip plans with no-
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Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.40  11 0.54 
SEQ-2  13 0.53  11 0.54 
SEQ-3  13 0.46  11 0.45 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.13  23 0.13 
SEQ-2  23 0.08  23 0.08 
SEQ-3  23 0.13  23 0.13 

 
 





 
 

© MyWay Consortium      31 

D6.2 Evaluation of the MyWay Integrated System       ECGA  No. 609023 

 

Table 20. Matrix of Scripted Journey Plan tests carried out by Living Lab (reproduced 
from D5.3, Table 10) 

Living Lab # testers # scenarios # templates 

Berlin 8 3 (1, 2, 3) 11 
Catalonia 9 3 (2, 4, 5) 27 

Trikala 9 3 (1, 2, 3) 9 
 

Figure 4 below shows the age profile of the testers that were recruited for the task. These 
age profiles are similar to those of the real users in each Living Lab. For example, the 
Berlin Living Lab is focused largely on students as the target group, and this reflected in 
the SJP tester age profile. 

 

 
Figure 4. Age profile of Scripted Journey Plan Testers across the Living Labs 

 

Figure 5 shows the gender breakdown of the SJP testers. It can be clearly seen that few-
er women were recruited to perform the SJP tests. This can be compared to the overall 
gender profile of real users in each Living Lab by referring to Section 2, where it can be 
seen that it is approximately the same. 
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Figure 5. Gender Balance of the Scripted Journey Plan Testers by Living Lab 

 

The SJP testers were a mix of Android and iOS users. The breakdown by the total num-
ber of scenarios tested is shown in Figure 6, for each Living Lab. 

 

 
Figure 6. Scripted Journey Plan Tests by Platform and Living Lab 
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Table 23. Frequencies and Categories for the ways in which testers' felt that journey plan 
results did not meet their expectations. 

Issue Frequency 
Berlin Catalonia Trikala 

Time to get response too long 3 1  
Inaccurate or Missing locations/stations 1 1 3 
Preference setting limitations and usability  2   
No plans at all/Out of area messages 2 1 4 
Inaccurate routes/lines/sub-optimal plans 1 4  
Not enough journey plans 1 1 3 
Not enough or no PT solutions 3 2 1 
Effect of preferences on filtering/sorting of results 3 4  
No result matching preference 2   
GUI issues (e.g. icons not accurate or clear)  1  
Unexpected mode suggestions  3  
Irrational results (e.g. duration too long, too many interchanges)  2 1 

 
Figure 7 shows the same data as a stacked bar chart. Specifically in Berlin, B2 (car-
pooling) was more problematic than B1 and B3. From the comments received, it seems 
that the driver offering a lift-share was more successful than a MyWay user looking to be 
given a lift. Users performing the tests as potential passengers did not succeed in getting 
journey plans. This suggests that this functionality was not yet performing as expected. 
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Language/translation inaccurate 1  1 
Don't like UI 1   
Too many choices  1 2 
VBC statistics implementation poor   1 
Lack of clarity between choosing specific mode and 
mode preferences 

 1  

Map info not detailed enough  2  
Need alternative car routes  1  

 
Testers were then asked whether there was something missing that they expected to 
see. There were a number of suggestions, some of which duplicate comments made in 
response to other questions. All the unique responses which seem useful for future im-
provements to MyWay are shown below. 

Berlin 
Timelines (such as the routes behave with one another); possibly an overview which 
accounts you've linked (e.g. . flinc , car2go , ) and, accordingly, only those displays as a 
possibility 
never had a real time information, which was promised 
Car sharing and bike sharing not available in MyWay 
The virtual keyboard didn't show up immediately when I selected the address field to 
type in a new location, had to click the field again. 
There was no bike sharing, only private bike routes 

 
 

Catalonia 
Maybe I would appreciate if there was a place where I could see my last destinations or 
routes (or a Favourite Routes section), just because I might search them again, and it 
would be useful not to introduce the same origin and destination all the time 
I expected to be able to save the location of my home as well as my favourite trips into 
the user preferences 
Yes, line e7 was not suggested by MyWay in this journey. I suppose this happens be-
cause I haven't indicated an alternative journey from the Parking (going from my home 
to the Park&Ride by car) 
Yes, before taking the underground I would like to know if the stations offered have 
elevators 
Maybe better information in the map (e.g. details for each route)/Selecting destination 
on the map/clearer map symbols 
Being able to choose travel costs 

 
 

Trikala 
Make it more reliable for the whole area, not strictly in the city. 
Maybe a voice to guide when using it in car 
Alternative car routes, not just one 
Make it easier for people with little experience in smartphones 
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Question CETRAMSA (Metropolitan 
Area of Barcelona) 

DIBA Avancar Sagalés 

11: Would organisation 
support MyWay usage 
by users 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

How? At technical level, providing 
data 

MyWay could be recommend-
ed by the Urban Mobility Plans 
which are made at DIBA, as 
the recommended app. We can 
support it by giving a positive 
message on the app through 
our communication channels 
and dissemination activities. In 
the future, we can provide in-
formation from the Urban Mo-
bility Plans.  

We could promote MyWay 
within our member base, and 
we can offer our data into this 
app as well. 

think so, as long as MyWay 
works well, not deceive the us-
ers and It offers as first choice 
in public transport: Sagalés. I 
think that is positive, of course. 
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