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  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The MyWay project aimed to develop components and an integrated application so as to 

facilitate sustainable mobility, combining all sorts of transport services, public and private, 

regular and flexible, providing a personalised service offer, adapting route and modality 

suggestions in real time, monitoring the parameters affecting service offering perfor-

mance and gathering and maintaining users’ feedback about the quality of services to as-

sist service improvement. 

The present document constitutes the Deliverable 6.2, entitled “Evaluation of the MyWay 

Integrated System”. The aim of the work reported in this deliverable was to evaluate the 

technical performance of the integrated MyWay system, its usability and acceptance by 

users and its expected impact. The evaluation involved both objective data from the log-

files and subjective data collected from users regarding their perceptions of MyWay’s 

technical performance, usability, user acceptance and users’ opinion of MyWay’s impact 

on their experience of travel. 

The tests with the integrated MyWay application took place in the three Living Labs (LL) 

of the project, in Catalonia, Berlin and Trikala, from September to December 2015. Partic-

ipating users were asked to download the MyWay application and use it, as they would in 

their everyday life, without any specific instructions. The user data was collected through 

survey instruments and through detailed usability tests called Scripted Journey Plan 

(SJP) tests, conducted with a small group of users in each Living Lab. There were also 

interviews with key stakeholders in each LL. Objective data was collected as well as sub-

jective users’ perceptions and estimations via the background and three Subjective Eval-

uation Questionnaires (SEQ), which were completed at three time points. The number of 

active installations of MyWay by 14 March 2016 totalled 670. A total of 371 of these users 

voluntarily registered in the MyWay portal to participate in the evaluation activities, and 

completed the background and SEQs.  The users’ subjective responses were coded in a 

-2 to +2 scale, where -2 is the worst and + 2 the best rating, while 0 is the neutral rating, 

and a weighted average of responses for each question has been calculated. The follow-

ing findings should be considered with care, since the number of users was low, and 

should be interpreted as tendencies, which have to be verified with a bigger number of 

users. 

The MyWay response time depended on the network area covered and on the number of 

subplanners being integrated. The majority of users in all Living Labs perceived it as 

comparable to the response time of other commercial and mature planners they were us-

ing. They also perceived the information provided by MyWay as of similar reliability to the 

information provided by mature commercial solutions. The Metaplanning approach of 

MyWay can help in cases where there is no public transport-only plan provided by single 

subplanners. The Metaplanner can offer 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-

ticeably shorter duration than public transport only plans. The participants in the Scripted 

Journey Plan tests in all LLs found that the journey plans ‘mostly’ met their expectations. 

Users in Catalonia and Berlin responded that MyWay suggestions are in accordance to 

their needs and expectations as much as the suggestions by other commercial planners. 

Only 0.2% of the requests in Catalonia resulted in an “exception” response by MyWay, 
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while none did so in Berlin and Trikala. The MyWay exceptions were much lower than the 

exceptions of the sub planners queried by MyWay. These findings are very encouraging 

and indicate the added value of the MyWay approach.  

Users in all Living Labs stated that they would like to use MyWay as frequently as other 

commercial mature planners, they did not find it more complex or more inconsistent than 

other commercial planners, they agreed that people would learn to use MyWay as quickly 

as other commercial planners, and they agreed that they need to learn less things before 

get going with this system than with other commercial planners. Users responded that 

MyWay is as easy to use as other commercial planners and that they felt as confident 

when using it as other commercial planners. Users in all Living Labs stated that they ra-

ther trust the MyWay journey recommendations and that they feel rather sure that their 

journey will go as planned when using MyWay. These findings are positive since MyWay 

was compared against mature products. 

It is worth mentioning, that the number of MyWay application downloads continues in-

creasing even after the project end, showing that there is a vivid interest for MyWay. Us-

ers stated that they used MyWay at the same frequency as other commercial planners. 

Users in all Living Labs rated MyWay as useful and satisfying. The users’ immediate re-

action to MyWay and their overall satisfaction with MyWay was positive in all Living Labs. 

Users in all Living Labs did see a benefit of having access to MyWay. Users estimated 

that their possibility to choose optimal route according to their preferences will slightly in-

crease when using MyWay.  

As the number of users and the duration of using MyWay are small, the present findings 

have to be considered with care and should be seen as trends. Still, users do seem to 

perceive MyWay as something that may have a positive impact on supporting more sus-

tainable travel behaviours. Despite this encouraging result as regards mobility in general, 

the availability of information about environmentally-friendly transport modes via a multi-

modal trip planner alone is not enough to achieve a shift of travellers to such modes. 

Transport planning authorities should adequately design such services and integrate 

them with the rest of the traffic network, for them to be widely used by travellers.  

Finally, the stakeholders made some valuable comments as regards the reasons why us-

ers will use MyWay, its strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and threats. According 

to their opinion, MyWay may provide strategic benefits for transport operators to integrate 

their data, for example about car-sharing, into MyWay, the application can be beneficial 

for all types of city visitors, not only commuters, but also tourists and business travellers, 

and the data collected by MyWay can be linked to the urban mobility plans of each city. 

According to stakeholders’ opinions, caution should be paid, among others, to the reliabil-

ity of data provided by service operators, as unreliable data may undermine the user’s 

trust in MyWay. Data protection issues should be carefully considered, before making use 

of data collected by MyWay. All these comments and suggestions should be considered 

in the exploitation strategy of MyWay. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 About MyWay 

The aim of MyWay project was to develop components and an integrated application so 

as to facilitate sustainable mobility, combining all sorts of transport services, public and 

private, regular and flexible, providing a personalised service offer, adapting route and 

modality suggestions in real time, monitoring the parameters affecting service offering 

performance and gathering and maintaining users’ feedback about the quality of services 

to assist service improvement. 

The level of achievement of these objectives has been evaluated in three different Living 

Labs which have been implemented in three different European areas, Catalonia, Berlin 

and Trikala. The evaluation activities were conducted within the framework of WP6, Eval-

uation, Governance and Business Models, of the project. The evaluation activities were 

conducted according to the methodology and using the data collection tools which were 

specified in Deliverable 6.1, MyWay evaluation methodology and plan [MyWay D6.1], and 

Deliverable  1.4, Scenarios, KPIs and guidelines for validation - Final version [MyWay 

D1.4], of the project.  

1.2 About this document 

The present document constitutes the Deliverable 6.2, entitled “Evaluation of the MyWay 

Integrated System”. The objectives of the work reported in this document were to analyse 

the data collected during the evaluation activities that took place in the three Living Labs 

of the project, so as to evaluate the hypotheses formed in Deliverable 6.1 [MyWay D6.1], 

as regards (i) the actual technical performance of the integrated MyWay system, (ii) the 

users’ perceptions about the MyWay performance and usability, (iii) the acceptance of 

MyWay by users and (iv) the users’ and stakeholders estimations about the impact of 

MyWay.  
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2. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Set-up 

One of the aims of the activities in WP6 was to evaluate the technical performance of the 

integrated MyWay system. This was based on analysis of objective data and of the users’ 

perceptions. A second aim was to evaluate the usability of MyWay. This was done by 

conducting detailed usability tests, the Scripted Journey Plan (SJPs) tests with a small 

group of users, and by analysing the subjective opinions of users regarding various usa-

bility issues. Moreover, the activities aimed to evaluate the acceptance of MyWay by us-

ers and their estimations as regards the MyWay impact. 

The evaluation activities were scheduled in three phases. The first one was a preparatory 

phase (Pre-phase) with an initial, but mature, version of MyWay, which took place in all 

three Living Labs in the period January – February 2015. The objective of this phase was 

to identify problems with the application and to evaluate the methodology for data collec-

tion and analysis itself. According to the findings, the evaluation methodology was 

adapted and the data collection tools were revised, to be more intuitive and less intrusive 

for users.  

The next phase (Phase 1) took place from March to May 2015 and involved an almost 

complete version of MyWay, with all key functionalities implemented except some of the 

most innovative like the Trip Follower or service booking integration. The objective of this 

phase was again to identify problems and feed them back into the development Work-

Packages, so that the final MyWay version could be optimised. The final phase (Phase 2) 

took place from September to December 2015 and it involved the final fully integrated 

version of MyWay. All these activities involved persons who were asked to download the 

MyWay application and use it, as they would in their everyday life, without any specific in-

structions. The results of this phase are representative of users’ perceptions and expecta-

tions, as they refer to the complete MyWay release. The detailed usability tests were 

conducted in two rounds and involved small groups of users in each Living Lab who were 

instructed to conduct specific scenarios in real conditions in accordance to the user sto-

ries of WP2, a script having been used beforehand to test that the scenarios were in prin-

ciple possible. The aim of these tests was to detect technical or usability problems.  

Finally, interviews with stakeholders were conducted in each Living Lab, using the meth-

odology and form presented in Deliverable 1.4. The aim of the interviews was to capture 

their willingness to support the use of MyWay, their opinions and suggestions about the 

exploitation and business potential of it and their expectations about its impact. The inter-

views were conducted in two rounds. The findings of the first round of interviews are re-

ported in Deliverable 1.4 [MyWay D1.4]. The stakeholders’ opinions as collected in the 

second round of interviews are analysed in the present deliverable.  

2.2 Hypotheses 

The hypotheses relevant to the technical performance of MyWay were the following: 
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• TH1: Users perceive the MyWay response time to their request as normal / similar to 

that of other planners 

• TH2: MyWay information is reliable / as reliable as that of other planners being used 

by the users over the same period. 

• TH3: MyWay suggestions are followed in at least 70% of requests, in which users 

have accepted to be tracked. 

• TH4: MyWay suggestions are more in accordance to users’ needs and expectations 

than those of other planners that the users utilise over the same period.  

• TH5: MyWay fails to provide a response in less than 5% of requests. 

• TH6: Users perceive that the mean journey time is reduced for similar trips compared 

with the “without MyWay” condition. 

The hypotheses relevant to the usability evaluation were the following: 

• UsH1: More than 50% of users are satisfied by the MyWay usability. 

• UsH2: Users’ satisfaction by the MyWay usability increases with time. 

The hypotheses relevant to the user acceptance evaluation were the following: 

• UAH1: Frequency of MyWay use increases with time. 

• UAH2: Users’ perceived usefulness of and satisfaction by MyWay increase with time. 

The hypotheses to evaluate the users’ estimations about MyWay impact were the follow-

ing: 

• SEH1: Attitude and motivation towards MyWay increases with time. 

• SEH2: Users use private car less frequently in the “with MyWay” condition.  

2.3 Data collection 

The collection of objective data was coordinated by WP5 (execution) and involved WP3 

(implementation), WP4 (setup) and WP5 (evaluation). The collected objective data was 

used for multiple purposes: For instance, in WP5 it was used for monitoring the project’s 

execution and status of the MyWay platform in real-time. This enabled the instant detec-

tion of problems which could be quickly mitigated in order to improve user experience. 

Objective data was used to calculate the MyWay response time, the frequency of unex-

pected behaviour by the software, number of application downloads and frequency of use 

by each user. When authenticated users activated the Trip Follower, additional data was 

collected for calculating indicators that reveal objectively how well MyWay meets expec-

tations, e.g. if users follow the 1st or 2nd ranked suggestion, as well as what modes they 

actually used. 

Subjective users’ perceptions and estimations were collected using the Subjective Evalu-

ation Questionnaire (SEQ). This questionnaire was completed at three time points along 
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Phase 2, that were selected so as to split the Phase 2 tests of MyWay in equal time inter-

vals. SEQs were also completed at the end of the Pre-phase and twice during the Phase 

1 tests. The users’ self-reported real usage of transportation means was also collected 

via travel diaries. The users’ initial opinions and mobility patterns were collected via a 

background questionnaire and a background travel diary, which were completed before 

the users joined the evaluation activities. 

2.4 The sample 

A total of 371 users registered in the MyWay portal and completed the background and 

subjective evaluation questionnaires, although not all of them completed all four required 

questionnaires. Their gender and age distribution are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Number of users by age group and gender  

Age group by year of birth Total 
Gender 
Male 

Gender 
Female Gender Missing 

1990-1999 70 45 25 0 

1980-1989 122 76 46 0 

1970-1979 100 56 44 0 

1960-1969 43 26 17 0 

<=1959 14 10 4 0 

Age Missing 22 0 1 21 

TOTALS 371 213 137 21 
 

The distribution of registered users per platform is depicted in Table 2. There were more 

Android users (234) than iOS users (132). 

Table 2. Number of users by platform and gender 

Platform Total 
Gender 

Male 
Gender 
Female 

Gender 
Missing 

Android 234 136 87 11 

iOS 132 75 49 8 

Platform missing 5 2 1 2 

TOTALS 371 213 137 21 
 

The distribution of registered users per target group category is depicted in Table 3. The 

table includes also those users who responded to the relevant question. The majority of 

registered users were “working” persons (129), while fewer users came from the other 

categories. For example, only 2 people declared themselves as “retired” and only 9 as 

“>=55”. 
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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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3. TECHNICAL EVALUATION  

3.1 Actual technical performance 

3.1.1 Response time 

A first objective of the evaluation work was to analyse the technical performance of 

MyWay as regards its response time. The trip plans requests logged by the application in 

the period 25 August 2015 to 31 December 2015 have been analysed. Only those re-

quests which returned a trip plan (having an “OK status”) have been analysed. Each us-

er’s trip request to the MyWay was resulting in queries to the metaplanner and for plan 

refinement to the linked subplanners, as appropriate. In some cases one user’s  request 

could result in multiple requests to the same subplanner, with different queries to refine 

different trip legs in different trip plans. The median and mean response times of MyWay, 

of the Metaplanner and of the subplanners, are presented in Table 5, together with the 

standard deviation and 75 and 95 percentiles.  

Outliers were defined as those requests the response time of which deviated more than 

four times the standard deviation of the sample, these have been excluded from the anal-

ysis. Such outliers could be attributed to temporal technical issues with the sub planners 

or the servers at specific time points. Outliers were detected as regards the Superhub 

subplanner, the Metaplanner in all three LLs and the MyWay in Catalonia only.  

In all cases, the MyWay and Metaplanner response times were longer than the response 

time by each specific sub-planner (Superhub – MyWay: p = 1.9 10-175, MouTe – MyWay: 

p =0, OTP Catalonia implementation – MyWay: p=0, VMZ – MyWay: p = 2.6 10-50, OTP 

Trikala implementation – MyWay: p = 5 10-27). This was expected since both the MyWay 

and Metaplanner query the sub planners and conduct some further processing in the sub-

planners results. 

The response time of the Metaplanner in Catalonia was higher than in Berlin (mean 13.8 

s versus 7.1 s, p=8.7 10-14) and both were higher than in Trikala (mean 0.1 s, p=5.9 10-48 

and p=0 respectively). This may be due to the size of the area covered, for example in 

Catalonia there were many trips more than 100 km long. Other factors could be the num-

ber of subplanners being queried in the different Living Labs and the number of modes 

being integrated, for example if there were a lot of connections. The MyWay mean re-

sponse time was lower than the Metaplanner’s in Catalonia (10.6 s versus 13.8 s, p = 1.4 

10-13), while it was higher in Berlin (9.2 s versus 7.1 s, p = 8.1 10-14) and in Trikala (0.18 s 

versus 0.14 s, p = 3.9 10-5). MyWay has a timeout threshold of 30 s in which the user is 

presented with a NO PLANS response, while the subplanner and Metaplanner have their 

specific timeout sets.  
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Table 5. MyWay and Metaplanner response time per LL 

Living lab  

Num-

ber of 

re-

quests 

with 

“OK” 

status 

Median 

response 

time (ms) 

Mean re-

sponse 

time (ms) 

Standard 

deviation 

response 

time (ms) 

75 percen-

tile re-

sponse 

time (ms) 

95 per-

centile 

response 

time 

(ms) 

Catalonia 

Superhub  10636 210 576 2,983 301 1,078 

Mou-te 28751 2202 4,157 5,220 4169 16,759 

OTP_bike 10721 64 125 173 118 463 

OTP_car 24680 139 153 119 197 337 

MyWay 7301 5020 10,551 16,496 9,006 40,837 

Metaplanner 6766 4584 13,818 33,575 8,631 57,208 

Berlin 

VMZ 2135 4281 5,795 4,120 7,969 13,139 

MyWay 1858 6152 9,172 9,317 9,923 30,069 

Metaplanner 1405 6147 7,109 5,061 8,679 152,285 

Trikala 

OTP 4089 51 97 230 87 334 

MyWay 1535 116 181 323 173 453 

Metaplanner 1293 103 143 108 142 396 

 

3.1.2 Following MyWay suggestions 

The total number of all started trip following requests per LL is depicted in Table 6, which 

correlates with the user clicking the «Trip Following» icon in the frontend application. The 

data logged by the application in the period 25 August 2015 to 31 December 2015 have 

been used for the analysis. To further investigate the actual usage of the TripFollowing 

functionality and the following of MyWay suggestions, the column «TripFollowing used» 

in Table 6 refers to trips where the time followed was over 3 minutes, which signifies that 

the user has been really followed. The final column presents the total requests by authen-

ticated users per LL, this is an upper limit for TripFollowing requests, since users have to 

be logged in order to use the TripFollowing functionality. This table shows that the real 

trips in which the TripFollowing was active were limited. Discussions with users revealed 

that there were some issues with the TripFollowing functionality. It was mentioned that it 

stopped when the GPS signal was lost, for example in tunnels or in the metro, and users 

were not eager to re-activate it, as this required time and effort from them. Moreover, in 
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some cases users did not consider this functionality useful, for example when they were 

already embarked on a bus or while driving their own car. These are possible causes why 

the frequency of using the TripFollower becomes less per time point in Catalonia and 

Berlin (Table 7). 

Table 6. TripFollower usage  per LL 

 

 

 

 

Due to the limited usage of the TripFollowing functionality, the results on users following 

the MyWay suggestions, as shown in Table 7, only have a limited representativeness 

with respect to user behaviour. In all LLs and time periods, the percentage of users who 

used the TripFollowing functionality and selected the first or second MyWay suggestion 

was over 60%, with the only exception being the second time period for Trikala. The sig-

nificance of the results was tested using 2-sample z-tests. The tendency to select the first 

or second MyWay suggestion seems to increase with time. In all three LLs, the percent-

age of users selecting the first or second MyWay suggestion was higher in the third time 

period than in the first, in Catalonia and Trikala this difference was significant, 75.8% ver-

sus 61.8% in Catalonia (p=0.0057) and 75.5% versus 66.6% in Trikala (p=0.0462). In 

Berlin the result is not significant even though the percentage increased, probably be-

cause the number of incidences of TripFollowing fell sharply between TP-2 and TP-3, 

93.7% versus 78.6% in Berlin. 

 Table 7. Selection of MyWay suggestions per LL 

 
Time 

point 

Ν (TripFollow-

ing used) 

1
st

 MyWay 

suggestion 

selected 

2
nd

 MyWay 

suggestion 

selected 

Overall Percentage 

(1st and 2nd sugges-

tion) 

Catalonia 

TP-1 430  143 123 61.8%  

TP-2 228 84 59 62.6%  

TP-3 112 53 32 75.8%  

Berlin 

TP-1 211  106 60  78.6%  

TP-2 143  39  55 65.6%  

TP-3 32  20 10  93.7%  

Trikala TP-1  15 4  6 66.6%  

Living Lab 
# TripFollowing 

started 
# TripFollowing 

used 
# Authenticated trip 

requests 

Catalonia 1099 770 2544 

Berlin 455 386 1069 

Trikala 178 139 463 
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TP-2 34   5  1 17.6%  

TP-3 90  49  19 75.5%  

3.1.3 MyWay exceptions 

The number of requests which resulted in an “exception” response by MyWay was very 

low as shown in     Table 8. The trip plans requests logged by the application 

in the period 25 August 2015 to 31 December 2015 have been analysed. There were only 

0.2% of requests resulting in exception in Catalonia and no such case in the other two 

Living Labs. This table also presents the number of requests in which a “NO plans” re-

sponse was received. This response corresponds to a request in which no plan could be 

calculated. Although this is not an exception but may be due to non-availability of a plan 

covering the users’ request and preferences at the specific time point of request, these 

responses have been also analysed. 

     Table 8. MyWay exceptions  

LL 
Total 
plans  

Plans OK NO plans  Exceptions  

Catalonia 7356 6791 (92.33%) 550 (7.48%) 15 (0.2.%) 

Berlin 1798 1417 (78.81%) 381 (21.19%) 0 

Trikala 1432 1296 (90.5%) 136 (9.5%) 0 

 

The exceptions per subplanner are shown in Table 9. The case of Catalonia clearly de-

picts the added value of MyWay, since the MyWay exceptions were lower (0.2%) than the 

exceptions of each separate subplanner. 

 Table 9. Sub planners’ exceptions  

Living Lab  
Sub plan-
ner  

Total 
plans  

Plans OK  NO plans  Exceptions  

Catalonia  

Superhub  22197  
10675 
(48.09%)  

10725 
(48.32%)  

188 (0.85%) 

Mou-te  33646 
28671 
(84.92%)  

9.54 
(2.84%)  

563 (1.67%)  

OTP_car  24680 
23480 
(95.14%)  

889  
(3.6%)  

4 (0.016%)  

OTP_Bike  11282 
10721 
(95.03%)  

441 
(3.91%)  

0  

Berlin VMZ 3150 2135 628 45 (1.43%)  



 
 

© MyWay Consortium      19 

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

(67.78%)  (19.94%)  

Trikala  OTP 4734 
4089 
(86.38%)  

630 
(13.31%)  

0  

 

It should be noted that for one trip request there could be multiple requests to the sub 

planners, this is why the number of total plans in the table below is bigger than the num-

ber of plans provided by MyWay, as depicted in the previous table. This is also the rea-

son why the MyWay exceptions in Berlin are lower than those by VMZ, because for each 

request to MyWay there were multiple different requests to VMZ, since a single request 

has been issued for each transport mode. 

3.1.4 Evaluation of the Metaplanning approach 

 
The Metaplanning approach to trip planning is a MyWay innovation. The Metaplanning al-

lows proposing a fully intermodal trip plan and this can be done with reduced reliance on 

detailed data about all transport modes.  

Two types of evaluation have been conducted. At first, a high-level evaluation of the Met-

aplanning approach was conducted, using synthetic origin-destination pairs for all three 

LLs. Then, a more detailed analysis was conducted for the Catalonia LL, using real 

origin-destination pairs. The evaluation was performed for the Catalonia region, because 

this region has the biggest potential for intermodal journey planning due to its diverse ge-

ography, the largest number of transport modes and available subplanners. Another rea-

son was that in Catalonia, there was also the largest number of trip plan requests, com-

pared to Berlin and Trikala LL. By evaluating real trip plan requests and responses, the 

benefits of Metaplanning for the real users can be inferred. 

Evaluation using synthetic origin-destination pairs 

For each LL, 1000 random origin-destination pairs were generated. To simulate real de-

mand, a randomly generated origin-destination request was accepted for evaluation with 

the probability defined in Table 10. A full area of the LL was used as a bounding box.  

Table 10. A lookup table for computing acceptance probability given origin-destination distance. 

 

Origin-destination distance [km] Acceptance probability 

< 10 1 

10–20 0.5 

20–30 0.3 

30–40 0.1 

> 40 0 
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The single-modal plans were provided by single-modal subplanners available in the re-

spective LLs.  

To evaluate the advantages offered by the Metaplanner, the intermodal plans returned by 

the Metaplanner were divided into three groups based on how they compare to single-

modal plans for the same origin and destination according to three evaluation criteria, 

travel time, price and emissions.  

The values of the criteria values were calculated for both the intermodal and the single-

modal trip plans using the methods defined below. Firstly, the duration of the trip was cal-

culated based on the answers of individual subplanners. Secondly, a simplified model 

was used to calculate price, as defined in Table 11. Thirdly, to measure the environmen-

tal impact of trips, on-trip emissions for each trip plan were calculated, using a simplified 

model based on the distance travelled and CO2 values presented in Table 12. 

Table 11. Overview of the simplified price model. 

Mode of transport Price calculation formula 

Walk 0€ 

Bike 0€ 

Shared bike first 30 min free, each following 30 min 0.5€ 

Shared electric scooter 0.55€ per km 

Bus 

each 75 min costs 2.10 € (single ride ticket) 
Bus on demand 

Tram 

Metro 

Train 1€ per 10 km, minimum fare 3 € 

Car 0.43€ per km 

Taxi get on 2€, 1.10€ per km, minimum fare 7€ 

 

Table 12. Grams of CO2 produced by different modes of transport per km per person. 

Mode of transport 
Grams of CO2 produced 

per km per person 

Walk 0 

Bike 0 

Shared bike 0 

Shared electric scooter 0 
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Bus 73 

Bus on demand 73 

Tram 0 

Metro 0 

Train 0 

Car 192 

Taxi 192 

 

The intermodal plans were divided into three groups. 

The first group, denoted as Dominating, contained the intermodal plans that were strictly 

better than the corresponding best single-modal plan in at least one of the evaluation cri-

teria and which were not worse in any of the remaining two criteria.  

The second group, termed Pareto, contained those intermodal trip plans that were not 

dominated by any single-modal plans. Such plans reside on a frontier of Pareto optimum 

solutions – they were neither better nor worse than single-modal plans and they thus pro-

vided different trade-offs between the three criteria considered than single-modal plans. 

Such alternative plans could for example provide longer travel times than the fastest sin-

gle-modal option but for a lower price or emissions.  

Finally, the Dominated group contained intermodal trip plans that were dominated by at 

least one single modal plan.  

The results are presented in the following. . In the three LLs, the intermodal approach 

could find intermodal plans that dominated single-modal plans in 4% to 12% of requests. 

The majority of intermodal trip plans (between 85% and 92%) fell in the Pareto group and 

were therefore extending the travel options available to the user. There was only a small 

group of Dominated intermodal plans. 

 

Figure 1. Comparing intermodal plans with single-modal plans for the same trip request 
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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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ticeably shorter duration than public transport only plans. 3.2 Perceptions on technical 

performance 

The users’ responses in each of the three Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires per Liv-

ing Lab to the question “How do you evaluate the MyWay response time (compared to 

other planners)?” are shown in Table 13. 

 

Table 13. Perceptions about MyWay response time (-2: Very slow / Much slower, +2: Very quick / 

Much quicker) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν1 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 -0.22 61 -0.16 64 -0.19 21 0.07 

SEQ-2  65 -0.15 61 -0.13 51 -0.21 14 0.14 

SEQ-3  62 -0.05 61 -0.08 48 -0.13 14 0.07 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 -0.36 11 -0.18 16 -0.25 6 0.00 

SEQ-2  13 -0.38 11 -0.27 9 -0.75 4 0.99 

SEQ-3  13 -0.31 11 - 0.36 10 -0.75 3 0.66 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.13 23 0.13 10 0.30 13 0.07 

SEQ-2  23 0.26 23 0.26 10 0.50 13 0.07 

SEQ-3  23 0.13 23 0.13 10 0.40 13 -0.07 

 

In general, the users’ responses were consistently very close to the neutral rating (0: the 

MyWay response time is the same as other commercial planners), meaning that they 

perceived MyWay as comparable to the other commercial planners they are currently us-

ing. It must be noted that users mentioned that in the period when the MyWay evaluation 

activities were conducted they were using mature planners like Google Maps, TomTom, 

Mou-te or Sygic. Users in Catalonia perceived MyWay as of similar speed as the other 

commercial mature planners they were using. In the first time point the weighted average 

of their responses is -0.22, while in the third time point it is -0.05. The same holds true for 

Berlin, although the weighted average is a bit lower than in Catalonia (-0.36 in first time 

point and -0.31 in the third time point), and for Trikala, where the weighted average of re-

sponses is higher, 0.13 in first and third time points. Users’ perception did not change 

with time, as the Wilcoxon signed-rank test did not detect any difference between re-

sponses of the “Same users” per time point. No difference between the responses by An-

droid and iOS users was also found. 

                                                 

 
1 In all tables analysing responses in the SEQs, N refers to the number of completed SEQs 

analysed. 
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The users’ responses to the question “How reliable is the information provided by MyWay 

(compared to other planners)?” are shown in Table 14. Users in Catalonia perceived it of 

similar reliability to the information provided by other commercial planners, the weighted 

average of their responses in the third time point is 0. The same was true for Berlin, alt-

hough a bit more positive, the weighted average of responses in the third time point was 

0.15. Users in Trikala perceived the information provided by MyWay as rather (more) reli-

able, the weighted average of responses ranged from 0.48 to 0.52. Again no difference 

between time points in the sample of the “Same users’” responses was found by the Wil-

coxon signed-rank test. 

 

 Table 14. Perceptions about the reliability of information provided by MyWay (-2: Very un-

reliable / Much less reliable, +2: Very reliable / Much more reliable) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.11 61 0.13 

SEQ-2 65 -0.17 61 -0.16 

SEQ-3 62 0.00 61 -0.03 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.05 11 0.09 

SEQ-2  13 -0.08 11 0.00 

SEQ-3 13 0.15 11 0.09 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.48 23 0.48 

SEQ-2  23 0.52 23 0.52 

SEQ-3  23 0.52 23 0.52 

 

The users’ responses to the question “Are the MyWay suggestions (more) in accordance 

to your needs and expectations (than the suggestions by the other planners)?” are shown 

in Table 15. Again, in general the users’ responses were close to the neutral rating (0: the 

MyWay recommendations were in accordance to their needs and expectations as those 

by other commercial planners). In Catalonia the weighted average of responses ranged 

from 0.07 to 0.09. In Berlin the weighted average of responses ranged from 0.08 to 0.46 

in the third time point. In Trikala the users initially perceived the information as rather 

(more) reliable, the weighted average in the first time point was 0.46, but in the third time 

point this became negative (-0.26). The results should be interpreted with caution, since 

no difference between time points in the sample of the same users’ responses was found 

and overall numbers are very low. 

 



  
 
 

© MyWay Consortium    26 

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

Table 15. Perceptions about the accordance of MyWay suggestions to their needs and ex-

pectations(-2: Not at all / Much less, +2: Definitely yes / Much more) 

  All users Same users 

Living lab  
Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted  

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.07 61 0.08 

SEQ-2  65 0.09 61 0.13 

SEQ-3  62 0.09 61 0.07 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.09 11 0.36 

SEQ-2  13 0.08 11  0.18 

SEQ-3  13 0.46 11 0.46 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.09 23 0.09 

SEQ-2  23 -0.26 23 -0.26 

SEQ-3  23 -0.17 23 -0.17 

 

To further investigate whether and how the MyWay suggestions match the expectations 

of local users, a comparative analysis of the results obtained by different trip planners for 

the same searches was conducted by the Generalitat de Cataluna (GENCAT) in the Cat-

alonia Living Lab. The trip planners were MyWay and three mature trip planners already 

in the market, namely Mou-te for smartphone, TMB App and Google maps. The results 

by each of these trip planners for specific searches, were compared with the preferences 

and suggestions by a local user for the specific trip. 

The searches have been done using smartphones with Android operating system as this 

was the most common in the GENCAT organisation. The points of origin and destination 

for each search included in the analysis have been chosen by several users employed in 

GENCAT, who are familiar with the itinerary for each trip and are aware of the most effi-

cient way to make the trip using public transport or other private transport modes. Differ-

ent ranges of trips have been considered in the analysis. They included trips within urban 

areas or within the metropolitan area of Barcelona and trips extending to a wider area 

from the whole Catalonia (including different municipalities). The detailed results of this 

analysis are included in Annex 2. The MyWay suggestions always included the itinerary 

which was suggested by the local users as the optimum one, ranked first among the pro-

posed routes. This was not always the case for the other three trip planners, showing that 

MyWay has a promising market potential.  

The users’ responses to the question whether they have encountered any unwanted be-

haviour by MyWay are depicted in Table 16. The perceived frequency of unwanted be-

haviour seems to reduce with time in Catalonia, 51.7% users answered yes in the first 

questionnaire while 40.3% in the third questionnaire. Similarly, in Berlin 50% of users re-

sponded postively in the first questionnaire while 38.4% did so in the third. In Trikala, the 

situation is the opposite, 8.6% of users responded yes in the first questionnaire and 
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17.3% in the third. No differences per time point in each LL were found for the sample of 

“Same users”. No difference between iOS and Android users’ responses was found. 

 

 Table 16. Perceptions about MyWay unwanted behaviour 

  All users Same users  Android users iOS users 

 
Time point Ν Yes Ν Yes Ν Yes Ν Yes 

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 51.7%  61 55.7% 64 48.4% 21 61.9% 

SEQ-2  65 58.4%  61 59.0% 51 58.8% 14 57.1% 

SEQ-3  62 40.3%  61 40.9% 48 37.5% 14 50% 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 50%  11 54.5% 16 50% 6 50% 

SEQ-2  13 30.7%  11 27.2% 9 33.3% 4 25% 

SEQ-3  13 38.4%  11 45.4% 10 50% 3 0% 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 8.6%  23 8.6% 10 0 13 15.3% 

SEQ-2  23 21.7%  23 21.7% 10 20% 13 23.0% 

SEQ-3  23 17.3%  23 17.3% 10 10% 13 23.0% 

 

The users’ responses to the question “Were any encountered problems more frequent 

than that of other planners” are shown in Table 17. The results should be interpreted with 

caution, since no difference between time points in the sample of the same users’ re-

sponses was found. Users in all Living Labs perceived the problems as almost the same 

as those of other commercial planners, since the weighted average of responses ranges 

between -0.27 and 0.35, meaning it is very close to the neutral rating 0. This means that 

the encountered problems were as frequent as that of other planners.  

 

 

 

 Table 17. Perceptions about frequency of MyWay unwanted behaviour (-2: Definitely more fre-
quent, +2: Much more rare) 

  All users Same users  Android users iOS users 

 

Time 
point 

Ν 
Weighted 
average 

Ν 
Weighted 
average 

Ν 
Weighted 
average 

Ν 
Weighted 
average 

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  81 -0.21 59 -0.34 64 -0.15 21 -0.45 

SEQ-2  63 -0.24 59 -0.5 51 -0.48 14 -0.38 

SEQ-3  60 -0.3 59 -0.57 48 -0.31 14 -0.38 

Berlin 
SEQ-1  22 -0.27 11 -0.45 16 -0.08 6 -0.66 

SEQ-2  13 -0.23 11 -0.18 9 -0.22 4 -0.25 
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SEQ-3  13 -0.07 11 -0.09 10 -0.52 3 0.33 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  20 0.35 14 0.35 10 0.28 13 0.23 

SEQ-2  20 0.1 14 0.57 10 0.4 13 0.00 

SEQ-3  20 -0.05 14 0.57 10 0.25 13 -0.5 

 

 
As presented in Deliverable 5.3, there were some exceptions of MyWay in the beginning 

of October 2015 in Catalonia and some problems to connect to the subplanners in Berlin 

and Trikala, also in the beginning of October 2015. The feedback received by users on 

the dates of the problems, which is relevant to the encountered problems, was: 

- I cannot create a new user 

- I cannot save my preferences 

- I do not see the description of the journey (mentioned 3 times) 

- It does not show the simple trip, using only metro from Fontana to Sants 

- I was invited to reschedule without any sense 

-  I'm on the train from Villefranche to saints and it tells me I need to reschedule. I do 

not know how, because the alternative is obviously worse because I'm on the train 

- The search for railway stations or larger squares is problematic. The list of routes 

should include the number and not only that there is a railway line.  

The main problems, as perceived by the users, were inability to register and save their 

preferences, the non display of the trip details and the request to re-schedule without an 

apparent reason for the users,  

The users’ responses to the question “Do you think that the same trips when done follow-

ing MyWay advice lasted less than when not using MyWay?” are shown in Table 18. No 

significant differences were found between time points in each Living Lab. Users in all 

LLs responded that similar trips lasted the same, the weighted average of responses 

ranged between 0.1 to 0.22 in Catalonia, 0.40 to 0.53 in Berlin and 0.08 to 0.13 in Trikala. 

Table 18. Perceptions about trip duration when following MyWay advice (-2: Definitely 
lasted more, +2: Definitely lasted less) 

  All users Same users 

Living lab  
Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.10  61 -0.01 

SEQ-2  65 0.01  61 0.06 

SEQ-3  62 0.22  61 0.19 
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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 
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4. USABILITY EVALUATION 

4.1 Results from Scripted Journey Plan Tests 

The Scripted Journey Plan (SJP) tests were designed between WPs 1 and 5 to super-

sede the Expert Usability Evaluations. They came about as an outcome of responding to 

reviewers’ comments following the Year 1 review that the overall number of scenarios 

produced for the initial focus groups (requirements gathering) was too many for evalua-

tion purposes. In the process of refining the existing scenario set (presented in Delivera-

ble 1.1), it was agreed that the subset should focus on illustrating the innovative Phase 2 

functionality, the revised set is reported in Deliverable 1.4 [MyWay D1.4]. The results of 

these tests are presented as a supplement to the user acceptance and socio-economic 

evaluation. 

The Final Set of Scripted Journeys scenarios is given in Table 19. 

Table 19. Scripted Journey Plan Tests per LL 

Living 
Lab 

Scenario Description 

Berlin B1 Public transport instead of bike in bad weather (student) 
B2 Car-pooling 
B3 A dissatisfied car commuter 

Catalonia C2 Public transport instead of bike in bad weather (student) 
C4 Finding parking places 
C5 A dissatisfied car commuter 

Trikala T1 Public transport instead of bike in bad weather (student) 
T2 Finding parking places 
T3 A dissatisfied car commuter 

 
The methodology for the SJPs was reported in Deliverables 1.4 [MyWay D1.4] and 5.2 

[MyWay D5.2] and the conduct of the tests in each Living Lab was confirmed in Delivera-

ble 5.3 [MyWay D5.3]. The purpose of the SJP tests was to gather in-depth data from a 

small number of users about their experience of using MyWay to create journey plans 

conforming to specific scenarios. The results gave more insight into problems that the re-

al users may have been experiencing in the Living Labs. Analysis of the user reports pre-

pared to a common format enabled the consortium to focus on solving any significant is-

sues that may have arisen, as well as giving some quantifiable results on the closeness 

of the match between scenario and journey plans offered. A total of 47 SJPs were carried 

out by 26 testers (Table 20). In this analysis, for all the questions that were asked as a 

Likert-type scale, 1 equals the most positive response and 5 is the least positive re-

sponse. 
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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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The first set of questions dealt with the research question, whether MyWay can produce 

results which match the scenarios and which are as expected by users. 

The mean ratings in the question “Did MyWay find a journey plan that matched your ex-

pectation in relation to the scenario?” are shown in Table 21. The best results have been 

obtained in Catalonia, which has the highest mean ratings for each scenario, and also the 

highest number of tests carried out. Berlin’s results are more variable, and the two testers 

for scenario B2 (car-pooling) appeared to experience more problems than other testers. 

In Trikala, there were only three tests per scenario, and the results are therefore not very 

conclusive. However, the number being nearer 3 than 2 suggests that the expectations of 

the Trikala testers were only partially met. If one takes the mean results for each Living 

Lab, and then calculate a weighted mean average (weighting based on the number of 

tests carried out), the overall rating is 2.08. This suggests that overall the testers found 

that the journey plans ‘mostly’ met their expectations and is a good result. The best re-

sults were achieved in Catalonia, with a mean rating of 1.54 across all the scenarios. 

Table 21. Ratings of journey plans as matching testers’ expectations (1: Completely, 5: 
Not at all) 

 

Berlin Catalonia Trikala 

B1 B2 B3 C2 C4 C5 T1 T2 T3 

N 6 2 3 9 9 9 3 3 3 

Mean rating 2.00 4.50 2.67 1.67 1.50 1.44 2.67 2.67 2.67 

Mean (all scenarios) 2.64 1.54 2.67 

Weighted mean 2.08 

 

 
The responses in the question “How high up the list of journey plan suggestions was the plan 
that best matched the scenario?” are shown in  

  Table 22. The results were very good in Catalonia, with 20 out of 27 tests resulting in 

journey plans which best matched the scenario being in the top two suggested journey 

plans. Results are also acceptable in Trikala. However, the results in Berlin were a lot 

more variable, with more than half of the tests failing to have a matching plan in the top 

two, and one null result.  

 

  Table 22. Ranking of best matching scenario) 

 1st 2nd 3rd Below 3rd Absent 

Berlin 3 
 

2 5 1 

Catalonia 11 9 5 2  

Trikala 2 5 2 
 

 

 
 

In order to better understand their ratings, testers were asked to describe the ways that 

journey plans failed to meet their expectations. A range of comments were received, 

these were coded and have been grouped as shown in Table 23. 
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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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Figure 7. Ways in which SJP test journey plans did not meet testers' expectations 

 
The following questions aimed to analyse the perceptions of testers about the quality of 

plans suggested. 

The responses to the question “How long was the total journey time indicated?” are 

shown in    Table 24. There were very variable results for this question in Berlin. As there 

was only one response for B2, and only 2 responses for B3, no conclusions can be drawn 

about how accurate the journey times are for these scenarios. However, scenario B1 

shows a lot of variation. The results in Catalonia were much more reliable, although it is 

noticeable that there is more variation in returned trip duration for scenario C2 than for 

the other scenarios. The result in Trikala is also quite variable. However, with only three 

data points for each scenario, no conclusions can be drawn. 

 

   Table 24. Duration of journey time suggestions 

 

Berlin Catalonia Trikala 

B1 B2 B3 C2 C4 C5 T1 T2 T3 

Mean duration (mins)  16 40.5 25.5 102 59 35 30 24 85 

Max 25 52 52 113 62 35 39 36 97 

Min 7 29 22 93 55 35 26 11 77 

 
The mean ratings in the questions “In your opinion, is this journey duration acceptable for 

the distance?” and “In your opinion is this journey duration appropriate for the preference 

settings?” are shown in Table 25. From this table it can be seen that the results for per-

ceptions of journey duration are better in Catalonia, which is not surprising, as the results 

were much less variable within and between scenarios. The weighted mean across all 

SJP tests is 2.47, falling somewhere between ‘Quite Short’ and ‘Average’. This result is 

quite good but heavily influenced by the better results in Catalonia. The participants on 

the whole did not notice any particular problems in the journey durations indicated, in re-

lation to the preference settings for each scenario 

Table 25. Perceptions about journey duration (1: Very short, 5: Very long) and about ap-
propriates for preferences (1: Very appropriate, 5: Very inappropriate) 

Living Lab 
Mean rating 

Perceived Duration  

Mean rating 
Appropriateness of duration 

for preferences 
Berlin 3.00 2.22 

Catalonia 2.07 2.93 

Trikala 3.11 2.33 

Weighted 
Mean 

2.47 2.67 

 
The testers’ responses to the questions “In your opinion are the interchanges reasonable 

in relation to the scenario?” and “In your opinion are the interchanges reasonable in rela-

tion to your local knowledge?” are shown in Table 26. The responses are not analysed for 

scenarios that should not have contained interchanges, as is the case for B2 in Berlin. 

The results in Berlin are quite positive in relation to testers’ opinions about whether the 
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number of interchanges is reasonable for the scenario. In relation to their opinions about 

the number of interchanges in relation to their own local knowledge, the results are also 

very good. The Catalonia data had many missing values for C4 and C5, and therefore it 

is not advisable to draw strong conclusions from this data. However, all the means are in 

the positive perceptions part of the scale, which is encouraging.  

In relation to the scenarios, the opinions are a little less positive than they are in relation 

to the testers’ local knowledge. This is quite surprising, but it might relate to testers ex-

pecting MyWay to find better ways of travelling from A to B than the testers have found 

themselves, especially in relation to fulfilling raised expectations in relation to specific 

scenario properties. As regards Trikala, there are only three values per scenario. As T2 is 

also about parking for a series of appointments, the question is not entirely meaningful. 

However, the mean response suggests that testers generally perceived the number of in-

terchanges to be reasonable in relation to the scenario, but slightly less so in relation to 

their local knowledge. These results are opposite to Catalonia, in the sense that Trikala 

testers find that their expectations regarding overall number of interchanges are very well 

met in relation to the scenario properties, but that the plans are less good in relation to 

their own personal knowledge, particularly for T3. However, all the results are above the 

mid-point of the scale. 

Table 26. Ratings of interchanges reasonability in relation to scenario and local 
knowledge (1: Very reasonable, 5: Very unreasonable) 

 

Berlin Catalonia Trikala 

B1 B3 C2 C4 C5 T1 T2 T3 
N 6 3 9 2 4 3 3 3 

Mean rating:  
reasonability in relation to sce-

nario 
1.67 2.00 2.56 2.00 2.25 1.67 1.67 1.00 

Mean rating: reasonability  
in relation to local knowledge 

1.75 1.00 1.89 2.00 1.75 1.67 2.00 2.33 

 
The testers’ suggestions to the question “For this scenario, what would make this journey 

plan better for you?” are discussed below.  

The results in Berlin (some typical responses are shown in Figure 8) mostly relate to ex-

pectations in relation to journey plans, e.g. having more suggested departure times as 

with many current journey plans, having a greater range of modal options, and choice in 

the way of representing the suggested route. Whilst most people like maps, as was 

shown in the focus groups conducted in year 1 (see Deliverable 1.1), they also some-

times like to have the instructions written down. One tester also commented on the tech-

nical quality of MyWay by referring to the App’s speed. A more concerning outcome in 

Berlin were the results for car-pooling (also known as car-sharing), which did not show up 

well in the tests and was mentioned by several testers. 
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Figure 8. Typical verbatim responses to Question 7 in Berlin 
"What would make this journey better for you (for this scenario)?” 

 
Interestingly seven testers in Catalonia made positive responses to this question, indicat-

ing that they could not think of any improvements. Nevertheless other testers made some 

suggestions. These are included for Catalonia in Figure 9. These suggestions range from 

highlighting Point of Interest (POI) inaccuracies, to suggested new requirements (a pref-

erence to choose how much money to spend per journey), and doubt that all the accessi-

ble options have been presented through MyWay. 

 

 

Figure 9. Selected Catalonia Responses to Q7 
“What would make this plan better for you (for this scenario)?” 

 
In Trikala (Figure 10), testers were mostly happy, though did make some suggestions re-

garding functionalities they would like to see in MyWay as future requirements. It is im-

portant to note that some of these requirements are dependent on data becoming availa-
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ble for integration into MyWay rather than something that MyWay could already potential-

ly deliver. 

 

 

Figure 10. Selected Trikala responses to Q7 
"What would make this plan better for you (for this scenario)?” 

 
The next set of questions aimed to survey the usability of MyWay. 

The mean ratings in the questions “How easy was it to plan the journey described in the 

scenario” and “Is the MyWay application easy to understand?” are shown in Table 27. 

The ratings for all scenarios have been combined. The results for Berlin are less positive 

than in Catalonia and Trikala for the perceived ease with which testers were able to plan 

the journeys in the scenarios. However, the Berlin results are still above the middle of the 

scale. This suggests that MyWay is relatively easy for new users to understand and use. 

As regards the ease of understanding question, this was intended to measure how intui-

tive MyWay is to understand overall. All the findings are above the middle of the scale, 

which is a positive and encouraging result. 

Table 27. Perceptions about ease of planning and intuitiveness of MyWay (1: Very easy, 
5: Very hard) 

Living Lab 
Mean rating 

Ease of planning 
Mean rating 

MyWay’s ease of understanding 
Berlin 2.64 2.64 

Catalonia 1.93 2.04 

Trikala 1.78 1.78 

Weighted Mean 2.04 2.11 

 

 
Testers were then asked to rank their three most and three least favourite things about 

MyWay. The qualitative answers have been coded into categories. The quantified results 

are shown for all Living Labs together in    Table 28. Multiple identical responses from in-

dividual testers have been screened out, but some responses were assignable to more 

than one category. The data has been ordered by frequency of responses for the first 

place mention. It is clear from this information that testers appreciated many important 

aspects of MyWay, including the design and operation of the User Interface, the innova-

tive of the concept to combine more modes and more personalisation, and many other 

qualities. 
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   Table 28. Most and least favourite things about MyWay 

All Living Labs together First place Second place Third place 

UI/Clear/simple design/colour scheme 6 2 3 
Bus info 5 1 1 
Preference settings/ Personalisation/ cus-
tomisation 

4 2 1 

Detailed route/map/stops 4 8 4 
Different /intermodal journey options 3 4 1 
Innovative metaplanning concept 2 1 1 
Quick start (without preferences) 2 2 

 
Useful for locals and tourists 2   
Speed 1 

  
VBC statistics idea (inc. emissions and 
calories) 

1 2 2 

Preference icons 1 
 

1 
Accessibility info 1 

  
Usability/Intuitiveness 1 5 

 
Low data usage 

 
1 

 
Not being tracked by Google 

 
1 

 
Same app, different cities 

  
1 

Autocomplete addresses   1 

 
The three least favourite features are shown in Table 29. From this it can be seen that the 

slower speed that results from the metaplanning concept is a source of some dissatisfac-

tion. To a certain extent this is an inevitable result of the integration process from other 

sources of information, which have their own speed of response, as noted in section 3 

above. It is likely that users will accept a small penalty in relation to response speed if the 

results (added-value) are significantly better than other options. Therefore, it is very im-

portant that data reliability problems, consistency of response and smartness of the jour-

ney planning algorithm’s use of the preferences are perfected as much as possible 

Table 29. The three least favourite things about MyWay 

All Living Labs Together Worst 
Second 
worst 

Third 
worst 

Inadequate Response Speed 7 6  
Results not always consistent/no plans/unexpected 
results 

5 3 3 

Difficult/slow/confusing to set preferences well 4 4 3 
Mode preferences vague/don't work/conflicting con-
straints 

3 3 1 

Search query autocomplete/address DB/stop loca-
tions 

2 3 2 

Lack of specific accessibility info 2   
Journey plans not always smart/needs more data (e.g. 
traffic) 

2 1  

Ability to save settings 1   
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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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Finally, testers were asked “How easy was it to find what you were looking for?”. The re-

sponses are shown in   Table 30. 

  Table 30. Perceptions about ease of finding results (1: Very easy, 5: Very hard) 

Living Lab 
Mean rating 

Ease of finding results 
Berlin 3.36 

Catalonia 4.46 
Trikala 2.33 

Weighted Mean 3.87 
 

The results to this question are much less positive than for other questions that relate to 

aspects of MyWay’s usability. The Qualitative comments, presented below, help to un-

derstand why. 

Berlin 

I can't find some stations near my home 

Addresses can be entered badly. Mostly there is no proper house numbers 

The application is easy to use. The suggestions are good. 

Swiping for the plan details in the map section was a bit confusing 

Menus can be confusing (user preferences, trip preferences, ..)  

Speed of search results is slow, preference options confusing, mode of transport setting 

confusing, statistics not working 

Some parts in the settings section are very unclear, I don't know what I can regulate with 

them. When the journey is calculated, in the overview of different possibilities, there could 

be some text as to what the possibilities relate to, additionally to just the pictogram e.g. 

bikesharing or car-sharing 

I found it first confusing how to switch between trip results and map screen 

journey was not suggested with the preferred mode of transport (car sharing) 

Quite difficult to set preferences for different scenarios 

The icons in the journey planner screen are a really good idea; however, the preferences 

seem to be redundant with the user preferences menu which is confusing. 

Catalonia 

For people whose age is over 65, the map is full of icons that lead to services we don't 

know and once the route is set, the icons might disappear just to make even clearer the 

path we're following 

I found it difficult to search the destination of my route, since I had to look for UAB in 
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Cerdanyola del Valles and it appeared as Bellaterra, that was never mentioned in the 

scenario's text. 

In this case, MyWay app has fit very well my expectations 

More transport information adapted to these groups (reduced mobility). I think it's im-

portant to know if there are any incidents in the service 

Further options missing (e.g. RENFE train, FGC) 

It is not easy to understand the way to recalculate the routes when adding special set-

tings (like reduced mobility) 

In my opinion it is a bit difficult to find the preference options that I need. 

Ca l’Artigues belongs to municipality of Lliçà d’Amunt. This information isn’t in MyWay , 

not even in the scenario. 

In my opinion, the search of the required preferences is a bit difficult. 

Trikala 

Support for Greek names of the streets. 

Very nice try, hope it gets better. 

Good work! Local bus info is what makes it stand out. 

Testers had an opportunity to add any further comments they wished. In many cases 

these elaborate on other questions. As this came as a final question, there are fewer 

comments, however some are positive and encouraging. None of the Trikala testers 

made any responses to this question. 

Berlin 

Sometimes the app is slow. Information about more trip routes would be nice. 

The term 'preferences' is over-used for different items, it could be simplified 

App is a good idea but there are many competitors in Berlin. It is not clear what is much 

better in MyWay than in comparable Apps in Berlin 

No weather warning despite -6 degrees 

By the way, the trip following did not work. It zoomed into some coordinate in the ocean 

south of Africa (maybe lat = 0, long = 0) 

Catalonia 

I had problems with the App closing unexpectedly while searching, and also while setting 

routes.  

I don't find MyWay intuitive enough, and sometimes it's difficult to know if the journey 

suggested is really the best way to go from one point to another. On the other hand, I 
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don't find this test easy to be answered. 

I have changed my mind about MyWay app and I think it works quite well. This app gives 

the possibility to indicate specific needs and preferences. 

It looks like it is not possible to set up a specific starting time for the journey, this fact 

makes MyWay less useful if you want to plan your trip in advance. 

4.2 Subjective opinions of users 

The users’ responses in each of the three Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires of Phase 

2 per Living Lab to the statement “I think that I would like to use this system frequently / 

more frequently than other planners” are shown in Table 31. In general the responses are 

positive but close to the neutral rating (0), which represents the answer “I would use it as 

frequently as other planners”. The weighted average of responses by users in Catalonia 

in the third questionnaire was 0.36. Users in Berlin were more neutral, the weighted aver-

age of their responses in the third questionnaire was 0.07. Users in Trikala were of similar 

opinion, the weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was 0.17. The 

responses by Android users were less positive than the responses by iOS users in all LLs 

and all time points. Especially in Berlin Android users responded that they rather disa-

gree, the weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was -0.5. Still, 

these findings should be considered with care, as the Wilcoxon signed-rank test did not 

detect any difference between responses of the “Same users” per time point in each LL 

and no difference between the responses by Android and iOS users.   

Table 31. Stated willingness to use MyWay, users’ responses to the statement “I think that I would 

like to use this system frequently / more frequently than other planners” (-2: Strongly disagree, +2: 

Strongly agree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.10 61 0.13 64 0.06 21 0.23 

SEQ-2  65 0.12 61 0.19 51 0.05 14 0.28 

SEQ-3  62 0.36 61 0.36 48 0.33 14 0.57 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.09 11 0.45 16 -0.06 6 0.5 

SEQ-2  13 0.15 11 0.36 9 -0.11 4 0.75 

SEQ-3  13 0.07 11 0.27 10 -0.5 3 1.6 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.21 23 0.21 10 0.1 13 0.30 

SEQ-2  23 0.30 23 0.30 10 0.1 13 0.46 

SEQ-3  23 0.17 23 0.17 10 0.2 13 0.23 
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The users’ responses in each of the three Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires per Liv-

ing Lab to the statement “I found the system unnecessarily complex /  more complex than 

other planners” are shown in Table 32. Users in all Living Labs found MyWay as rather 

less complex than other mature planners. The weighted average of responses in the third 

questionnaire was 0.51 in Catalonia, 0.69 in Berlin and 0.47 in Trikala. Responses by iOS 

users were more positive than those by Android users.  No differences between respons-

es of the “Same users” per time point in each LL and no difference between the respons-

es by Android and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   

 

Table 32. Perceptions about MyWay complexity, users’ responses to the statement “I found the 
system unnecessarily complex / more complex than other planners” (-2: Strongly agree, +2: 
Strongly disagree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.30 61 0.34 64 0.14 21 0.8 

SEQ-2  65 0.27 61 0.26 51 0.15 14 0.47 

SEQ-3  62 0.51 61 0.49 48 0.04 14 0.5 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.40 11 0.54 16 0.12 6 1.1 

SEQ-2  13 0.61 11 0.54 9 0.33 4 1.25 

SEQ-3  13 0.69 11 0.54 10 0.3 3 2 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.30 23 0.30 10 0.1 13 0.46 

SEQ-2  23 0.39 23 0.39 10 0.1 13 0.61 

SEQ-3  23 0.47 23 0.47 10 0.5 13 0.46 

 

The users’ responses in each of the three Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires per Liv-

ing Lab to the statement “I thought the system was easy to use / easier to use than other 

planners” are shown in Table 33. Users responded that MyWay was as easy to use as 

other mature planners. The weighted average of responses in the third questionnaire in 

Catalonia was -0.12, in Berlin it was 0.38 and in Trikala it was 0.04. Responses by iOS 

users were more positive than those by Android users in the majority of cases.  No differ-

ences between the responses of the “Same users” per time point in each LL and no dif-

ference between the responses by Android and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test.   
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 Table 33. Perceptions about MyWay ease of use, users’ responses to the statement “I thought the 
system was easy to use / easier to use than other planners” (-2: Strongly disagree, +2: Strongly 
agree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 -0.2 61 -0.34 64 -0.31 21 0.04 

SEQ-2  65 -0.09 61 -0.24 51 -0.19 14 0.28 

SEQ-3  62 -0.12 61 -0.49 48 -0.14 14 0 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.27 11 -0.54 16 0.06 6 0.83 

SEQ-2  13 0.07 11 -0.54 9 -0.22 4 1.25 

SEQ-3  13 0.38 11 -0.54 10 0 3 1.66 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.04 23 -0.30 10 0.3 13 -0.07 

SEQ-2  23 0.39 23 -0.39 10 0.3 13 0.46 

SEQ-3  23 0.04 23 -0.47 10 0 13 0.07 

 

The users’ responses to the statement “I thought there was too much inconsistency in 

this system / much more inconsistency in this system than other planners” are shown in 

Table 34. Users in Catalonia and Trikala responded that there was no difference in con-

sistency between MyWay and other mature planners, the weighted average of their re-

sponses in the third questionnaire was 0.30 in Catalonia and 0.26 in Trikala. In Berlin us-

ers responded that MyWay was rather more consistent than other mature planners, the 

weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was 0.61. Responses by 

iOS users are more positive than those by Android users in Berlin, but less positive in 

Trikala and in the third questionnaire in Catalonia. No differences between responses of 

the “Same users” per time point in each LL and no difference between the responses by 

Android and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   

 

Table 34. Perceptions about MyWay inconsistency, users’ responses to the statement “I thought 
there was too much inconsistency in this system / much more inconsistency in this system than 
other planners” (-2: Strongly agree, +2: Strongly disagree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 -0.02 61 -0.11 64 0.12 21 0.28 

SEQ-2  65 0.15 61 0.18 51 0.19 14 0.14 

SEQ-3  62 0.30 61 0.27 48 0.31 14 0.28 
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Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.36 11 0.36 16 -0.06 6 1.16 

SEQ-2  13 0.61 11 0.36 9 0.22 4 1.5 

SEQ-3  13 0.61 11 0.72 10 0.33 3 1.6 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.34 23 0.34 10 0.4 13 0.3 

SEQ-2  23 0.21 23 0.21 10 0.2 13 0.23 

SEQ-3  23 0.26 23 0.26 10 0.3 13 0.23 

 

The users’ responses to the statement “I would imagine that most people would learn to 

use this system quickly / much more quickly than other planners” are shown in Table 35. 

Users in Catalonia and Trikala responded that people would learn MyWay as quickly as 

other mature planners, the weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire 

was 0.20 and 0.04 respectively. The responses by users in Berlin are more positive, 

namely that MyWay would be learnt rather more quickly than other planners, the 

weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was 0.61. No differences 

between responses of the “Same users” per time point in each LL and no difference be-

tween the responses by Android and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon signed-

rank test.   

Table 35. Perceptions about MyWay learnability, users’ responses to the statement ““I would imag-
ine that most people would learn to use this system quickly / much more quickly than other plan-
ners” (-2: Strongly disagree, +2: Strongly agree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.01 61 0 64 -0.07 21 0.28 

SEQ-2  65 -0.07 61 -0.03 51 -0.15 14 0.57 

SEQ-3  62 0.20 61 0.03 48 0.10 14 0.57 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.25 11 0.90 16 0.75 6 0.66 

SEQ-2  13 0.76 11 0.54 9 0.38 4 1 

SEQ-3  13 0.61 11 0.54 10 0.3 3 1.6 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.21 23 0.21 10 0.2 13 0.23 

SEQ-2  23 0 23 0 10 -0.1 13 0.15 

SEQ-3  23 0.04 23 0.04 10 -0.1 13 0.15 

 

The users’ responses to the statement “I felt confident using the system / much more 

confident using the system than other planners” are shown in Table 36. Users in Catalo-

nia and Trikala responded that they felt as confident as when using other mature plan-

ners, the weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was -0.18 and 

0.17 respectively. Users in Berlin responded that they felt rather more confident when us-
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ing MyWay than other mature planners, the weighted average of responses in the third 

questionnaire was 0.99. iOS users were more positive in Catalonia and Berlin, while An-

droid users were more positive in Trikala. No differences between responses of the 

“Same users” per time point in each LL and no difference between the responses by An-

droid and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   

 

Table 36. Perceptions about confidence in using MyWay, users’ responses to the statement ““I felt 
confident using the system / much more confident using the system than other planners” (-2: 
Strongly disagree, +2: Strongly agree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 -0.33 61 -0.34 64 -0.44 21 0 

SEQ-2  65 -0.20 61 -0.15 51 -0.31 14 0.21 

SEQ-3  62 -0.18 61 -0.21 48 -0.21 14 -0.07 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.50 11 0.91 16 0.75 6 -0.17 

SEQ-2  13 0.77 11 0.82 9 0.44 4 1.5 

SEQ-3  13 0.99 11 0.91 10 0.70 3 2 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.30 23 0.30 10 0.40 13 0.23 

SEQ-2  23 0.17 23 0.17 10 0.20 13 0.15 

SEQ-3  23 0.17 23 0.17 10 0.20 13 0.15 

 

 

The users’ responses to the statement “I needed to learn a lot of things before I could get 

going with this system / much more things before I could get going with this system than 

with other planners” are shown in Table 37. Users in Catalonia and Berlin responded that 

they rather disagreed, the weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire 

was 0.85 and 1.08 respectively. Users in Trikala also rather disagreed, although the 

weighted average of their responses in the third questionnaire was a bit lower, 0.39. Simi-

larly to the previous statement, iOS users were more positive in Catalonia and Berlin, 

while Android users were more positive in Trikala. No differences between responses of 

the “Same users” per time point in each LL and no difference between the responses by 

Android and iOS users was found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   
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Table 37. Perceptions about MyWay intuitiveness, users’ responses to the statement ““I needed to 
learn a lot of things before I could get going with this system / much more things before I could get 
going with this system than with other planners” (-2: Strongly agree, +2: Strongly disagree) 

  All users Same users Android users iOS users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.74 61 0.72 64 0.64 21 1.05 

SEQ-2  65 0.63 61 0.65 51 0.47 14 1.21 

SEQ-3  62 0.85 61 0.84 48 0.75 14 1.21 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.91 11 0.99 16 0.56 6 1.83 

SEQ-2  13 1.08 11 0.99 9 0.78 4 1.75 

SEQ-3  13 1.08 11 0.99 10 0.80 3 2.0 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.61 23 0.61 10 0.5 13 0.69 

SEQ-2  23 0.69 23 0.69 10 0.7 13 0.69 

SEQ-3  23 0.39 23 0.39 10 0.8 13 0.08 

 

The users’ stated trust in the MyWay journey recommendations is shown in Table 38. 

Users in all Living Labs responded that they rather trust the MyWay journey recommen-

dations. No difference between responses of the “Same users” per time point was found 

using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   

 

 Table 38. Stated trust in MyWay journey recommendations (-2: Not at all, +2: Absolutely yes) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν Weighted Average  

N Weighted Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.46 61 0.39 

SEQ-2  65 0.32  61 0.36 

SEQ-3  62 0.42 61 0.41 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.68 11 0.91 

SEQ-2  13 0.69 11 0.73 

SEQ-3  13 0.77 11 0.82 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.78 23 0.78 

SEQ-2  23 0.39 23 0.39 

SEQ-3  23 0.48 23 0.48 
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The users’ stated feeling of certainty when using MyWay are shown in Table 39. Users in 

Berlin and Trikala responded that they felt rather sure that their journey would go as 

planned when using MyWay, the weighted average of their responses in the third ques-

tionnaire was .77 in Berlin and 0.56 in Trikala. The responses by users in Catalonia were 

closer to the neutral response (neither sure nor unsure), the weighted average in the third 

time point was 0.21. No difference between responses of the “Same users” per time point 

was found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.   

 

Table 39. Responses to the question “Do you feel sure that your journey will go as planned 
when using the MyWay system?” (-2: Not sure at all, +2: Absolutely sure) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

 Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.16 61 0.05 

SEQ-2  65 0.08 61 0.09 

SEQ-3  62 0.21 61 0.20 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.50 11 0.64 

SEQ-2  13 0.69 11 0.64 

SEQ-3  13 0.77 11 0.82 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.52 23 0.52 

SEQ-2  23 0.30 23 0.30 

SEQ-3  23 0.56 23 0.56 
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5. ACCEPTANCE EVALUATION 

The acceptance was evaluated in terms of investigating the frequency of use of MyWay 

and the users’ perceptions about the MyWay usefulness and their satisfaction from and 

trust in it. 

The MyWay application downloads are shown in Figure 11 and Figure 12. Until mid-

March 2016 there were a total of 337 active installations for the Android, as reported by 

the Google play developer console, and 333 installations for iOS version, as reported by 

the  iTunes Connect. These numbers refer to applications that have been downloaded 

and are still installed in the mobile device. The following graphs show that there were new 

downloads even after the end of the Phase 2 tests. 

 

 

Figure 11. MyWay Android version downloads (cumulative) 

  

 

Figure 12. MyWay iOS version downloads 
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In Deliverable 1.4 [MyWay D1.4], it was planned to analyse the frequency of use of 

MyWay, measured as the number of registered users who used MyWay at least once per 

time point. Analysing the logs, it was found that the majority of users made anonymous 

use of MyWay. Although there were 362 (authenticated) users registered in MyWay dur-

ing the whole Phase 2, only few authenticated requests were logged. Splitting the Phase 

2 in three time periods, of approximately similar duration, there were 63 authenticated 

users with requests in period 1 (20 October – 10 November), 61 users in period 2 (11 

November – 30 November) and 66 users in period 3 (1 December – 20 December). Since 

the majority of requests were done by users not having logged-in, it was understood that 

these indicators, which should be based on requests by authenticated users, could not be 

plausibly calculated and would not be representative of the frequency of use of MyWay. 

Moreover, MyWay is a not a high frequency application, as it is to be used for unfamiliar 

trips or in case of events, when a user needs to re-plan his/her trip.  Therefore, the rela-

tive stability shown by the frequency of use by authenticated users should be cautiously 

welcomed. 

The users’ responses in each of the three Subjective Evaluation Questionnaires per Liv-

ing Lab to the question “During the last period I have been using the MyWay system fre-

quently / more frequently than other planners” are shown in Table 40. Users in all LLs re-

sponded that they used MYWay as frequently as other commercial planners in the last 

period. In Catalonia the weighted average of responses ranged between 0.01 in the first 

time point to -0.05 in the third. The weighted average of responses in Berlin was 0.3 and 

in Trikala -0.13 in the third time point. Users’ responses were not found to change with 

time, as the Wilcoxon signed-rank test did not detect any difference between time points 

in the sample of “Same users”.  

 

Table 40. Stated frequency of MyWay use during the last period (-2: Strongly disagree, 

+2: Strongly agree) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  
N 

Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.01 61 0.03 

SEQ-2  65 -0.36 61 -0.16 

SEQ-3  62 -0.05 61 -0.08 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 -0.40 11 0.13 

SEQ-2  13 0.30 11 0.45 

SEQ-3  13 0.30 11 0.45 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 -0.04 23 -0.04 

SEQ-2  23 -0.04 23 -0.04 

SEQ-3  23 -0.13 23 -0.13 
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As regards the acceptance of 1st and 2nd MyWay suggestions as shown in Table 7, the 

percentage of users who used the TripFollowing functionality and did select the first or 

second MyWay suggestion was over 60% in all LLs and time periods, with the only ex-

ception being the second time period for Trikala. Very few requests, as logged by the 

TripFollower, were followed to conclusion of the trip. Users’ consultation revealed that this 

was mainly due to problems with the functionality itself, for example it stopped in cases of 

low GPS signal, and users were reluctant to activate it again. 

The users’ stated trust in innovative transport modes per Living Lab are shown in  

   Table 41. All users in all LLs responded that they rather trust the innovative 

transport modes, as all weighted averages were above 0.5 in all Living Labs and all time 

points. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test did not detect any difference between time points 

in the sample of “Same users”.  

 

     Table 41. Stated trust in innovative transport modes (-2: Not at all, +2: Absolutely yes) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  
N 

Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.62 61 0.62 

SEQ-2  65 0.58 61 0.57 

SEQ-3  62 0.69 61 0.60 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.55 11 0.90 

SEQ-2  13 0.54 11 0.54 

SEQ-3  13 0.38 11 0.45 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.87 23 0.86 

SEQ-2  23 0.52 23 0.43 

SEQ-3  23 0.69 23 0.69 

 

 

The users’ ratings of Usefulness and Satisfying, using the User Acceptance Scale by Van 

der Laan, Heino, & De Waard (1997) [Van der Lann, 1997], are given in    Table 

42 per Living Lab. All ratings were above the neutral (3), meaning that users found 

MyWay useful and were satisfied with it. In Catalonia and Berlin ratings seem to get bet-

ter with time, which was not the case in Trikala. The Wilkonxon signed rank test did not 

find any difference between users’ ratings of MyWay and of other commercial mature 

planners.  
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    Table 42. Usefulness and Satisfying score for MyWay (1:Worst rating, 5: Best rating) 

      MyWay Other planners 

Living 
lab  

Time 
point 

Ν Usefulness Satisfying Usefulness Satisfying 

Catalonia 

SEQ-1 85 3.31 3.59 3.90 3.76 

SEQ-2 65 3.37 3.52 3.89 3.73 

SEQ-3 62 3.61 3.72 3.94 3.82 

Berlin 

SEQ-1 22 3.54 3.52 3.97 3.65 

SEQ-2 13 3.54 3.65 3.83 3.71 

SEQ-3 13 3.60 3.57 3.81 3.59 

Trikala 

SEQ-1 23 3.44 3.39 3.11 3.16 

SEQ-2 23 3.34 3.38 3.28 3.30 

SEQ-3 23 3.21 3.30 3.14 3.00 
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6. Estimated MyWay impact  

6.1 Users’ opinions 

As explained in Section 4.1.2, there were little data available from the TripFollowing func-

tionality relevant to the actual usage of transport modes by participants. For example, in 

Catalonia there were only 14 trips for which data was logged by the TripFollower for the 

total duration of Phase 2. Therefore, no further analysis of usage of transport modes, 

based on such data was conducted. 

In order to calculate a weighted average of stated usage of transport modes, the users’ 

answers have been coded as follows: 0 – Never, 1 – Only once, 4 – Several days a 

week, 7 – Every day, 14 – More than once a day. The weighted averages of users’ stated 

usage of transport modes before being introduced to MyWay (background) and at the 

three time points along Phase 2 tests, as captured by the three SEQs, are shown in Ta-

ble 43. The stated usage of private car seems to be less in the third questionnaire in Cat-

alonia (2.94) than in the background (4.92) and in Trikala (weighted average 5.89 in 

background versus 4.14 in the third questionnaire). In Berlin the users’ statements do not 

seem to change.  

 Table 43. Stated usage of transportation means (0: Never, 14: More than once a day) – All users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Private 

car 

Mo-

ped 

Public 

bike 

Public 

transport 

Flexible 

on de-

mand 

Walking 

the whole 

trip 

Catalonia 

Background 116 4.92 3.86 0.88 6.44 0.15 6.4 

SEQ-1 85 3.15 0.89 1.27 5.98 0.05 6.3 

SEQ-2 65 3.07 0.93 0.82 5.73 0.09 6.4 

SEQ-3 62 2.94 0.93 1.24 6.03 0.29 6.8 

Berlin 

Background 54 3.08 0.06 0.30 8.23 1.35 5.6 

SEQ-1 22 2.54 0 0.23 8.23 0.46 5.5 

SEQ-2 13 2.93 0 0.67 8.78 2.23 8.4 

SEQ-3 13 3.16 0 0.08 7.92 1.54 6.9 

Trikala 

Background 34 5.89 1.52 0.52 1.76 0.65 4.1 

SEQ-1 23 6.17 2.23 0 0.17 0.04 5.2 

SEQ-2 23 4.71 1.62 0.04 0.22 0.26 5.6 

SEQ-3 23 4.14 2.39 0.18 0.65 0.44 5.2 
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To check whether there are any significant differences between users’ responses in the 

questionnaires, the responses of only those users who completed all four questionnaires 

(“Same users”) are shown in Table 44. No difference in answers between time points was 

identified by the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, still the same trend can be seen in the stated 

usage of private car in Catalonia (3.56 in background versus 2.87 in SEQ3) and Trikala 

(6.21 in background versus 4.13 in SEQ3). 

Table 44. Stated usage of means (0: Never, 14: More than once a day) – “Same user” 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Private 

car 

Mo-

ped 

Public 

bike 

Public 

transport 

Flexible 

on de-

mand 

Walking 

the whole 

trip 

Catalonia 

Background 61 3.56 0.57 1.02 5.39 0.24 6.4 

SEQ-1 61 3.04 0.53 1.17 6.16 0.05 6.6 

SEQ-2 61 3.10 0.75 1.03 5.78 0.10 6.4 

SEQ-3 61 2.97 0.71 1.27 6.07 0.13 6.5 

Berlin 

Background 11 0.90 0.90 0.10 11.3 0.60 6.5 

SEQ-1 11 2.46 0 0.46 8.73 0.73 6.2 

SEQ-2 11 2.18 0 0.82 8.73 1.36 8.6 

SEQ-3 11 2.46 0 0.09 8.37 1.73 6.5 

Trikala 

Background 23 6.21 2.08 0.64 0.30 0.09 4.4 

SEQ-1 23 6.17 2.23 0 0.17 0.04 5.2 

SEQ-2 23 4.69 1.62 0.04 0.22 0.26 5.6 

SEQ-3 23 4.13 2.39 0.18 0.65 0.44 5.2 

 

The users’ immediate reaction to MyWay is shown in Table 45. In all Living Labs the us-

ers’ immediate reaction was always positive. In Catalonia the weighted average of re-

sponses ranged from 0.39 in the second questionnaire to 0.59 in the third. In Berlin the 

ratings were even more positive (weighted average over 1 in all three questionnaires). In 

Trikala the weighted average ranged between 0.74 in the first and second questionnaires 

to 0.44 in the third. 

Table 45. Stated immediate reaction to MyWay (-2: Very negative, +2: Very positive) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.43 61 0.49 

SEQ-2  65 0.39 61 0.44 

SEQ-3  62 0.59 61 0.51 
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Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.73 11 1 

SEQ-2  13 0.85 11 1.1 

SEQ-3  13 0.85 11 1 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.74 23 0.74 

SEQ-2  23 0.74 23 0.74 

SEQ-3  23 0.44 23 0.44 

 

The users’ overall satisfaction with MyWay is shown in Table 46. The stated satisfaction 

was higher in the third questionnaire for Catalonian users (weighted average 0.45) com-

pared to the first one (0.24). On the contrary, in Berlin and Trikala the stated satisfaction 

decreased in the third compared to the first questionnaire (0.38 versus 0.50 and 0.21 ver-

sus 0.69 respectively). Still all the ratings are positive and show that users in all LLs are 

rather satisfied with MyWay. The differences between questionnaires are not statistically 

significant according to the Wilcoxon signed-rank test in the sample of “Same users”. 

 

Table 46. Stated immediate overall satisfaction with MyWay (-2: Not satisfied at all, +2: 

Completely satisfied) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  
N 

Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.24 61 0.27 

SEQ-2  65 0.29 61 0.29 

SEQ-3  62 0.45 61 0.42 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.50 11 0.54 

SEQ-2  13 0.38 11 0.45 

SEQ-3  13 0.38 11 0.45 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.69 23 0.69 

SEQ-2  23 0.30 23 0.30 

SEQ-3  23 0.21 23 0.21 

 

The users’ judgments about the potential benefit of having access to MyWay are shown 

in Table 47, where 0 signifies a “moderate” benefit. Users in Catalonia expected a more 

than moderate benefit in all three time points, the weighted average of responses was 

0.14 in the first questionnaire and 0.23 in the third. Users in Berlin expected a higher 

benefit than in Catalonia, the weighted average of responses ranged from 0.45 in the first 

to 0.69 in the third questionnaire. Users in Trikala expected a moderate benefit (weighted 

average of 0.07 in the second and third questionnaires). No differences between ques-

tionnaires by the “Same users” in each LL were found using the Wilcoxon signed-rank 
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test. 

 

Table 47. Judgment about benefit of having access to MyWay (-2: No benefit, +2: Very 

large benefit) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν Weighted Average  N Weighted Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.14 61 0.20 

SEQ-2  65 0.12 61 0.18 

SEQ-3  62 0.23 61 0.25 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.45 11 0.54 

SEQ-2  13 0.62 11 0.88 

SEQ-3  13 0.69 11 0.88 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 -0.14 23 -0.14 

SEQ-2  23 0.07 23 0.07 

SEQ-3  23 0.07 23 0.07 

 

The users’ estimations about the possibility to choose the optimal route according to their 

preferences when using MyWay are shown in Table 48. Users in Catalonia and Berlin es-

timated that this possibility will increase slightly (weighted average 0.58 in the third ques-

tionnaire for both LLs). Users in Trikala did not expect a change in this possibility when 

using MyWay (weighted average 0 in the third questionnaire). Again, no differences be-

tween questionnaires by the “Same users” in each LL were found using the Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test. 

Table 48. Estimations about possibility to choose optimal route according to preferences 

(-2: Will radically decrease, +2: Will radically increase) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.66 61 0.44 

SEQ-2  65 0.67 61 0.73 

SEQ-3  62 0.58 61 0.59 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.77 11 -0.09 

SEQ-2  13 1.08 11 -0.6 

SEQ-3  13 0.8 11 0.54 

Trikala SEQ-1  23 0.43 23 0.43 
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SEQ-2  23 0.21 23 0.21 

SEQ-3  23 0.00 23 0.0 

 

The users’ estimations about the impact of using MyWay on their stress level associated 

with travelling are shown in Table 49. Users in all LLs do not expect an effect on their 

stress, as the weighted average of responses in the third questionnaire was close to the 

neutral rating, 0.19 in Catalonia, 0.46 in Berlin and 0.17 in Trikala. Again, no differences 

between responses by the “Same users” in each LL were found using the Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test. 

Table 49. Estimations about impact on stress associated with travelling (-2: Will radically 

increase, +2: Will radically decrease) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  
N 

Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.33 61 0.27 

SEQ-2  65 0.24 61 0.29 

SEQ-3  62 0.19 61 0.22 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.55 11 0.72 

SEQ-2  13 1.00 11 1.09 

SEQ-3  13 0.46 11 0.72 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.04 23 0.04 

SEQ-2  23 0.13 23 0.13 

SEQ-3  23 0.17 23 0.17 

 

 

The users’ estimations about the impact of MyWay on the time required to reach their 

destination are shown in Table 50. Users in all Living Labs do not expect an effect on 

this, since their responses were close to the neutral (no effect) response. The weighted 

average of responses in the third questionnaire was 0.37 in Catalonia, 0.30 in Berlin and 

0.08 in Trikala. Again, no differences between responses by the “Same users” in each LL 

were found using the Wilcoxon signed 
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Table 50. Estimations about impact on time required to reach destination (-2: Will radical-

ly increase, +2: Will radically decrease) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν Weighted Average  N Weighted Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.33 61 0.24 

SEQ-2  65 0.2 61 0.24 

SEQ-3  62 0.37 61 0.34 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.27 11 0.0 

SEQ-2  13 0.38 11 0.36 

SEQ-3  13 0.30 11 0.27 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.08 23 0.08 

SEQ-2  23 0.21 23 0.21 

SEQ-3  23 0.08 23 0.08 

 

To support these estimations, an analysis of 6790 trip plan responses, which were re-

turned during autumn 2015 with OK status code in the Catalonia LL, was conducted. The 

aim of this analysis was to survey the impact on trip duration of the intermodal routing 

done by the metaplanner. An intermodal trip plan can employ any combination of fixed-

schedule public transport modes (e.g., bus, underground, tram, train, ferry), fixed-station 

free-floating modes (e.g., shared bikes), and unrestricted free-floating modes (e.g., walk, 

bike, car, taxi). There were 1084 trip plan responses (16%) without a public transport only 

trip plan. In 341 cases (31% of trip plan responses without public transport only trip 

plans), the metaplanner returned an intermodal trip plan from the origin to the destination 

(e.g., bike and train). This shows that the metaplanner is able to return solutions in cases 

when some subplanner is not able to return one. In addition, the durations of public 

transport only and intermodal trip plans were compared, using 2543 trip plans (37%) 

where both types of trip plans have been returned. The intermodal trip plans had by 25% 

shorter duration than public transport only trip plans. This signifies that MyWay metaplan-

ning approach is able to help in the situations where there is no public transport only plan 

and also it delivers intermodal trip plans with shorter duration than public transport only 

plans. This finding is in support of the users’ perceptions about trip times as presented in 

the previous table. 

The users’ estimations about the impact of MyWay on fuel consumption are shown in Ta-

ble 51. Users in all Living Labs do not expect an effect on fuel consumption, since their 

responses were close to the neutral (no effect) response. The weighted average of re-

sponses in the third questionnaire was 0.37 in Catalonia and 0 in Berlin and Trikala. 

Again, no differences between responses by the “Same users” in each LL were found us-

ing the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. 
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Table 51. Estimations about impact on fuel consumption (-2: Will radically increase, +2: 

Will radically decrease) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.28 61 0.26 

SEQ-2  65 0.26 61 0.24 

SEQ-3  62 0.37 61 0.36 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.18 11 0.18 

SEQ-2  13 0.38 11 0.45 

SEQ-3  13 0.0 11 0.0 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.00 23 0.0 

SEQ-2  23 0.09 23 0.09 

SEQ-3  23 0.0 23 0.0 

 

The users’ estimations about the impact of MyWay on the usage of private car and public 

transportation are shown in Table 52. Users in all LLs do not expect a change in number 

of journeys by car, since the weighted average of responses is close to the neutral one, 0 

meaning no change. The weighted average of responses in the third questionnaire was 

0.25 in Catalonia and 0 in Berlin and Trikala. Again no change is expected in the fre-

quency of usage of public transportation. The weighted average of responses in the third 

questionnaire was 0.29 in Catalonia, 0.46 in Berlin and 0.04 in Trikala. No differences be-

tween responses by the “Same users” in each LL were found using the Wilcoxon signed-

rank test. 

Table 52. Estimations about impact on number of journeys by car (-2: Will radically increase, +2: 

Will radically decrease) and by public transportation (-2: Will radically decrease, +2: Will radi-

cally increase) 

  Private car Public Transportation 

  All users Same users All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  
Ν 

Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

N Weighted 

Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.26 61 0.24  85 0.25 61 0.26 

SEQ-2  65 0.18 61 0.21  65 0.32 61 0.27 

SEQ-3  62 0.25 61 0.24  62 0.29 61 0.27 

Berlin SEQ-1  22 0.27 11 0.27  22 0.27 11 0.54 
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SEQ-2  13 0.31 11 0.36  13 0.46 11 0.54 

SEQ-3  13 0.0 11 0.27  13 0.46 11 0.72 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.13 23 0.13  23 0.08 23 0.08 

SEQ-2  23 0.04 23 0.04  23 0.08 23 0.08 

SEQ-3  23 0.00 23 0.00  23 0.04 23 0.04 

 

The users’ estimations about the impact of MyWay on their comfort while travelling are 

shown in Table 53. No effect on comfort was expected by users and no differences be-

tween responses by the “Same users” in each LL were found using the Wilcoxon signed-

rank test. 

Table 53. Estimations about impact on comfort while traveling (-2: Will radically de-

crease, +2: Will radically increase) 

  All users Same users 

Living 

lab  

Time 

point 
Ν 

Weighted Av-

erage  

N Weighted Average  

Catalonia 

SEQ-1  85 0.39 61 0.32 

SEQ-2  65 0.32 61 0.31 

SEQ-3  62 0.32 61 0.32 

Berlin 

SEQ-1  22 0.59 11 0.81 

SEQ-2  13 0.54 11 0.63 

SEQ-3  13 0.38 11 0.72 

Trikala 

SEQ-1  23 0.08 23 0.08 

SEQ-2  23 0.08  23 0.08 

SEQ-3  23 0.13  23 0.13 

 

 

6.2 Findings from stakeholders’ interviews 

In the second round of stakeholders’ survey, there were interviews with 2 stakeholders in 

Berlin, 4 in Catalonia and 3 in Trikala, who were presented with the integrated MyWay 

application. Their responses are included in Annex A. 

Most interviewees had a positive impression of the technical qualities of MyWay. Figure 

13 presents some verbatim extracts that illustrate the typical responses to the question 

“How do you evaluate MyWay technically?”. One interviewee noted that the geographic 

coverage of the App is restricted to the Living Labs at the moment, and that this is a 

short-coming. Another noted that the journey plan suggestion algorithm needs further re-
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finement in relation to inter-modality, as some suggestions are unrealistic (e.g. an unrea-

sonable number of interchanges). A useful suggestion was that the App should ‘hide’ op-

tions that are unavailable in a specific location, to make the App less cluttered. The usa-

bility and intuitiveness was regarded as good, though one interviewee felt that some im-

provements were necessary for the product to be more suited to users new to 

Smartphones. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Indicative responses to the question ‘ “How do you evaluate MyWay technical-
ly?” 

 

 
The majority of interviewees, 1 out of 2 in Berlin, all 4 in Catalonia and 2 out of 3 in 

Trikala, feel that people would use MyWay. The ‘No’ responder in Berlin explained that in 

the context of the Berlin Living Lab, the offer for ‘ride-sharing’ was not explained enough, 

so that the App didn’t add as much value as it could in a competitive marketplace. Simi-

larly, the explanation for the ‘Maybe’ answer in Trikala focused on the difficulty of recruit-

ing users in a competitive App market, especially getting users to switch. This difficulty 

was mentioned in the answers to a number of questions; however, this is a problem of 

marketing as much as of quality, and is one that all new Apps have to face. 

Figure 14 illustrates the typical reasoning of interviewees who think that people would use 

MyWay. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

© MyWay Consortium      63 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14. Indicative responses to the question “Why will people use MyWay?”. 

 

All interviewees think that MyWay has benefits for the user. This supports the idea that 

MyWay has achieved very good user-centricity. Figure 15 shows some typical verbatim 

extracts explaining the interviewees’ reasoning for thinking that MyWay will be beneficial 

for users. However, some interviewees also recognised that it is hard to get users to 

adopt new Apps, particularly if they are already using a different App. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“It is pretty easy to use and the 
look and feel are very nice” 

(DriveNow, Berlin) 

“Users are likely to use MyWay because 
it provides integrated information about 
different means of transport. It will be 
useful if public administrations provide 
their data and the app provides infor-
mation in real-time.” (DIBA, Catalonia) 

“No other application has local bus information.” (Ur-
ban Transportation Services, Trikala) 
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Figure 15. Responses to the question “Why is MyWay beneficial for users?”. 

 

Based on the responses to the remaining questions, a SWOT analysis was conducted 

and is presented in Figure 16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. SWOT analysis compiled from the remaining questions 

 
Other important comments, positive and negative ones, are listed below. 

 Depending on the integration of how car-sharing vehicles will or could be integrat-

ed – the calculation of the potential fares for a route alternative which includes 

car sharing is critical [including any commission payable to the app provider]. 

(DriveNow, Berlin) 

 The users’ preferences (functionality) are also interesting but I am not sure if citi-

zens will use it in the end. (CETRAMSA, Catalonia) 

 Having a very good product is not enough for making sure users will use it. It is 

needed a strong marketing plan behind on top of an excellent product. (Avancar, 

Catalonia) 

Strengths 

Combining modes/lots of solutions 

Local bus info/ 

  Strong public transport info 

User statistics and CO
2
 emissions/ 

  Calories 

Preferences 

Easy to use 

Can use map to select destination 

Threats 

Some users might shift 0 CO
2
 emission trips 

to shared trips in private cars as MyWay 
makes it easier 
Market competition (with other mobility 
apps) 
Any unreliable data could undermine trust in 
MyWay 

You have to explain well how you will use 
the data 

Weaknesses 

# clicks to plan a trip 

Lack of real-time information/Disruption/Traffic 
conditions 

Usability, some icons unintuitive 

Meta-planner increases response time a bit 
Journey costs 

The statistics function could be more visible 

Only available for recent versions of OS limits mar-
ket size 

Opportunities 

Strategic benefits for operators to integrate data 
into MyWay (e.g. car-sharing) 
Better mobility info for all kinds of visitors (tour-
ists, business travellers) 
Could add a feature to see how many people are 
on the same journey (e.g. public transport conges-
tion) 
Linking MyWay data to urban mobility plans 

Strengthens case for reliable open data 

Route network analysis for PT operators 
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 It includes all of different operators and provides all travel options, combining dif-

ferent modes of public transport. This is a distinct advantage in terms of public 

transport. My Way is good for public transport. (Sagalés, Catalonia) 

 You have a number of preferences and you can value, not only travel time as you 

do when you’re using other journey planners, but in MyWay you have the part of 

consumption, it’s more sustainable. (Sagalés, Catalonia) 

 Usability could still be improved; it would be good to put all trip options on the 

same map. (DIBA, Catalonia) 

 There are not traffic conditions which I think it’s a very important part in order to 

take decisions when you’re planning a trip. (Sagalés, Catalonia) 

 MyWay could be the public transport showcase. It can unveil new transport ser-

vices. There is a benefit linked to tourism. Whether tourists use MyWay and see 

that there is a good public transport network, it can encourage them not to rent a 

car, for example (DIBA, Catalonia). 

 If we could have an option where the tracking is always activated, you could have 

a group of people reporting all their movements so the city officials could see for 

which kind of trips people are using the car, for example. (Avancar, Catalonia) 

 It could be a relevant app for mobility. I think that the most powerful part of the app 

is the emissions and calories tracking. That opens an interesting opportunity for 

developing other things. Because the rest is a commodity, the rest is not new. 

(Avancar, Catalonia) 

 You have to explain well how you will use the data. (CETRAMSA, Catalonia) 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

The aim of this work was to evaluate the technical performance of the integrated MyWay 

system and to detect any issues with its usability for its future improvement and optimisa-

tion. An additional aim was to evaluate the users’ acceptance of MyWay and their estima-

tions and expectations about its impact. The results of this analysis are useful data and 

input for the necessary assumptions needed for the business modelling and exploitation 

activities of MyWay.  

The evaluation was based on collecting objective data and subjective opinions by users, 

recruited in the three Living Labs of the project, Catalonia, Berlin and Trikala. Users were 

asked to use MyWay as they would wish in their everyday life. Apart from that, there was 

a specific study on usability issues, conducted with a small number of users in the three 

Living Labs. They were instructed to follow specific scripts, the aim of which was to get 

more detailed and rich descriptions of usability issues, if such were indeed detected. Fi-

nally, the study of acceptance and expected impact of MyWay was complemented via de-

tailed interviews with a small number of stakeholders in each Living Lab, again aiming to 

collect more detailed and richer material to be used for the further optimisation and ex-

ploitation of MyWay after the project end. In the following the main findings of this work 

will be discussed in relation to the hypotheses included in section 2 and detailed in Deliv-

erable 6.1.  

It must be noted that the present trials were conducted in a Living Lab setting, and there-

fore it was not possible to control the sample size and synthesis and the variables in the 

same way as this can be done in an experimental or laboratory setting. Still, the real 

world tests provide ecological validity which cannot be achieved by experimental settings. 

Since the number of users who participated in the tests per Living Lab was rather low 

(compared with the total population), the following findings should be considered with 

care and they should be interpreted as trends, which should be verified with bigger num-

ber of users, using MyWay for longer periods of time and in different geographical re-

gions, before any definite conclusions can be drawn. 

Still, one should consider that MyWay was being compared against mature products, 

which are generally available in the market after years of design, development and after 

several software updates to fix bugs, therefore they are very stable. In this notion, the re-

sults obtained seem very encouraging as regards the performance of MyWay and the us-

ers’ perceptions about it. 

7.1 Technical performance 

The median MyWay response time was 5 s in Catalonia, 6.1 s in Berlin and 0.1 s in 

Trikala. The response time depended on the network area covered and on the number of 

subplanners being integrated, this is why it was higher in Berlin and Catalonia than in 

Trikala. The users in all Living Labs perceived the MyWay response time as comparable 

to the response time of other commercial and mature planners they were currently using. 

The weighted average of their responses to the question ‘How do you evaluate the 
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MyWay response time (compared to other planners)?” in the third SEQ was close to the 

neutral (similar) rating, i.e. -0.05 in Catalonia, -0.31 in Berlin and 0,13 in Trikala. These 

findings support the hypothesis “TH1: Users perceive the MyWay response time to their 

request as normal / similar to that of other planners”. This is a very encouraging outcome, 

since users were comparing MyWay with mature products with long market presence.  

One of the main objectives of MyWay is to promote intermodal mobility, instead of a pri-

vate car.. Analysing trip plans generated by single subplanners and by the Metaplanner 

for 1000 random origin-destination pairs in each LL and for 6790 real trip plans from 

Catalonia, it was shown that in 4% to 12% of requests the Metaplanner did propose in-

termodal plans that were better than single-modal ones as regards travel time, price or 

emissions. In 85% to 92% of requests the intermodal plans were similar to the single-

modal ones, but they were new plans, thus extending the travel options available to the 

user. This analysis showed 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 

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 Meta-

planner can deliver intermodal trip plans with noticeably shorter duration than public 

transport only plans.  These findings show that the Metaplanning approach is a clear 

added value of MyWay, and should be used in promotion and exploitation of MyWay. 

The people who participated in the tests perceived the information provided by MyWay as 

of similar reliability to that of other commercial planners. The weighted average of their 

responses to the question ‘How reliable is the information provided by MyWay (compared 

to other planners)?” in the third SEQ was close to the neutral (similar) rating, i.e. 0 in Cat-

alonia, 0.15 in Berlin and 0,52 in Trikala.This finding supports the hypothesis “TH2: 

MyWay information is reliable / as reliable as that of other planners being used by the us-

ers over the same period.” This is once again very encouraging, since users were com-

paring MyWay with mature products with long market presence.  

The participants in the SJPs in all LLs stated that the journey plans ‘mostly’ met their ex-

pectations. Also, in a comparative analysis of the results obtained for 8 trip requests in 

Catalonia by different trip planners, MyWay always proposed as first option the itinerary 

which was suggested by the local users as the optimum one. This was not always the 

case for the other trip planners. Still during the Phase 2 tests, users responded that 

MyWay suggestions are in accordance with their needs and expectations similarly to the 

suggestions by other commercial and mature planners. The weighted average of their re-

sponses to the question ‘Are the MyWay suggestions (more) in accordance to your needs 

and expectations (than the suggestions by the other planners?” in the third SEQ was 

close to the neutral (similar) rating, i.e. 0.09 in Catalonia, 0.46 in Berlin and -0,17 in 

Trikala. Despite the first two findings, the Phase 2 results do not support the hypothesis 

“TH4: MyWay suggestions are more in accordance to users’ needs and expectations 

than those of other planners that the users utilised over the same period.” Still, the finding 

is encouraging, as the MyWay suggestions are equally rated as those of other planners. 

The program exceptions in the MyWay backend were very low, only 0.2% of requests in 

Catalonia resulted in exception, none did so in Berlin and Trikala. The MyWay exceptions 

were much lower than the exceptions of the sub planners themselves, which indicates the 

added value of the MyWay approach, which ensures the robustness of the trip-planning 

functionality. Moreover, during the Phase 2 tests, users responded that MyWay excep-

tions were as frequent as those of other commercial and mature planners. The weighted 
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average of their responses to the question ‘Were any encountered problems more fre-

quent than that of other planners?” in the third SEQ was close to the neutral (similar) rat-

ing, i.e. -0.3 in Catalonia, -0.07 in Berlin and -0,05 in Trikala..Therefore, one can conclude 

that the findings support the hypothesis “TH5: MyWay fails to provide a response in less 

than 5% of requests.” Again, this finding is encouraging as regards the technical perfor-

mance of MyWay and the added value of the metaplanning approach.  

It must be noted that due to its concept, the MyWay performance depends on the perfor-

mance of the linked subplanners, so the performance of the subplanners has to be con-

tinuously monitored. For the prototype version of the MyWay platform, there was a 

timeout threshold set, after which the subplanners that have not responded are ignored. 

This approach has both advantages and disadvantages. The advantages are that it is a 

very simple solution that reacts in real-time to the status of individual subplanners, i.e. a 

subplanner is used as soon as it is available online. On the other hand, the existence of 

the timeout can prolong the response time of the MyWay with no final benefit for the user. 

Although this solution was sufficient for the prototype version of MyWay platform, different 

approaches are envisaged for the production version. First, multiple subplanners for one 

mode of transport will be used (e.g., Moute and Google Directions API for public transport 

trips) and MyWay will switch between them according to their availability. Second, a bet-

ter scheme to monitor the availability of subplanners will be implemented, as follows. If 

there is a timeout for a specific subplanner, the system will mark this subplanner as una-

vailable (it can also automatically send an alert to the provider of the subplanner). Then, 

the metaplanner will not query this subplanner, in order to shorten response time. In par-

allel, a thread to detect when the subplanner will become available online will also start. 

As soon it is detected that the subplanner is online again, it will be marked as available. 

This approach will give better robustness to MyWay with respect to unavailable subplan-

ners (as it will be possible to switch to an alternative subplanner), it will shorten response 

times when a subplanner is offline, and it will enable the better monitoring of the service 

of the integrated subplanners (e.g., downtime statistics per subplanner). Considering the 

feedback received by users during the present tests, the status of the subplanners should 

be apparent to the users, so that they may understand the cause of possible problems in 

the MyWay functionality.Users in all LLs responded that similar trips lasted the same 

when using MyWay. The weighted average of their responses to the question ‘Do you 

think that the same trips when done following MyWay advice lasted less than when not 

using MyWay?” in the third SEQ was close to the neutral (the same) rating, i.e. 0.22 in 

Catalonia, 0.46 in Berlin and -0,13 in Trikala. The findings of this survey do not support 

the hypothesis “TH6: Users perceive that the mean journey time is reduced for similar 

trips compared with the “without MyWay” condition”.  

7.2 Usability 

The users’ responses to the usability questions were coded in a -2 (most negative an-

swer) to +2 (most positive answer). Therefore, if the weighted average of responses is 

positive, this means that the majority of users have given responses greater or equal to 

the neutral response. 292 out of 329 completed subjective evaluation questionnaires 

were completed by users who were also using other mature planners. Their responses 

were a comparison of MyWay performance and usability with that of the other commercial 

planners they are currently using. Therefore, the neutral response, for example “I think 
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that I would use MyWay as frequently as the other planner” or “MyWay is as easy to use 

as the other planner”, suggests that the user is satisfied with the MyWay usability. This is 

especially true in the light of the fact that MyWay competes with already established 

commercial and mature planners and that users indicated that it is difficult to make 

someone change from one journey planner he/she is used to, to another. Therefore, a 

weighted average of responses which is greater or equal than 0 corresponds to the ma-

jority of users being satisfied with MyWay usability. The weighted average of users’ re-

sponses on several usability questions in the final questionnaire of Phase 2 is shown in 

Figure 17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Comparing MyWay usability against mature planners 

 

According to this Figure, the users in all Living Labs stated that they would like to use 

MyWay as frequently as other mature planners, they considered it as of equal simplicity 

and as consistent as other mature planners, they thought that people would learn to use it 

as quickly as other planners (more quickly in Berlin), and they thought that MyWay is ra-

ther more intuitive than other mature planners. Users in all Living Labs responded that 

MyWay is as easy to use as other planners and that they felt as confident (rather more 

confident in Berlin)  when using MyWay as when using other planners. Users in all Living 

Labs stated that they trusted the MyWay journey recommendations as much as other 

planners (rather more in Berlin) and that they felt as sure that their journey would go as 

planned when using MyWay (rather more sure in Berlin). The findings support the hy-

pothesis “UsH1: More than 50% of users are satisfied by the MyWay usability.”. The find-

ings are very positive, considering the MyWay was compared against mature products.   

The responses on usability questions at several time points along the evaluation period, 

at the end of Pre-phase, Phase 1 and Phase 2, are shown in Figure 18. The weighted 

average of responses got more positiver with time, still this was not statistically signifi-

cant. Therefore, the results of this study do not support with confidence the “UsH2: Us-

ers’ satisfaction by the MyWay usability increases with time.” 
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Figure 18. Usability ratings with time 

7.3 Acceptance 

Not enough data could be collected in this study to evaluate the hypothesis “UAH1: Fre-

quency of MyWay use increases with time”. Indeed, the majority of requests to MyWay 

were made by anonymous users, while the requests by authenticated users were limited, 

so it was not possible to analyse the frequency of using MyWay per user with time.  

Specifically, users indicated that they were reluctant to use the TripFollowing functionali-

ty, mainly because it stopped in cases of low GPS signal. Some future work is needed to 

improve this functionality and make it more appealing to users. This may include: 

· Utilize improved localization sources: Due to the dependence on the GPS signal, the 

TripFollower functionality is severely limited underground (e.g. subway, metro, ..) or in the 

presence of obstructions (e.g. tunnels, urban canyons, etc). Some alternative localisation 

method should be used in these cases, such as WiFi or UWB localization, to significantly 

improve the user’s perception of functionality and reliability of the offered service.  

· Improve usability: The user interface and work flow of using the TripFollower service 

should be further optimised.  For instance, the service could be further automated and 

run in the background without requiring frequent user input. Also, a balance should be set 

between providing an optimal amount of helpful notifications without irritating the user.  

· Default activation: When the default setting is “deactivated”, several users might neither 

know about nor actively use the functionality. The default state of the TripFollower could 

be set to “activated”, of course taking privacy considerations into account.  
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· Selective activation according to trip type: As the usefulness of the TripFollower is high-

er in some types of trips, e.g. multi-modal public transport trips, it could be selectively ac-

tivated in these cases. In other cases, e.g. in single-modal car trips, it can be automatical-

ly deactivated, so as not to bother the user.  

Despite this, the number of MyWay application downloads is increasing and continued 

even after the project end. Also, users in all Living Labs stated that they used MyWay at 

the same frequency as other mature planners. The weighted average of their responses 

to the question ‘During the last period I have been using the MyWay system more fre-

quently than other planners?” in the third SEQ was close to the neutral (the same) rating, 

i.e. -0.05 in Catalonia, 0.30 in Berlin and -0,13 in Trikala. These findings are very positive. 

The partners have concluded that the hypothesis UAH1 is not very relevant at the level of 

individual users, One should consider that MyWay is not meant to be used continuously. 

It is a trip planning application and the user will normally need it when planning an unfa-

miliar trip or when there is a disruption in the traffic and mobility network. A more relevant 

hypothesis for future studies of MyWay would be to evaluate whether there is a steady 

and increasing interest from new users to download the MyWay application in their mo-

bile devices. This is supported by the data from the present study. 

Users in all Living Labs rated MyWay as rather useful and satisfying. Their ratings in-

creased with time point in all Living Labs, as shown in Figure 19.  Still, no statistically sig-

nificant difference was found. Therefore, the results of this study do not support with con-

fidence the hypothesis “UAH2: Users’ perceived usefulness of and satisfaction with 

MyWay increase with time”.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Acceptance ratings with time 
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7.4 Expected Impact 

The users’ attitudes towards MyWay and their expectations about its effects are shown in 

Figure 20. Their immediate reaction to MyWay was rather positive, and their overall satis-

faction was between neutral and rather positive. Users in Catalonia and Trikala saw a 

moderate benefit, and users in Berlin saw a large benefit of having access in MyWay. 

Users did not expect any effect by MyWay on their stress associated with travelling and 

on their comfort while travelling. Users in Catalonia expected a rather positive effect on 

their  possibility to choose optimal route according to their preferences, but not in Berlin 

and Trikala. Also, users did not expect an effect by MyWay on the time required to reach 

destination and fuel consumption when using MyWay.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20. Attitudes towards MyWay and expected effects per LL 

 

The weighted average of users’ responses with time are shown in Figure 21. The re-

sponses are better at the end of Phase 2 than in the Pre-phase, still no significant differ-

ence between time points was detected. So, the users’ attitude and motivation towards 

MyWay are positive, but the findings of this study do not support the hypothesis “SEH1: 

Attitude and motivation towards MyWay increases with time”. 
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Figure 21. Attitudes towards MyWay and expected effects with time 

 

In Catalonia and Trikala the users responded that they used less often the private car 

when using MyWay than before using MyWay (in the background questionnaire), as 

shown in Figure 22. Still, this difference was not statistically significant. In Berlin the us-

ers’ statements about frequency of usage of private car do not seem to change. Addition-

ally, users’ responded that they did not  expect any significant change in the number of 

journeys by car when using MyWay. The weighted average of their responses in the third 

questionnaire very close to neutral, 0.25 in Catalonia, 0 in Berlin and 0.1 in Trikala. 

Therefore, the  findings of this study do not support with confidence the hypothesis 

“SEH2: Users use private car less frequently in the “with MyWay” condition.  

Although the results of this study are based on subjective data collected by a limited 

number of users and have to be verified with more users in other regional areas but also 

with objective data of real usage of transport modes, they support the argument that the 

availability of information about environmentally-friendly transport modes via a multimodal 

trip planner, is rather not enough to achieve a shift of travellers to such modes. This find-

ing is in accordance to previous studies of multimodal trip planners [Skoglund and Karls-

son, 2012], [Simão, 2015]. Furthermore, these findings are in line with the previously re-

ported role of habit in modal choice, which poses a psychological barrier to the effective 

use of information [Aarts, Verplanken and van Knippenberg, 1997]. It seems that 

transport planning authorities should adequately design such services and integrate them 

with the rest of the traffic network, for them to be widely used by travellers.  
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Figure 22. Stated usage of private car with time 

 

In conclusion, the MyWay evaluation hypotheses and the outcomes of this study are 

summarised in Table 54. 

“TH1: Users perceive the MyWay response time to their 

request as normal / similar to that of other planners” 

Supported 

“TH2: MyWay information is reliable / as reliable as that 

of other planners being used by the users over the same 

period.” 

Supported 

“TH3: MyWay suggestions are followed in at least 70% of 

requests, in which users have accepted to be tracked.” 

Not enough data collected 

due to connectivity issues 

“TH4: MyWay suggestions are more in accordance to 

users’ needs and expectations than those of other plan-

ners that the users utilised over the same period.” 

Not supported 

“TH5: MyWay fails to provide a response in less than 5% 

of requests.” 

Supported 

“TH6: Users perceive that the mean journey time is re-

duced for similar trips compared with the “without 

MyWay” condition”. 

Not supported 

“UsH1: More than 50% of users are satisfied by the 

MyWay usability.” 

Supported 
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“UsH2: Users’ satisfaction by the MyWay usability in-

creases with time.” 

Not supported 

“UAH1: Frequency of MyWay use increases with time”. Not enough data collected 

“UAH2: Users’ perceived usefulness of and satisfaction 

with MyWay increase with time”. 

Not supported 

“SEH1: Attitude and motivation towards MyWay increas-

es with time”. 

Not supported 

“SEH2: Users use private car less frequently in the “with 

MyWay” condition” 

Not supported 

Table 54. MyWay hypotheses and outcome of evaluation 

 
Finally, the testers who participated in the Scripted Journey Plan tests made some valua-

ble observations and comments as regards MyWay usability, and these should be con-

sidered in the future development efforts after the project end. Suggestions included, 

among others, to add timelines, to add an overview about linked accounts, the possibility 

of a history of routes and the possibility to propose more than one car route.  

Also, the stakeholders made some useful comments about the reasons why users would 

use MyWay, its strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and threats. According to their 

opinion. MyWay may provide strategic benefits for operators to integrate their data, for 

example about car-sharing, into MyWay, it can be beneficial for all types of city visitors, 

not only commuters, but also tourists and business travellers, and the data maintained 

and collected by MyWay can be linked to the urban mobility plans of each city. Caution 

should be paid, among others, to the reliability of data provided by the operators and in-

tegrated in MyWay, as unreliable data may undermine the user’s trust in MyWay. Data 

protection issues should be carefully considered, before making use of data collected by 

MyWay. All these comments and suggestions should be considered in the exploitation 

strategy of MyWay. 

As a conclusion, although the results are based on data collected by a limited number of 

users and have to be verified with more users and in other regional areas, they do sup-

port the added value that MyWay offers to the travellers, as it may provide intermodal 

plans which are better than single modal ones or which extend the users’ options. Con-

sidering users’ perceptions and expectations, MyWay has a good exploitation potential. 

The findings  provide an insight into issues that have to be considered in the further de-

velopment and exploitation of MyWay and  can serve as a basis for defining the business 

and exploitation strategy for the MyWay application in the future.  
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ANNEX 1: STAKEHOLDERS’ INTERVIEWS 

BERLIN (Extend Phase 1 breadth – no VBC question) 

Question DriveNow DLR – Institute for Transport Research 

1: How do you evaluate MyWay 
technically? 

MyWay has a final stage of development, looks like a real 
product. Routing is restricted to a certain area (Berlin) – if you 
want to go further the routing doesn’t work. If you start the 
app the first time, and your current position is not within the 
area of Berlin/Brandenburg, the region of Barcelona will be 
displayed and not your actual ones [this interviewee tested 
the app from Munich] 

Sophisticated regarding graphical design and technical in-
tegration. Sometimes long timings for intermodal route cal-
culation (combination of different transport modes on one 
trip). Too many icons for routing preferences and modes of 
transport – in addition too manifold icons: pilot specific 
adaptions are welcome. [Interviewer note: Currently the app 
shows all trip preference icons in every Living Lab, even if 
certain functions are not supported in that Living Lab’s pilot] 

2: Do you think users are likely to 
use MyWay? 

Yes No 

Why? It is pretty easy to use and the look and feel are very nice Personally, the advantage of ride sharing is not clear and 
does not provide added value. A lot of existing/parallel 
strong alternative planners and apps on the market. 

3 Do you think MyWay will benefit 
users? 

Yes Yes 

Why? If users have the willingness for intermodal usage (changing 
transport mode on a single trip) then they would have bene-
fits. The indication of the price for all route alternatives and 
modes is important for the user. However, it is hard to get 
users to switch apps – strong marketing strategies are nec-
essary. 

Yes, the same as other apps. If a huge group of users offer 
ride sharing journeys, other users would benefit, but see 
also answers to question 2. 

4a: What do you think of the VBC 
function? 

  

4b: How could sustainable 
transport functions evolve/be im-
proved? 
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Question DriveNow DLR – Institute for Transport Research 

5: Strengths/weaknesses com-
pared to other planners 

Strengths: Definitely the design! The amount of trip prefer-
ences is great, to enter the app seems very easy, nice thing 
is the calories counter – never seen before in other route 
planner apps 

Strengths: integration of established modal routers: to use 
the existing expert routing services for each mode of trans-
portation (VBB for PT; tomtom for car, etc) 

Weaknesses: Sometimes not all icons for the transport 
modes or the trip preferences are completely clear to under-
stand.  

Weaknesses: the computation of intermodal routing proce-
dures in terms of time consumption till a complex calcula-
tion is realised. Time consumption raises because of the 
technical complexity to calculate intermodal routes – a diffi-
cult challenge at present. 

6: Strategic benefit for organisa-
tion 

None at present for car-sharing operator DriveNow; we don’t 
support ‘aggregator’ app which include more car and bike-
sharing opportunities than our own vehicles. 

Technical: Testing new technological breakthroughs to 
learn at which points further research is needed. Methodo-
logically: user recruitment, collaboration between the 
Streetlife Project and MyWay on project level and on local 
Living Lab level. 

7a: Regional strategic benefit in 
transport policy and provision. 

A nice feature would be to see how many people are on the 
same journey (e.g. showing public transport congestion); this 
could be extremely beneficial for the local region. It is a nice 
aggregator app for the local Living Lab – is it convenient for 
the public transport operators and users? 

Hardly improvement/deterioration of generating a strategic 
benefit to the local transport policy goals through an inte-
gration of ride sharing in such a system [Interviewer note: 
This research fellow does not see a strategic benefit re-
garding the local transport policy (of Berlin) if the MyWay 
App combines existing transport modes (car, walk, bike and 
PT) with the modern and innovative alternatives like the 
ride sharing from the operator flinc.] 

7b: Regional strategic benefit in 
attracting investors? 

No answer/Not applicable If it had a strategic benefit, provide and operator like flinc 
could think about a business case when they integrate their 
services in other aggregator apps like MyWay. 

7c: Regional strategic benefit in 
building a positive local image? 

Especially for tourists, visitors and business travellers At most for flinc or other local operators, otherwise not. 

8: Other opportunities from market 
introduction? 

No answer/Not applicable The integration of car sharing operators into the MyWay 
system. 
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Question DriveNow DLR – Institute for Transport Research 

9: Threats from market introduc-
tion? 

No answer/Not applicable The shift potential could be a problem – there is a danger 
that zero CO2 emission trips made by walk or bicycle are 
replaced by shared trips in private cars. 

10a: Risks arising from MyWay for 
organisation 

Depending on the integration of how car-sharing vehicles will 
or could be integrated – the calculation of the potential fares 
for a route alternative which includes car sharing is critical. 
The payment procedures is critical too – how could or will the 
roaming of trips within the platform done by car sharing. [In-
terviewer note: She is asking about the handling of costs and 
real euros after finishing a trip made by car sharing. She as 
an operator will know, how the mechanism is if user book 
cars in an app like MyWay. If this handling of booking vehi-
cles is possible, than she expects that the provider of the app 
gets some commission.] 

No answer/not applicable 

10b: Risks arising from MyWay for 
other users 

As above See Q9 – possible rebound effects 

11: Would organisation support 
MyWay usage by users 

No Yes 

How? In general DriveNow does not support aggregator apps at the 
moment. The reason is to handle every DriveNow customer 
in our own smartphone app to provide the customer with a full 
DriveNow customer experience. This attitude could be con-
sidered in the future but for now it is general strategy. 

Yes, in terms of providing tests with some test users for 
testing purposes. In general DLR is a research organisation 
and is involved in similar projects with their own goals. 

12: How should MyWay be pro-
moted? 

By involving public transport operators; the willingness of the 
user to shift from applications of the PT operators or opera-
tors to aggregator applications is the highest; the promotions 
should be realised through online campaigns; ‘paper’ cam-
paigns (newspapers, printed newsletters, flyers) should be 
avoided. 

Through service operators, particularly flinc 

13: other comments No answer/not applicable. Nice collaboration between the Streetlife Project and 
MyWay in general at project level, but especially at Berlin 
Living Lab level (N.B. DLR is a Streetlife Project Partner). 
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CATALONIA – four repeat interviews, VBC question reported in D1.5 

Question CETRAMSA (Metropolitan 
Area of Barcelona) 

DIBA Avancar Sagalés 

1: How do you evaluate 
MyWay technically? 

MyWay app seems similar to 
other Apps in the market, like 
for example the ones of AMB, 
TMB or google. It is easy to 
use and useful. I have tested 
solutions more related to public 
transport because that’s my 
job. The MyWay results are 
similar to other apps and pro-
vide good public transport solu-
tions in general, for Barcelona 
and the metropolitan area. The 
most important new thing of 
MyWay is the combination of 
different transport modes, be-
cause people want to know to 
move. The users’ preferences 
is also interesting but I am not 
sure if citizens will use it in the 
end. 

It seems to me that it is well 
designed, it is very usable and 
quite fast to be used which are 
basic things for this kind of 
apps. I think what is remarka-
ble is that it is easy to find ad-
dresses and that you can intro-
duce a destination simply point-
ing it on the map. I remember 
that it was quite slow searching 
route options – I don’t know if 
this has been improved. It 
could still be improved in terms 
of user-friendliness (e.g. it is 
not obvious how to get the 
stages of the trip by moving the 
bottom bar. An arrow or some 
indication could help). 

My evaluation is very positive. 
It’s a very good app. We have 
seen plenty of different apps for 
mobility services and it seems 
that MyWay is user friendly and 
it has a good range of mobility 
solutions for calculating your 
route, so it includes not only 
the public transport but also the 
bike sharing scheme, and even 
the taxi and the private car, so 
it’s really approaching the topic 
with a really very open mind. 

The application is right, it runs 

quickly and it’s really intuitive, 

from a technical point of view. 

In terms of usability the speed 
is correct and right. 

2: Do you think users 
are likely to use 
MyWay? 

Maybe Yes Yes Yes 
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Question CETRAMSA (Metropolitan 
Area of Barcelona) 

DIBA Avancar Sagalés 

Why? I am not sure because it is very 
difficult to introduce a new App 
into the market to compete with 
other similar apps which are 
very established. When some-
one is used to an app which 
works properly, it is difficult to 
get them to change. 
It might be difficult to attract 
new users. 
The combination of different 
modes of transport might be 
the key issue to get into the 
market. 
Although MyWay might offer 
new functionalities, according 
to my experience, the personal-
isation of your profile is nice at 
the beginning but you might get 
bored. 
People want to know how to 
get from A to B the fastest way. 
Data is useful for administra-
tors and companies, but not so 
much for citizens, who are not 
very keen to give personal da-
ta. 

I think that this kind of app is in 
demand, because everyone 
needs to move around. The 
problem is that there are many 
competitors. Perhaps the dif-
ference here is that MyWay 
can have easier access to in-
formation from the public ad-
ministration. Users are likely to 
use MyWay because it pro-
vides integrated information 
about different means of 
transport. It will be useful if 
public administrations provide 
their data and the app provides 
information in real-time. 

Yes, but there is a lot of com-
petition here. Having a very 
good product is not enough for 
making sure users will use it. It 
is needed a strong marketing 
plan behind on top of an excel-
lent product. I don’t know if the 
product is excellent yet, but I 
think it’s very good, so I would 
wonder which are the business 
and marketing plans behind to 
really make it relevant for us-
ers. I think users could be in-
terested in using MyWay be-
cause mobility in the city is a 
clear demand, so there is a 
need for that, and more and 
more users are trying to find 
intermodal solutions. There is 
less car ownership (we can see 
that in the high growth of 
Avancar, our car sharing com-
pany) and more and more in-
termodal solutions to optimise 
time. Summarising: there is a 
clear need for that and a clear 
trend of less car ownership in 
cities. 

Yes, I think so, because all the 

part of public transport is very 

good, it includes all of different 

operators and provides all trav-

el options, combining different 

modes of public transport. This 

is a distinct advantage in terms 

of public transport. My Way is 

good for public transport. 

 

3 Do you think MyWay 
will benefit users? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Why? In the case of Barcelona city, 
and the nearest metropolitan 
area, the public transport sys-
tem is very good and the cur-
rent apps provide very good 
information. 
In the case of the region of 
Barcelona and Catalonia, the 
possibility of combining differ-
ent modes that MyWay pro-
vides will benefit users a lot.  

Yes if MyWay can offer some-
thing else than other mobility 
planners (because many users 
know well the existing planners 
and it’s not easy to move to 
another app if there is nothing 
new and more useful). Users 
will find a planner that offers 
routes taking into account in-
termodality and this is a bene-
fit. Another benefit is that it can 
find a destination without need-
ing to know the exact address. 
It seems that the speed in cal-
culating routes has been im-
proved. If the speed is higher 
than others it will be also a 
benefit for users.  

If MyWay is able to convince 
users to use it, it can benefit 
them; however, there is a major 
risk of this app not being known 
by the users because there is a 
massive competition in the field 
of mobility apps. See answer to 
Q2. Taking into account the 
benefits for society where there 
is less people owning or using 
the private car, there is a grow-
ing need for planning users’ 
mobility combining different 
means of transport. 

Yes, it benefits them, because 
when you put an origin and a 
destination, it offers all the pos-
sible travel options and this is 
an advantage and a benefit 
and, also, you can choose. You 
have a number of preferences 
and you can value, not only 
travel time as you do when 
you’re using other journey 
planners, but in MyWay you 
have the part of consumption, 
it’s more sustainable. 
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5: 
Strengths/weaknesses 
compared to other plan-
ners 

Strengths: Combination of 
modes of transport; Very easy 
to use; useful; correct time re-
sponse; results of PT solutions 
in the city and metropolitan ar-
ea are quite good. Trip follower 
could be useful, but I don’t 
know how people will use it. 
The same app for different cit-
ies, like Moovit or Google. 

Strengths: It can find a destina-
tion with no need to know the 
exact address (vs the trip plan-
ner MOU-TE); it provides extra 
information such as calories 
and CO2 emissions (vs MOU-
TE or Google Maps) 

Strengths: MyWay gives you a 
lot of mobility solutions, and it’s 
possible to apply a lot of fil-
ters/preferences. You can get 
statistics on your current us-
age. 

I’m fully familiar with Google. 
The very big strength is the 
public transport. In MyWay, 
there are all the operators and 
all the transport modes, and 
this is a differentiating charac-
teristic regarding Google, which 
depends on the goodness of 
each operator and also de-
pends on be updated. 
 
Transport public in MyWay is 
very powerful and very strong. 
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Weaknesses: the real time in-
formation and disruptions. It is 
currently the key issue of all the 
apps (how people can manage 
their time); detailed information 
about lines; mobile devices 
have limitations on how much 
data can be downloaded and 
how much memory is used. 
The flow of data (young people 
give a lot of importance to this 
issue). 

Weaknesses: Usability could 
still be improved; it would be 
good to put all trip options on 
the same map (like Google 
Maps). 

Weaknesses: Its usability could 
be improved. The arrow to ask 
for the route is not emphasized 
enough. Some users don’t 
know where to click to obtain 
the route options. It is not obvi-
ous how to get the stages of 
the trip by moving the bottom 
bar. What does ‘0m’ mean? 
(next to calories). In our prefer-
ences, is it possible to select 
two items in the optimisation 
options? E.g. economic and 
ecologic? It seems you only 
can click one item. The statis-
tics function could be more vis-
ible. 

The weakness in MyWay is that 
there is not real time, which is 
very important in public 
transport and in all the different 
transport modes. Moreover, 
there are not traffic conditions 
which I think it’s a very im-
portant part in order to take 
decisions when you’re planning 
a trip. What I dislike is how 
MyWay works when is planning 
the trip by your own car, and if 
you compare you can see that 
in this sense (using private car) 
MyWay is still light years away 
from Google.  
When you’re planning a trip 
with Google, it shows the dif-
ferent routes and inform you 
about how the traffic conditions 
are, what are the different op-
tions in real time and you can 
see traffic highlighted in differ-
ent colours: orange, red… and 
also Google offers alternative 
routes. 
 
In terms of planning car, 
MyWay isn’t good enough, but 
the fact of MyWay offers car 
options is important that there 
is, because, before your 
choice, you have to choose 
whether you prefer to use one 
transport mode or the other one 
(for example: by car or by pub-
lic transport). If you choose the 
car mode, you will use Google. 
MyWay is a journey planner. 
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6: Strategic benefit for 
organisation 

One of the strategies of my 
organisation is ‘open data’ to 
be reliable and be used by citi-
zens; MyWay could use our 
open data and it could help us 
to find mistakes and get more 
feedback about our data. 

As driver of sustainable mobili-
ty, DIBA will support projects in 
this field. It would be interesting 
to see if MyWay can be some-
how linked with the urban mo-
bility plans which are made at 
DIBA. 

We could potentially add our 
data into this app. By using 
open data we could create an 
API where we could share our 
car sharing locations and avail-
ability with the app. 

The benefit is that MyWay 
promotes public transport re-
garding the issue of environ-
ment, pollution, the conscious-
ness of all of us, and all that 
makes us increase the number 
of bus passengers in our com-
pany, it is a great tool for a 
transport operator. Moreover, 
the fact that MyWay combines 
different transport modes, dif-
ferent operators, different com-
panies open doors! You can 
say: I cannot get there using 
this bus company but I can see 
some different options to get 
there because MyWay brings 
everything around me, I think 
that there is nothing better, ex-
cept the router of Gencat: Mou-
te. 
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7a: Regional strategic 
benefit in transport poli-
cy and provision. 

Real competition of apps – the 
new apps must include func-
tionalities better than the others 
(more information, faster, etc; 
better tools for living in the re-
gion. 

Users from Barcelona could 
have more information to 
move, which is essential in a 
big city. MyWay could be the 
public transport showcase. It 
can unveil new transport ser-
vices. There is a benefit linked 
to tourism. Whether tourists 
use MyWay and see that there 
is a good public transport net-
work, it can encourage them 
not to rent a car, for example or 
even to come visiting Barcelo-
na or Catalonia. 

It could help people using more 
ecological mobility solutions, 
and it could help local authori-
ties to get more data on the 
actual trips people are using. If 
we could have an option where 
the tracking is always activat-
ed, you could have a group of 
people reporting all their 
movements so the city officials 
could see for which kind of trips 
people are using the car, for 
example, in order to provide 
more public transport or im-
proving it there. I think it’s a 
good way to monitor how peo-
ple are moving around the city 
and how we can improve mo-
bility. 

My Way promotes public 
transport, and in the municipali-
ty is a way to use more the 
public transport, and we can 
see the lacks of transport that 
exist in some destinations and, 
also, MyWay planify the trip 
time and with is information you 
can visit your mayor in the mu-
nicipality and you can tell him: 
to go to Barcelona, it takes 2 
hours (for example), what can 
we do about it? 
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7b: Regional strategic 
benefit in attracting in-
vestors? 

Investors participate if there is 
the possibility of selling data: 
what people do, what transport 
people use more, the most bus 
station used, etc. Otherwise 
investors are not interested to 
create an app. In short, create 
an app about people and sell 
the information – for example, 
how many people go to A and 
at what time (information about 
the data); advertisement – us-
ers don’t like advertisements 
within the apps.  

If you see that there are many 
tourists who use the applica-
tion, it would be an advantage 
to attract investors to incorpo-
rate information on tourism 
(tourist facilities: restaurants, 
museums, theatres, etc) as 
long as it is not jeopardising the 
main function of MyWay, which 
is getting routes quickly. Com-
panies could pay to be in 
MyWay and they can receive 
money for each click in their 
location/advertisement. 

Creating a good product 
doesn’t mean attracting the 
right investors. There are many 
other things. In my understand-
ing of start-ups and mobile 
apps, it is much more important 
how fast you are able to get a 
download than if you are actu-
ally getting the right product. 
Many apps are very simple and 
are successful and many oth-
ers are very complex and so-
phisticated and are not suc-
cessful. So, I don’t know how 
attractive MyWay is for inves-
tors at all. It looks interesting, 
but I don’t know how attractive 
it is for investors, it depends on 
how many other apps are doing 
similar things, etc., Maybe it is 
not about the app, and it is 
more about the marketing 
around.  

I don’t understand your ques-
tion. 
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7c: Regional strategic 
benefit in building a pos-
itive local image? 

Technology is very important 
nowadays to give a good im-
age of the city. 

It gives you a good image if 
MyWay provide many alterna-
tives, because it shows that 
there is a good supply of 
transport. It is very important 
the first impression given to 
those coming from outside, and 
this kind of apps are often this 
first contact. 

If the app is very successful 
and relevant it builds a positive 
local image. It can help if it is 
very successful. If the app is 
not relevant in the market I 
don’t think it will bring any posi-
tive image. 

It covers and offers the public 
transport, you are more aware 
of pollution, consumption and 
about all the sustainability is-
sues. 

8: Other opportunities 
from market introduc-
tion? 

Get a lot of information about 
the people using your app. 

MyWay could be a service of-
fered by the websites of facili-
ties, companies, etc., it could 
be like a plug for ‘how to 
reach’.  

It could be a relevant app for 
mobility. I think that the most 
powerful part of the app is the 
emissions and calories track-
ing. That opens an interesting 
opportunity for developing oth-
er things. Because the rest is a 
commodity, the rest is not new. 

Let me think about opportuni-
ties: regarding the transport 
public MyWay is fantastic, it 
shows it to everyone. If you can 
analyse the data using MyWay, 
you can see which are the 
routes where is not providing 
services to users and there are 
many needs; as a result, new 
opportunities can be created 
such as new lines of public 
transport to fill those holes that 
there are currently in the territo-
ry. 
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9: Threats from market 
introduction? 

Competition with the other cur-
rent apps. During the last 3-4 
years there has been a boom 
of these kinds of apps. You 
have to offer a very good in-
strument and promote it 
through social networks. 

High competition. Not enough 
being announced and people 
don’t know about it. It should 
ensure that all options are easi-
ly visible to the user (for exam-
ple, the issue of the stages or 
the journey by moving the bar 
above), because if the first user 
experience is not absolutely 
positive, the user will no longer 
use the application. 

Not being relevant. Not being 
distinctive enough or well mar-
keted enough to be relevant. 

I see not threats. MyWay pro-
motes public transport and the 
sustainability. A threat is what 
can jeopardize someone. 
THREATS: if MyWay doesn’t 
have the correct data, if MyWay 
doesn’t have schedules as 
necessary, he would be threats 
by misinformation. I mean, 
when you’re testing an App, 
and you do three of these 
searches, if MyWay fails, you 
don’t give opportunities to this 
App. 

10a: Risks arising from 
MyWay for organisation 

No No. No  Legal or organizational, I have 
no idea. Technical risks: 
MyWay must have the correct 
data. 

10b: Risks arising from 
MyWay for other users 

You have to explain well how 
you will use the data; Not all 
citizens have the latest mobile 
devices and they couldn’t use 
the app; data download and 
memory limitations of the mo-
bile phone used.  

There is a risk of a bad use 
made with the information col-
lected about the population 
ways of moving. There is much 
social awareness about data 
confidentiality, etc., there is a 
risk perhaps for other admin-
istrations or organisations that 
promote Apps. I think the role 
of the government is to provide 
the data and that it should be 
the private sector who is devel-
oping the app.  

For the start-ups that are de-
veloping similar technologies 
and are not subsidized. But 
maybe they are much faster 
and find out better solutions so 
it is not a major risk. Being 
subsidized is not a guarantee if 
being successful. 

No Answer/not applicable 
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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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12: How should MyWay 
be promoted? 

It should be promoted through 
social media, but taking into 
account the age and kind of 
people. For example, young 
people use more facebook and 
games. People from 20-40 
years use more twitter and In-
stagram etc 

The calculation of CO2 emis-
sions could be promoted as 
organisations and companies, 
which could have a calculation 
of their CO2 emissions associ-
ated with their journeys and 
allow it to set reduction targets 
and also bonuses or rewards. 
Another way to promote it 
should be to ensure that organ-
isations and companies that 
have many visitors and gener-
ate a lot of mobility will use this 
application as the application of 
reference and promote MyWay 
in their website or mobile app. 
There would be the possibility 
of ‘gamifying’ the information of 
calories, walking distances, 
cycling, etc., so that users 
could compare them. 

I think that it should be more 
promoted as an emissions and 
calories tracker than as a mo-
bility solution, because as a 
mobility planner it is not very 
much distinctive/new/relevant 
(perhaps the integration of mul-
timodality routes is distinctive 
and it is what should be pro-
moted) 

To promote MyWay is a task of 
marketing experts. 
 
1) It’s essential that data be 
completely correct, as we have 
said before, if data is not good, 
the App, in this case, would be 
useless. 
 
2) In MyWay, real-time is miss-
ing. If we have real time so you 
can start to advertise MyWay. 



  
 
 

© MyWay Consortium                  92 

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

Question CETRAMSA (Metropolitan 
Area of Barcelona) 

DIBA Avancar Sagalés 

13: other comments It is easy to use and it is inter-
esting what the app is offering.  

It will be interesting to incorpo-
rate information about the cost 
of the trip. The option of walk-
ing (up to an hour) should be 
always considered, because 
sometimes it is the most relia-
ble option and preferred.  

 In general terms, I like MyWay 
application, it is intuitive, it is 
right. The fact of MyWay offers 
all the transport modes is very 
positive. From my point of view, 
it lacks: traffic conditions and 
real time. MyWay is a journey 
planner, not a car navigator. I 
think that to have the option of 
statistics –which I have not 
been able to find it- it seems to 
me great, it means… that there 
are many freaky people who 
like to know all the time what 
they expend, what they are 
consuming, how many calories 
and CO2, and we due to that, 
this people can be all the day 
using MyWay. 
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TRIKALA – 3 repeat interviews, VBC question reported in D1.5 

Question Municipality of Trikala KTEL Urban Transportation Services 

1: How do you evaluate 
MyWay technically? 

Quite impressive! Quite good, nothing ground-breaking but solid 
and useful 

Easy to use generally, although it could 
be even simpler so that users with little 
‘smartphone experience’ can use it more 
easily. 

2: Do you think users are 
likely to use MyWay? 

Yes Yes Yes 

Why? Yes, because new technologies 
always find a test bed in Trikala, 
and this one has the extra ad-
vantage of using our own bus data 

Yes, because they can easily know when the 
next bus will come with a few clicks. 

No other application has local bus infor-
mation 

3 Do you think MyWay will 
benefit users? 

Yes Yes Yes 

Why? Yes, lots of people living in areas 
not very close to the centre use the 
buses and this would be very bene-
ficial to them. 

Yes because of the local bus info. It will help them organize their time and 
therefore their schedule. 

5: Strengths/weaknesses 
compared to other plan-
ners 

Strength: strength is the usage of 
local bus data 

Strength: the other planners (e.g. google maps) 
have become a standard so everything is com-
pared to it, but it doesn’t have local bus info like 
MyWay does. 

Strengths: Mainly the info on local buses, 
and also the CO2 emissions and calories 
burnt. 

Weakness: a small weakness is 
how many clicks a user does to 
plan a trip. Other planners have 
less. 

-  

6: Strategic benefit for or-
ganisation 

The Municipality of Trikala benefits 
by embracing new technologies 
that help it evolve and look to the 
future in these times of crisis. 

- We could have more statistical data on 
bus usage.  

7a: Regional strategic That the region supports new tech- Ease of use for knowing the time of buses Maybe the usage of less cars and more 
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Question Municipality of Trikala KTEL Urban Transportation Services 

benefit in transport policy 
and provision. 

nologies and is open to even more. 
Small cities can also participate in 
innovation. 

buses 

7b: Regional strategic 
benefit in attracting inves-
tors? 

Same as above. Trikala is constant-
ly becoming more known to IT cir-
cles. 

Investors see that ICT applications exist in 
Trikala and may want to have more. 

Trikala is using new technologies always 
first and is willing to try new things. 

7c: Regional strategic 
benefit in building a posi-
tive local image? 

People want their municipality to be 
daring and innovative and embrac-
ing new ideas and technologies. 

It could also draw in more tourists, knowing that 
they can use a planner with local data of the 
area. So the city’s image is even better abroad. 

Same as above.  

8: Other opportunities from 
market introduction? 

We become a model city, attract 
people to live here and offer oppor-
tunities.  

Maybe new job opportunities, if the app grows 
and evolves? 

- 

9: Threats from market 
introduction? 

None Nothing Nothing really. 

10a: Risks arising from 
MyWay for organisation 

No No No. 

10b: Risks arising from 
MyWay for other users 

No No - 

11: Would organisation 
support MyWay usage by 
users 

Yes Yes Yes 

How? Though the municipality’s web site 
and by mentioning it in local news. 

Have flyers in the buses.  Advertising it in the buses or on the tick-
ets 

12: How should MyWay be 
promoted? 

Advertisement in websites and so-
cial media. 

Posters, advertisement, internet, social media.  Advertising and speaking of it, and on 
local websites. 

13: other comments None  - 
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ANNEX 2: RESULTS OF COMPARATIVE 
SEARCHES WITH VARIOUS TRIP PLANNERS 

 
For each case, the search details are given, the user’s opinion on the optimum solution and then 
the results by each of MyWay, Mou-Te, TMB app and Google maps, accompanied by the screen-
shots showing the trip planners proposed itineraries. 

CASE 1: URBAN ROUTE 

Search from address to point of interest: From Passeig de Gràcia 132, Barcelona to Sagrada 
Família. 
 
From the point of view of the user, the best option in public transport is taking the Metro (L5) be-
cause the frequency of the metro in Barcelona is very high. 
 
Using MyWay: MyWay proposes the right options and, additional mobility solutions getting a taxi or 
a private car. 
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The user can choose much more 
transport modes (i.e. car or taxi) 

 

 

 

 Using Mou-te (smartphone version): The first two best options proposed are using public 

transport, or taking the bus (H8 line) or taking the Metro (L5 line, blue) 
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 Using TMB app: The two first best options proposed include the Metro (L5 line) or walk-

ing. 

  

 
 

 

 Using Google: Again, the two first best options proposed are including the bus (H8 line) or 
the Metro (L5 line). 
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CASE 2: INTERURBAN ROUTE (COMMUTER JOUR-
NEY) 

Search from an address in the municipality of Vendrell  to a public transport stop in Barcelona city:  
From address Doctor Letamendi 52, El Vendrell (Urbanització Bonavista) to area of Sants 
Station (Barcelona). 
  
From the point of view of the user, the best option is walking (or by urban bus or private car) to get 
to the train station in the Municipality of Calafell (very close to the municipality of El Vendrell) and 
then arrive to Sants Station area. 
 

 Using MyWay: The point of origin could be selected using the autocomplete functionality or 

the geolocator by clicking “My location”. 

 

  

 

 

MyWay presented three different trip plans, by car or combining several transport modes. 

The second option proposed is the more recommended, using public transport combined 

with bike at the beginning of the trip, and taking the train to Sants Station and, if necessary, 

walking to reach the exact destination in Sants area. 
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 Using Mou-te: Mou-te presented several ways to make this journey, but the first one is the 

most recommended one (walking + train R2 Rodalies). 
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 Using TMB app: This App cannot find an origin or destination point too far away from the 
metropolitan area of Barcelona, as in this case are the municipalities of Calafell or El Ven-
drell which belong to the areas of Tarragona.  
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 Using Google: Google presented several ways to make this journey, but the first one is the 

most recommended one (walking to get the Calafell Station+ train R2 Rodalies to get Sants 
Station). The second one combines walking to reach the Calafell train station + train R2 
Rodalies + Metro (line 3 green) but in this case, note that the user should not take the Met-
ro as Google suggests. If the user chooses the second option, the trip will last much longer 
than necessary. 
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CASE 3: URBAN ROUTE  

Search from an address to another address within Barcelona city: From Josep Tarradellas Ave-
nue 2, Barcelona to Olot Street, Barcelona. 
 
From the point of view of the user, the best option in public transport is taking an urban bus of line 
32 operated by TMB (Metropolitan Transports of Barcelona). 
 

 Using MyWay: MyWay suggests this right option ranked in the first position of the results. 

 

  

  
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 Using Mou-te:  

 

Mou-te presents several options using public transport to make this trip, but the first one is 

the same as in MyWay. 
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 Using TMB app: This App shows only results using buses. The first option shows the same 

result as MyWay and Mou-te journey planners, with line 32 of Barcelona urban line which 

is operated by TMB. 

 

 

  
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 Using Google 

In this case, Google shows several results combining different kinds or public transport, 

but the first and second options suggest the same urban bus as the rest of journey plan-

ners (32 bus line by TMB). 
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CASE 4: URBAN ROUTE 

 

Search from an address to a point of interest within Barcelona: From address Arquímedes Street 
in Barcelona to Tibidabo Park (Barcelona). 
 
From the point of view of the user, the best results are obtained combining a Barcelona urban bus 
(H4 line operated by TMB) with and interurban bus A6 (also named L0242). 
 

 Using MyWay: MyWay proposes the right result in the first position. 
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 Using Mou-te: A result similar to MyWay and according to the user’s preferences is pro-

posed by Mou-te. 
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 Using TMB App: This App combines TMB bus line H4 + TMB bus line 124. 

  
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 Using Google:Google proposes several options using public transport to make this trip, but 

it is the local people guess that none of these  suggested  intermodal itineraries is  the  

best  way to make this trip. 

 

  

 

 

 



  
 
 

© MyWay Consortium        110 

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

CASE 5: URBAN ROUTE 

 
Search from an address to a point of interest within Barcelona: From address Arquímedes Street 
22,  in Barcelona to Palau Sant Jordi (Barcelona). 
 
The best combination chosen by the Gencat user is combining metro (L1 Red) and urban bus line 
150. 
 

 Using MyWay: The best combination is proposed by MyWay as the first option. 
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 Using Mou-te: The recommended result is suggested by Mou-te in the first position. 
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 Using TMB App: It shows, in the first place, the same result taking public transport as 

MyWay and Mou-te. Moreover, it shows a pair more of trips using public transport, but the 

journey will takes longer in this way. 
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 Using Google: The recommended result (L1 Red line + urban bus line 150) appears in the 

second place, and Google shows a new result combining metro (L1 Red line) + urban  
bus line 23 in the first position. 
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CASE 5: INTERURBAN ROUTE 

 

Search from the municipality of Caldes de Montbui to the municipality of Tiana. 
 
From the point of view of the user, the best results is a combination of express bus line e9 (L0199) 
+ Rodalies R1 line + bus B29. 
 

 Using MyWay: MyWay proposes the right option to make this trip. 
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 Using Mou-te: Mou-te presents the user’s suggested combination in the 1st place. 
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 Using TMB App: This application could not find on the autocomplete functionality the mu-

nicipality of Caldes de Montbui. 
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 Using Google: Google was not able to suggest a trip via public transport from the Munici-

pality of Caldes de Montbui to the Municipality of Tiana. 
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CASE 6: INTERURBAN ROUTE 

 

Search from the municipality of Cerdanyola del Vallès to the point of interest named 

Catalunya en miniatura, located in the municipality of Torrelles de Llobregat. 

 

From the point of view of the user, the best results are obtained combining the train 

(Rodalies R4 line) and a regular bus L62 (also named L0076). 

 

 Using MyWay: It proposes exactly the correct result. 
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 Using Mou-te: The user’s recommended itinerary is shown in the first position. 
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 Using TMB App: This App is not able to search for a route originating from the Municipality 

of Cerdanyola del Vallès. 
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 Using Google: It shows the best result combining the train (Rodalies R4 line) and a regular 

bus L62 (also named L0076). 

)  
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CASE 7: INTERURBAN ROUTE 

 
Search from an address in Barcelona (Urquinaona Square) to the municipality of Besalú (lo-
cated in the area of Girona). From the point of view of the user, the best result is taking the bus 
line from Barcelona-Olot (L0534 line). 
 
 Using MyWay: MyWay shows the user’s recommended itinerary in the second position. 
 

 
 

  
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 Using Mou-te: It shows in the second position the recommended option chosen by the us-

er. 
 

 
 

 

 Using TMB App: This App can not obtain results for this search, because the Municipality 

of destination (Besalú) does not belong to Metropolitan Area of Barcelona. 
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 Using Google: Google can not calculate any result taking public transport from Barcelona 

to Besalú. 
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CASE 8: INTERURBAN ROUTE 

Search from an address in Barcelona (Josep Tarradellas 2 Avenue –DTES headquarter) to 
the Municipality of Igualada.  
 
From the point of view of the user, a good option to make this trip is taking the Metro Line 3 Green  
and after the bus line  L0371. 
 

 Using MyWay: MyWay shows this option when the user ticks some preferences, such as 

taking the transport public and a fast trip. 
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 Using Mou-te: Mou-te shows the result suggested by the user as a first option. 
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 Using Google: Google shows several options to go from Barcelona city to the Municipality 

of Igualada using and combining different transport public modes (train such Rodalies or 

Ferrocarrils de la Generalitat) but in this way the trip will take longer than following the 

recommendations of our user (metro L3 + bus). 

 

 
 

 

 


