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1 Executive summary
1.1 The SUNRISE Project

SUNRISE (Cohésion sociale dans les zones urbaines/rurales basée sur services collectifs de mobilité innovateurs et durables) is an 18 months project (1st June 2004 – 30th November 2005) started under the EU INTERREG IIIC zone South programme which aims to contribute to the urban/rural zone Sustainable Development of the European Regions.  It involves seven European Partners.

The Contract (contract N. 2S0001I) was signed between the Project Co-ordinator (ATAF) and the Commission represented by the Project Management Authority (AUG) in Valencia on 16th April 2004.
The general objectives of SUNRISE are as follows:

· transfer the technological, operational and organisational experiences of DRT services through the INTERREG III C regions to allow regional development in transport services and improve the social cohesion;

· realise the following at the different SUNRISE sites: Feasibility Studies (ATAF, DPB, Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT) and Application of DRT services (Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT);

· evaluate the DRT services’ impacts on mobility, traffic and social cohesion;

· support local authorities and transport operators in the decision making process when installing a DRT service at the local site;

· achieve the dissemination of good practices for DRT services at the local authority level and in different European Regional Areas;

· establish a network with different local entities (associations, transport companies, Municipalities, Regional Authority, etc.) in order to improve mobility and quality of life.

In particular the technical and operational objectives of SUNRISE are as follows:

· development of DRT feasibility studies at the 6 sites (ATAF, DPB, Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT);

· development of DRT application and services operation at 4 sites (Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT);

· evaluation of the DRT system service from the point of view of local authorities (economic and technological benefits, operational impacts…) and area/user groups’ characteristics and citizens’ vulnerability (rural/urban, night service, disabled, elderly citizens, etc);

· evaluation of the role of DRT in terms of public transport offers and level of integration in the intermodal logistic chain;

· provision of guidelines to local authorities, community and citizens’ associations and transport operators in studying and implementing DRT systems and services;

· identify a suitable business case for DRT services for urban, suburban and rural areas;

· promotion and diffusion of the SUNRISE approach and results achieved.

These objectives will be reached by the SUNRISE Consortium following well defined actions and tasks, with an efficient technical approach and a set of clear responsibilities for each partner, as described in the next section.

1.2 Purpose of Document

This document is Deliverable D4 the Common Evaluation Plan: Methodology (version 3.0), which has been developed from a Deliverable Development Plan (DDP) released on 4th October 2004.

The primary purposes of the document are to:

· Generate a common understanding among the SUNRISE partners of the context, scope and structure of D4.
· Demonstrate the links that WP04 has with WP02 and WP03.
· Generate the working methods, actions, responsibilities and timeline to be used for the development of the Common Evaluation Plan in WP04.
· Communicate clearly what data must be collected and which actions have to be performed for the evaluation at site level.
· Support the management functions of the SUNRISE Project Manager and the WP04 Leader.

This document takes into account the requirements of the SUNRISE Technical Annex and the general objectives of the SUNRISE project and the INTERREG 3C programme.

This document also includes a detailed table of contents, a definite set of actions, responsibilities, the associated timeline and discusses data collection requirements.
1.3 WP04: Common Evaluation
The “Dossier de Candidature” to the Contract with the INTERREG 3C Authority (AUG) and the Technical Part of Starting Report (R0) on the overall SUNRISE work plan provides the main guidelines for the development of the SUNRISE project and for the job to be performed at site level.  In particular WP04 Common Evaluation is described in the SUNRISE Technical Annex (R0) as:

“Another main objective of the SUNRISE project is to support the authorities in evaluating the DRT services results and impacts in a specific area, analysing the implications on the technical, organisational and process businesses.  Evaluation of the DRT services results is one of the most relevant elements of the SUNRISE project.  A reference Common Evaluation Plan will be developed by UNEW and will provide the basis for the site evaluation work.  Each application site will define very clearly its objectives based on the evaluation indicators defined in the Common Evaluation Plan (institutional framework, social impacts, integration within the transport chain, mobility parameters and levels of service, etc).

“The Common Evaluation Plan (T4.1) will be drawn up in the first months by UNEW.  This will have two main components: the site-specific evaluation and the comparative and common assessment. Each trial site (which will appoint its site evaluation responsible) will collect and assess the data at local level, with the support of the Evaluation leader (T4.2).  UNEW will put in place procedures to monitor the progress and achievement of the local data collection process at site level.  Each application site will carry out the evaluation of its DRT services operations and will prepare a local impact assessment as indicated in the Common Evaluation Plan.  The comparative evaluation and the common assessment of the business case is a central part of SUNRISE.

“On the basis of the Common Evaluation Plan provided by UNEW in T4.1, partners will gather data on the DRT application [T4.2]. These data will be used by UNEW for Comparative Evaluation (T4.3).”

1.4 LinkAGEs between WP02, WP03 and WP04

The development of the Common Evaluation Plan (T4.1) is highly dependent upon WP02, in which T2.1 provides the Investigation Methodology which will precisely define the site context approach for the study and the subsequent application of DRT services according to the main characteristics of the local sites, with specific reference to the reference service model, the institutional framework and its constraints, the operational context and its subsequent impacts and performance.  All of these factors are pertinent to the evaluation stage, therefore common templates for data collection will be developed.  In addition, T2.2 will produce three tutorial courses covering capabilities for DRT service planning, knowledge about tools and supported ICT systems and analysis of the results achieved.  The results of the implementation of these courses (Task 2.2c) will enable sites to collect appropriate data for the evaluation.  Application of the Common Evaluation Plan (T4.2) will take place as part of the Feasibility Studies at each site (T3.2).  Later, after the sites have become operational (T3.3, DRT Application), further data will be collected in order to complete the independent evaluation of each site [T4.2] and to provide data to conduct cross site evaluation, which will be the subject of a deliverable later in WP04 (D5 Results Evaluation, T4.3).  Figure 1.1 shows the relationships between WP02 and WP03, which then directly impact upon the relationships between WP03 and WP04.  The Common Evaluation Plan will be composed of two versions: the Methodology Version will describe the information that needs to be collected prior to the installation of the DRT services, whilst the Final Version will include the information that has been collected by each site before the DRT service starts (as required in the Methodology Version). 
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Figure 1.1: Relationships between WP02, WP03 and WP04
2 Development and Structure of Deliverable D4
2.1 Development of D4

The core requirement of Deliverable D4, the Common Evaluation Plan, is to carry out the work of Task 4.1.  D4 defines the methodology to undertake the collection of data required for the evaluation of the DRT services at each SUNRISE site, such that it will be possible to carry out individual site evaluation followed by cross site comparison.  In order to achieve this in a satisfactory way, the development and material required by D2 (Investigation Methodology) – the operational reference tool for establishing the DRT Feasibility Studies at site level – will be developed in co-ordination with D4, so that data identified by D2 matches the requirements of the local and cross site evaluation. 

D4 is a key part of the project since it prescribes the methodology for assessing the impact of the individual sites and enables a comparison between the sites, based upon comparable data, i.e. data that is collected and calculated in as similar a way as possible at all sites.

The methodologies used for D4 will be based upon those that have been tried and tested in EC-funded projects such as SAMPO, SAMPLUS and FAMS, together with refinements made for the evaluation of DRT services in the UK (PTEG and Cango) (Mageean and Nelson, 1998; Mageean, Higgins and Nelson, 2001; FAMS Consortium 2002 and 2003; Mageean and Nelson, 2003; Finn, Mageean and Nelson, 2003)
2.2 Structure of D4
Deliverable D4 is currently expected to have the following structure, although this may be amended.  The first version of D4 was released at the end of November 2004.  Following further inputs and revisions a final methodology version will be released in mid March 2005 and a final version with pre-DRT service data will be released at the end of August 2005. 
For reference purposes, and to demonstrate their commonality, the structure of D2, Investigation Methodology, is also given.  
	D2 Investigation Methodology
	D4 Common Evaluation Plan

	
	Working Title
	Contents
	
	Working Title
	Contents

	1
	Executive Summary
	Short presentation of the SUNRISE project.
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Approach of SUNRISE project – take-up action. WP structure, role of WP02.
Scope and role of Deliverable D2
	1
	Executive Summary
	Short presentation of the SUNRISE project.
WP structure, role of WP04.

	
	
	
	2
	Development of D4
	Scope and structure of Deliverable D4 (T4.1).

	2
	DRT services concepts: short overview
	Short overview of context – DRT, TDC, ITS. Introduction to DRT services
	
	
	 

	3
	Problem statement, site stakeholders, main objectives
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Problem statements for sites, site stakeholders, identification of main objectives
	3
	Implementation of D4: before DRT services start
	

	4
	Investigation /data collection methodology at site level
	 
	3.1
	Background Site Description
	SUNRISE site data – location, scale, nature of area, core socio-economic data; description of authorities and operators; description of  current services (including problem statements)

	4.1
	Population and territorial context
	Population trend and comparative analysis; territory and land use; main infrastructure overview; points of interest.
	3.2
	Identification of User Groups
	Classification of the stakeholders, depending on site characteristics and organisation.

	4.2
	Mobility offer
	Infrastructure – streets, parking lots etc; public transport.
	3.3
	Assessment of Transport Demand
	Selection of Transport Demand indicators to be collected prior to service installation.

	4.3
	Transport demand
	Identification of transport demand.
	3.4
	Identification of Expected Impacts and Indicators for Site Objectives 
	Identification of objectives, priorities and expected impacts for the DRT services to be installed. Selection of indicators to be measured at each site


	D2 Investigation Methodology
	D4 Common Evaluation Plan

	
	Working Title
	Contents
	
	Working Title
	Contents

	5
	DRT services models 
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Service management; service supply.
	4
	Implementation of D4: after DRT services start
	NB: the outcomes of D2 Chapter 4 - 6 will form part of the input for the evaluation.
NB: the actual site specific results from D4 Chapter 4 will be part of D5 Results Evaluation (T4.2 and T4.3).

	6
	Key supporting aspects
	
	
	
	

	6.1
	Fare policies
	Fares scenarios.
	
	
	

	6.2
	DRT services in the call for tender context
	Establishment of the call for tender.
	4.1
	Site Performance
	Methodology and survey forms for fieldwork collection of quantitative DRT service data and other relevant information, including data sources and sampling.

	6.3
	Promotional aspects
	Service identity, marketing and communication.
	
	
	

	6.4
	Investigation methodology after service launched 
	Focus groups, interviews.
	4.2
	Site description
	Qualitative description of the implemented services.

	
	
	
	4.3
	Results of site objectives and site impacts
	Assessment of site performance.

	
	
	
	5
	Conclusions
	Any significant outcomes from the work in terms of: (1) preparation of the common evaluation plan methodology; (2) reported site issues in describing the background to the site, and identifying the user groups, objectives and expected impacts.

	
	Glossary
	Glossary of key terms, list of acronyms
	6
	Glossary
	Glossary of key terms, list of acronyms

	
	
	
	7
	References
	List of relevant documents

	
	
	
	8
	Annexes
	Data collection survey forms and tables to be applied at each site


Table 2.1: Structure of D2 and D4 
The methodological approach to D4 and the related D5 (Results Evaluation) is outlined in Figure 2.1.  There are two phases to data collection – before and after the implementation of the DRT service – during which time the profile of the sites will be built up within the framework shown in Figure 2.1 with assessment of the sites being categorised under four headings (Transport Demand, Economic Viability, Social Benefit and Technical Performance).  Transport Demand establishes user requirements prior to installation of the service, whilst the other three assess site performance once the service has started.
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Figure 2.1: D4 Methodological Approach
2.3 Time line

According to the Technical Annex, T4.1 starts in Month 4 (September 2004) and the final version of Deliverable D4 is due by mid-month 13 (June 2005) (also milestone M10).  
It was agreed at the SUNRISE Consortium Meeting in Massa (7-8th October 2004) that a Methodology version of the Deliverable will be prepared by the end of Month 8 (January 2005) in order to provide the input to the Feasibility Studies (WP03, T3.2) which start at the beginning of Month 10 (March 2005).  In addition, this will link more properly with D2 (the Investigation Methodology) due mid-Month 6 (mid-November 2004) which must co-ordinate with D4.  Therefore the Methodology Version of D4 will not be able to contain any site specific information, other than any background data that may be available.  Site specific information relating to the setting up of the sites will be added incrementally as the Feasibility Study (T3.2) progresses during 2005: this task finishes at the end of Month 14 (end-July 2005) therefore a Final version of D4 with pre-DRT service data, will be produced at the end of Month 15 (end-August 2005).  This document will include site specific information (background site description, user groups, Transport Demand, objectives, expected impacts and indicator selection.
Following the 6 month project extension awarded to SUNRISE, deliverable D5, the Results Evaluation (T4.2 and T4.3), will be delivered at the end of Month 22 (end-March 2006), data collection having been completed by the end of Month 19 (end-December 2005).  This enables a period to elapse from the application of DRT operations (T3.3) (expected to be August 2005, Month 15) and the collection of data, thereby allowing the services to settle down and for a representative view of the services to be evaluated.  

The outline time line is proposed in Table 2.2.
	Key Action
	Partners
	Latest Date
	Month

	Issue DDP for D4
	UNEW
	Mid October 2004
	5

	First Methodology version of D4: co-ordinate with D2
	UNEW, ATAF
	End November 2004
	6

	Inputs from partners
	All
	End December 2004
	7

	Final Methodology version of D4 to partners
	UNEW
	Mid March 2005 (revised)
	8

	Submit final Methodology version of D4 to AUG 
(part M10)
	UNEW
	Mid March 2005 (revised)
	8

	Background site description by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End May 2005
	12

	Transport Demand Indicators selected by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End May 2005
	12

	User groups identified by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	Mid June 2005
	13

	Site objectives identified by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End June 2005
	13

	Transport Demand Indicators surveys conducted by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End June 2005
	13

	Expected impacts identified by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	Mid July 2005
	14

	Assessment Indicators selected by sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End July 2005
	14

	Final inputs from partners
	All
	End July 2005
	14

	Final pre-DRT service version of D4 to partners
	UNEW
	Mid August 2005
	15

	Submit Final pre-DRT service version of D4 to AUG 
(end M10)
	UNEW
	Mid August 2005
	15

	Data inputs from sites after DRT services commence
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	From End August to End November 2005
	15-
18

	First version of D5
	UNEW
	End October 2005
	17

	Inputs from partners 
	All
	Mid November 2005
	18

	Final data inputs from sites
	Terrassa, RAL, AUTh, CAT
	End December 2005
	19

	D5 to partners
	UNEW
	End January 2006
	20

	Inputs from partners
	All
	Mid February 2006
	21

	Final D5 to partners
	UNEW
	End March 2006
	22

	Submit D5 to AUG
	UNEW
	End March 2006
	22


Table 2.2: Timeline for D4 (Common Evaluation Plan) and D5 (Results Evaluation)
2.4 Participants and MoniToring
All tasks for WP04 are led by UNEW.  Deliverable D4 will be led and edited by UNEW.

Each site will nominate a person responsible (Table 2.3) for providing site level data on background site description, user groups, site objectives, expected impacts and indicator selection.  This person will also be responsible for the results data identified in D4 which will be required in D5, the Results Evaluation; this will include the results of the site performance, the site descriptions and the results of the expected impacts.  
	Site
	Responsible Person
	Telephone
	e mail

	Terrassa
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	RAL
	Jackie Meally
	
	

	
	
	
	

	AUTh
	Aristotelis Naniopoulos
	
	

	
	
	
	

	CAT
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Table 2.3: Site Responsibles
The following procedures will be used by UNEW to monitor the progress and achievement of the local data collection process at site level.  

· The responsible person will be the direct point of site contact for the process of monitoring data collection for the Common Evaluation Plan.

· Each stage in the data collection process will be clearly identified in the Annexes to this document.  Receipt of data will be collated.
· E-mail communication and face-to-face meetings (such as Workshops and Consortium Meetings) will be used to maintain contact with the sites.
2.5 Introduction to the Implementation of D4

It is important that duplication of effort is avoided in SUNRISE.  In order to achieve this it is proposed that there is close co-ordination between the development of D4, D2 (Investigation Methodology) and the Inception Report (which outlines a Site Description template).  In order to address this, the Inception Report “Local site and project rev final.doc” and the DDP for D2 outline have been checked to ensure that D4 – specifically in Chapters 3 and 4 – does not conflict or omit relevant data to be collected.

The Common Evaluation Plan for site level data collection is constructed as follows (see also Figure 2.1):

· Chapter 3: Data required before the implementation of the DRT service:

· Qualitative survey describing the background conditions at the site.
· Identification of User Groups.
· Assessment of Transport Demand

· Identification of site objectives.

· Identification of the expected impacts and the indicators for each site objective.
· Chapter 4: Data required after the implementation of the DRT service:
· Quantitative survey assessing the site performance in terms of three Assessment Categories (Economic Viability, Social Benefit and Technical Performance).

· Qualitative survey describing the site in terms of the three Assessment Categories.
· Identification of the impacts as a result of introducing the DRT service in term of the indicators measured for each site objective.
3 Implementation of D4: Before DRT Services start
The relevant Annex with the template for data collection is identified in each of the following sections.
3.1 Background Site Description

[image: image8.emf]Jun 04

Oct 04

Mar 05

May 05

Nov 05

Mar 06

T2.1 (ATAF) 

Investigation 

Methodology

T2.2a (CAT) 

Methodology 

Course

T2.2b 

(Terrassa) DRT 

Tools Course

T2.2c (AUTh) 

Results Course

T3.1 (ATAF) 

Methodology Application 

at Local Sites 

T3.2 (ATAF/DPB) 

Feasibility Studies [all 

sites]     

T3.3 (Terrassa) DRT 

Application [all sites]

T4.1 (UNEW) 

Common Evaluation 

Plan: Methodology

T4.2 (UNEW) Site Evaluation 

& Data Gathering [all sites]

T4.3 (UNEW) 

Comparative 

Evaluation

T2.3 Personnel Exchange (All)

T4.1 (UNEW) 

Common Evaluation 

Plan: Final

Jun 04

Oct 04

Mar 05

May 05

Nov 05

Mar 06

T2.1 (ATAF) 

Investigation 

Methodology

T2.2a (CAT) 

Methodology 

Course

T2.2b 

(Terrassa) DRT 

Tools Course

T2.2c (AUTh) 

Results Course

T3.1 (ATAF) 

Methodology Application 

at Local Sites 

T3.2 (ATAF/DPB) 

Feasibility Studies [all 

sites]     

T3.3 (Terrassa) DRT 

Application [all sites]

T4.1 (UNEW) 

Common Evaluation 

Plan: Methodology

T4.2 (UNEW) Site Evaluation 

& Data Gathering [all sites]

T4.3 (UNEW) 

Comparative 

Evaluation

T2.3 Personnel Exchange (All)

T4.1 (UNEW) 

Common Evaluation 

Plan: Final


This is a qualitative survey form which describes various aspect of the area to be evaluated before the introduction of the flexible transport service to the site.
Information is required under the following headings:

· Key geographical characteristics

· Core socio-economic information

· Mobility and infrastructure characteristics

· Description of statutory authorities (including transport, education, social services and health departments)

· Description of operators (including commercial, voluntary/community operators and taxi operators)

· Description of current public transport services

· Rail

· Bus services with no user restrictions

· Bus services with user restrictions (e.g. education, social services, patient transport)
· Bus services operated by community or voluntary groups
· Taxis
· Finally, a Problem Statement is provided: this is the first stage in site analysis as it identifies the mobility problem that is to be tackled at the site.
3.2 Identification of stakeholders (User Groups)

This section is used to identify User Groups (stakeholders), i.e. those organisations and individuals who have a direct interest in the outcome of introducing the flexible transport service.

The main categories are:

· Public transport providers

· Statutory authorities (including transport, education, social services and health departments)
· DRT service operator

· Other bus operators (including commercial, voluntary/community operators)
· Rail operators
· Taxi operators

· Government (elected representatives)
· Local authorities
· Regional authorities

· National government

· EC

· End users

· Community representatives

· Travel Dispatch Centre

· Businesses

· Software suppliers

· Hardware suppliers

· SMEs

Not all these categories need be represented at each site, e.g. there may be no community representatives with an interest in the site.

3.3 Assessment of Transport Demand


One User Group, the passengers (or end users), has a particularly important role to play in the design of any new public transport service.  In order to ascertain some measure of this need, User Requirements are conducted by carrying out a range of survey methods, e.g. on vehicle, doorstep, postal and telephone surveys, and focus groups.  

A key part of this activity is to conduct a quantitative assessment of existing public transport services.  In order to maximise the benefit gained from the implementation of a DRT service, such surveys can be conducted using forms that are comparable to those used once the service has been introduced – thereby providing a valuable assessment tool.  Survey forms for these Transport Demand (D) indicators are based on selected Social Benefit (S) indicators used as part of the post installation assessment.  

The contents of these Transport Demand indicators take existing public transport provision into consideration.  They also take particular note of the Investigation Methodology requirements identified in D2. 
3.4 Identification of Expected Impacts and Indicators for Site Objectives

3.4.1 Site Objectives

The Site Objectives describe the general aims and operational objectives of the local project, e.g. reduction of private traffic and pollution, rationalisation of the resources for mobility, improving the quality of life in specified areas, increasing social cohesion, developing services for disadvantaged categories such as the disabled and elderly.  
The Site Objectives will be based upon those identified in the Technical Annex, but may be extended or altered as a result of the Feasibility Studies (WP2).

In order to enable cross site comparison, the Site Objectives are described under the following Assessment Categories:
· Economic Viability

· Social Benefit
· Technical Performance

3.4.2 Expected Impacts
The identification of expected impacts is a key part of the evaluation process as it provides a reference point against which the impacts of introducing a DRT service can be assessed.

The following method is applied:

· For each site objective that has been identified a priority level is given.  The priority level reflects the importance attached to achieving this objective on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).

· For each objective the expected level of impact is given.  The impact could be negative (-), no noticeable effect (0), or positive (+,++).  It is possible that some aspects of the service will have negative impacts, e.g. some aspects of passenger satisfaction may be traded off as part of the flexible transport scheme.  The expected impact does not necessarily directly relate to the priority level, e.g. the objective may have a low priority but could still have a high positive impact.  
· The expected impact of the objective is justified by briefly describing the reason(s) for the expectations.

· For each objective, the relevant indicators to be measured are identified (see Section 3.4.3). 

3.4.3 Indicators

The indicators are used to measure site performance according to three Assessment Categories.  
Within the following Assessment Categories the indicators are grouped as follows:

· Economic Viability

· Operational characteristics
· Travel Dispatch Centre

· Drives

· Vehicles

· Statutory providers

· Political viewpoint

· Social Benefit
· Service characteristics
· Operator characteristics

· TDC booking characteristics

· Passenger characteristics

· Passenger information and marketing

· Statutory providers

· Political viewpoint

· Technical Performance

· System speed
· System failure

· System accuracy/reliability

· System acceptance

· Telecommunications
A generous number of indicators are offered for measurement at the sites, in order to cater for individual site requirements and capabilities.  However, there are a number of core indicators (Table 3.1) which should be evaluated at all sites in order to produce a satisfactory data set for individual and cross site evaluation.  These core indicators are clearly identified using bold font in the indicator tables in Annex 5.  The selection of non-core indicators is a response to individual site requirements.  Additional benefit is derived from the use of Travel Demand indicators that have been collected (see Section 3.3) as they are comparable to a number of the Social Benefit indicators, thereby contributing to the before and after installation assessment. 

Sites can also propose additional indicators that would contribute to the evaluation, e.g. the existing list of indicators may not be relevant to one or more of the User Groups that have been identified such as local businesses.  If this is the case, UNEW will generate additional field survey forms which will be available to all sites. 
The precise wording of the indicators will be adjusted to suit local site requirements.  It is important that more substantial changes that will reduce cross site comparability are discussed with the Work Package leader (UNEW).  In particular it is anticipated that the site at Terrassa, Spain, will require some adjustments as the site is introducing car pooling as opposed to DRT services.  As a result of a preliminary assessment of the indicators, those that can be adapted have been marked with a car symbol (().
	No.
	Name
	Brief Definition

	Economic Viability

	E3a
	Operating cost per trip
	Cost of vehicle operation per trip made by passengers.

	E6
	Operating hours per vehicle
	Number of operating hours per vehicle = total number of operating hours ÷ total number of vehicles.  This is a measure of vehicle utilisation. 

	E7
	Passenger kilometres per vehicle
	Number of kilometres travelled by passengers per vehicle = total kilometres travelled by all passengers ÷ total number of vehicles.  This is a measure of vehicle utilisation. 

	E9
	Fare revenue/operating cost
	Ratio of fare revenue to cost of vehicle operation.

	E12c
	Number of trips per vehicle trip
	Number of passengers boarding the vehicles per vehicle trip. 

	E18a
	Financial basis for service
	The type of funding: commercial, gross cost, net cost, lump sum

	E18b
	Income basis for service
	Percentage of revenue from farebox, reimbursement, participation in shared revenue schemes, other sources

	E22a
	TDC booking and dispatch cost per year
	Annual TDC booking and dispatch cost according to: total TDC cost; running cost; maintenance cost; updating cost.

NB: there are many models for organising a TDC, so values for this indicator will be interpreted with care, using the Economic Viability Site Description for the TDC.

	E33
	Impact on area
	The impact of the flexible transport service upon the area according to: car dependence; identification of local transport resources; local business; retaining the local population; non car user tourism; potential development of the area.

	E34
	Impact on local environment
	The impact of the flexible transport service upon the area according to: air pollution, noise pollution, road traffic, congestion, road safety.

	Social Benefit [Equivalent Transport Demand indicators in brackets]

	S1
	Service description
	Description of service availability at the site as a result of introducing flexible transport compared with the bus service previously offered within the site. 

	S4aii
	Service reliability (lateness)
	Reliability of the service as measured by adherence to estimated departure times given to pre-booked passengers according to: ratio between planned and actual service time; late departure from stop point (% of departures late; average late departure time; reasons); late arrival at stop point (% of arrivals late; average late arrival time; reasons).

	S5b
	Failed passenger trips (frequency)
	The failure to pick up booked passengers according to: overall frequency of failed trips; driver error; passenger error; TDC error. 

	S12
	Rejection rate of customers requesting a trip
	Percentage of requests for trips that are rejected and reasons for rejection of customer’s request.  This is a measure of the extensiveness and coverage of the service.

	S17
	% of resident population served in area
	Percentage of total resident population in service area to which the flexible transport service is available.  This is a measure of the extensiveness and coverage of the service.

	S18
	Characteristics of target population
	Characteristics of the population resident in the service area according to: age; gender; car availability; employment status; disability.

	S19
[D1]
	Characteristics of passengers
	The characteristics of passengers (resident and non-resident in the *flexible transport service area) using the service, e.g. age, gender, car availability, employment status, disability, distance to boarding points. 

* add “proposed” for D1.

	S20a
[D2]
	Service utilisation by passengers
	The use of the * flexible transport service by passengers (resident and non-resident in the flexible transport service area), e.g. familiarity with the service, preferred method of payment, frequency of usage, time of day travelling.
* add “proposed” for D1.

	S20b
	Change in travel patterns
	The change in travel behaviour as a result of the introduction of the flexible transport service according to: increased/decreased use of transport modes; change in use of cars within household.

	S20c
	Intermodal journeys
	The frequency with which passengers change from/to another mode of transport before/after boarding flexible transport service in order to complete the journey. 

	S21

[D3]
	Accessibility of passengers to vehicles
	% of users who have problems using public transport according to personal mobility and space constraints.

	S25a
	% of passengers with transfers
	% of passengers who interchange to another mode/vehicle in order to complete their journey.  This is a measure of the convenience of the service.

	S25b
	Number of transfers per journey
	Number of transfers made per number of passenger trips.  This is a measure of how often passengers transfer.

	S26

[D7]
	Perception of transfer ease
	The ease with which passengers needing to transfer to other modes/vehicles are able to do so.

	S27

[D8]
	Comfort of passengers on-vehicle
	Perception by passengers of the vehicle’s comfort according to e.g. condition/accessibility of the vehicle and staff attitudes.

	S28

[D9]
	Comfort of passengers at waiting/interchange points 
	Perception by passengers of comfort at waiting/interchange points (excluding private residences) according to e.g. waiting conditions; staff attitudes.

	S29

[D10]
	Service convenience (passenger)
	Perception by passengers of the convenience of using the service according to e.g. waiting times, accessibility, frequency, route and cost of travel, access to facilities/services/social inclusion.

	S30a

[D11]
	Safety and security on-vehicle
	Perception by passengers of safety on-board the vehicle according to the standard of driving and sense of personal security.

	S30b

[D12]
	Safety and security at waiting/interchange points
	Perception by passengers of safety at waiting/interchange points (excluding private residences) according to sense of personal security 

	S32

[D13]
	Reasons for using public transport
	Passenger reasons for using and not using public transport.

	S33
	Ease of making reservations
	Perception by passengers of the ease of making reservations according to e.g. ease and speed of booking trips, staff availability and performance.

	Technical Performance

	T1a
	Capacity of the telephone system
	Capacity of system according to: unanswered calls (% and reasons); number of telephone lines and operators.

	T2
	Advance trip booking time
	The minimum time required and maximum time permitted in advance which are required for booking a trip.

	T3
	Trip cancellation time
	Average time taken to cancel booking

	T7
	Trip handling time
	Average time taken to inform passenger of pick-up time once their call has been received and demand for a trip registered according to new and existing customers.

	T9a
	System performance
	Mean, maximum and minimum time taken to: search for the customer address; provide conventional public transport information (if applicable) 

	T16
	Scheduling reliability (perceived)
	Perception by passengers and drivers of compliance of vehicles to the schedule. 

	T21a
	TDC staff attitudes towards Travel Dispatch System (TDS) procedures
	Perception by TDC staff of the TDS procedures according to e.g. start up and switch off procedures; making and changing bookings; assigning, sending and updating routes to on-board unit; communication with drivers; responding to alarms.

	T21b
	TDC staff attitudes towards performance of Travel Dispatch System
	Perception by TDC staff of the impact of the TDS according to e.g. operational and transmission reliability; speed of system search; speed of programme, hardware and software repair; ease of using the system.

	T21c
	TDC staff attitudes towards User Manual
	Perception by TDC staff of the software provider’s User Manual according to e.g. start up and switch off procedures; making and changing bookings; assigning, sending and updating routes to on-board unit; communication with drivers; responding to alarms; designing and altering routes and services.

	T24
	Operator’s attitudes towards the service area
	Perception by operators of the service area according to e.g. number of stops; distance to stops; size of service area.

	T26a
	Driver attitudes towards Travel Dispatch System procedures 
	Perception by drivers of the TDS procedures according to e.g. start up and switch off procedures; checking and deleting routes; communication with the TDC.

	T26b
	Driver attitude towards performance of Travel Dispatch System
	Perception by drivers of the effect of the TDS according to e.g. actual and given location; reliability/accuracy of routing and other information; user friendliness of on screen routing information; impact of on-board unit on safety and comfort.

	T26c
	Driver attitude towards User Manual
	Perception by drivers of the software provider’s User Manual according to e.g. start up and switch off procedures; checking and deleting routes; communication with the TDC.


Table 3.1: Core Indicators

As noted in Section 3.3, in order to derive maximum benefit from the Transport Demand indicators, the equivalent Social Benefit indicators (see Table 3.2) should also be collected (core indicators are marked in bold).
	Trans. Demand
	Social Benefit
	Name
	Brief Definition for Transport Demand

	D1
	S19
	Characteristics of passengers
	The characteristics of passengers (resident and non-resident in the proposed flexible transport service area) using bus services, e.g. age, gender, car availability, employment status, disability, distance to boarding points.

	D2
	S20a
	Service utilisation by passengers
	The use of transport services by passengers (resident and non-resident in the proposed flexible transport service area), e.g. familiarity with the services, preferred method of payment, frequency of usage, time of day travelling.

	D3
	S21
	Accessibility of passengers to vehicles
	% of users who have problems using public transport according to personal mobility and space constraints.

	D4a
	S22a
	Journey log (on board vehicle)
	Journey characteristics at the time of the survey including vehicle type and availability, booking and payment characteristics, time and distance travelled, type of boarding location; intermodality; trip purpose.

	D4b
	S22b
	Journey log (off vehicle)
	Characteristics of main bus journey: booking and payment characteristics, time and distance travelled, type of boarding location; intermodality; trip purpose.

	D5
	S25a
	% of passengers with transfers
	% of passengers who interchange to another mode/vehicle in order to complete their journey

This is a measure of the convenience of the service.

	D6
	S25b
	Number of transfers per journey
	Number of transfers made per number of passenger trips. 

This is a measure of how often passengers transfer.

	D7
	S26
	Perception of transfer ease
	The ease with which passengers needing to transfer to other modes/vehicles are able to do so.

	D8
	S27
	Comfort of passengers on-vehicle
	Perception by passengers of the vehicle’s comfort according to e.g. condition/accessibility of the vehicle and staff attitudes.

	D9
	S28
	Comfort of passengers at waiting/interchange points 
	Perception by passengers of comfort at waiting/interchange points (excluding private residences) according to e.g. waiting conditions; staff attitudes.

	D10
	S29
	Service convenience (passenger)
	Perception by passengers of the convenience of using the service according to e.g. waiting times, accessibility, frequency, route and cost of travel, access to facilities/services/social inclusion.

	D11
	S30a
	Safety and security on-vehicle
	Perception by passengers of safety on-board the vehicle according to the standard of driving and sense of personal security.

	D12
	S30b
	Safety and security at waiting/interchange points
	Perception by passengers of safety at waiting/interchange points (excluding private residences) according to sense of personal security 

	D13
	S32
	Reasons for using public transport
	Passenger reasons for using and not using public transport.


Table 3.2: Indicators used to measure both Transport Demand and Social Benefit 
4 Implementation of D4: After DRT Services Start

4.1 Site Performance




The data to show the results after the flexible service has been operational for x months is collected in 2 ways, being based on the 4 Assessment Categories:

· Field survey forms are provided to enable quantitative data collection: it is important that these are used in order to enable cross site evaluation.  These forms are discussed in this section.

· Qualitative forms provide an update of other public transport services and describe the features and operation of the DRT service which has been introduced.  These forms are discussed in Section 4.2.

The following information is given about each indicator to guide the data collection:

· The reference number of each indicator.

· Core indicators are identified.

· The source from which the data will be collected.  Data for some indicators …. 
· Must be collected from 1 source, e.g. E23 Labour Productivity requires data from the Travel Dispatch Centre.

· Can be collected from a choice of sources (which ever is the most appropriate), e.g. E25a Formal Training Cost requires data from either the operator or the statutory authority.

· Must be collected from a combination of 1 or more sources, e.g. E1a Operating Cost per Revenue Hour requires data partly from the operator, on-board the vehicle and the Travel Dispatch Centre.

· Must be collected from more than 1 source, e.g. S5b Failed Passenger Trips (frequency) requires data from all Travel Dispatch Centre staff and drivers.

· The sample size and duration of data collection (if relevant).

· The components of the indicator including the units of measurement.  Some indicators may be collected in one of two ways, according to the availability of data.

· A definition of the indicator.

· An indication if any components of the indicator are required by other indicators.

· Supplementary data collection guidance notes.

Once the indicators have been selected, the appropriate survey forms are chosen and collated according to the following sources:

· Statutory authorities
· Operators

· Drivers

· Travel Dispatch Centre staff

· Passengers

· Politicians

· Travel Dispatch Centre monitoring

· On-board vehicle monitoring

· Others that may be identified by individual sites

Where data are required from more than one source, the survey forms are repeated.

Once the field survey data have been collected it is reported for each Assessment Category in Site Performance tables for the indicators that have been selected.  The Transport Demand results are also reported here.  These data will be used for individual and cross site evaluation.  

It is important that all sites collect data in the same way in order to facilitate cross site comparison, e.g. if site A interviews 10 passengers per week for the first 8 weeks of service, the results are not comparable with site B interviewing 80 passengers after the service has been operational for 8 weeks, since perceptions can change radically whilst a service is in its initial period of operation.  In addition, it is recognised that the data collection methodology used must take account of what is possible for sites with smaller budgets at their disposal.  For these reasons this data collection programme is recommended:

4.2 Site Description


These are qualitative survey forms which describe the public transport services, particularly the DRT service which has been installed, in the site area being evaluated after the flexible transport service has been operational for x months.  These data will be used for individual and cross site evaluation.  



4.3 Results of Site Objectives and Impacts


The results table for site objectives and impacts is completed using data from the previous two sections.  The data is used to assess the extent to which site objectives have been met, together with the level (again on a scale of ++/+/0/-) and the reasons for the impacts that the flexible transport service has had.


5 Conclusions

5.1 Preparaton of Common Evaluation Plan Methodology
This deliverable (D4) has outlined the common methodology to be applied at each of the sites.  The Annexes to this document are the templates for this data collection.  This evaluation methodology document will be superseded in a final version when the sites have completed the pre-DRT installation stages of the evaluation, i.e. they have given a background site description; identified user groups, site objectives and expected impacts; collected data to identify Transport Demand as part of User Requirements; and selected indicators to be measured.
Deliverable 5 will build upon the outcomes of the post-installation data collection by carrying out individual site evaluation and cross site evaluation. 
5.2 Site Collection of Pre-DRT Installation data
As part of the preparation for collecting pre- and post-DRT installation data, one session of the T2.2a Methodology Course in Carrara, Italy (2nd – 3rd December 2004), “DRT Service Evaluation: Assessment Categories and Indicators for DRT Service Evaluation,” was used to explain the Evaluation Methodology to the sites.  This PowerPoint presentation is found at WP4_Carrara_Dec 04_v2.ppt
5.3 preparation of a business case

The Business Case for DRT services will be considered in D5, in which cross site comparison takes place, enabling common lessons to be learnt in terms of the business implications of the transferability of technical and operational solutions.  The interpretation of the data will be drawn from the qualitative and quantitative data assembled for the three Assessment Categories, Economic Viability, Social Benefit and Technical Performance, e.g. the operational costs, viability of service areas and the appropriate level of technology to be applied.  
6 Glossary

	DRT
	Demand Responsive Transport

	FAMS
	Flexible Agency for Collective Demand Responsive Mobility Services (5th Framework, IST Project)

	ICT
	Information and Communication Technologies

	PTEG
	Passenger Transport Executive Group (UK)

	SAMPLUS
	Systems for Advanced Management of Public Transport Operations+ (4th Framework, TAP project)

	SAMPO
	Systems for Advanced Management of Public Transport Operations (4th Framework, TAP project)

	SMEs
	Small and Medium Sized Enterprises

	SUNRISE
	Collective Mobility Solutions Through Operator, Supplier and Authority Interface and Co-operation (INTERREG 3C programme)

	TDC
	Travel Dispatch Centre

	TDS
	Travel Dispatch System
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8 Annexes
Annexes 1 to 12 for D4 are the data collection tables and their accompanying instructions for site level evaluation form the basis of the cross site comparison.
Economic Viability e.g. Minimise operating costs





e.g. Convenience of existing bus services (D10 / S29)





e.g. Use of existing bus services (D2 / S20a)





e.g. Accessibility of passengers to vehicles (D3 / S21)





Annex 12: Expected Impacts Results





Annex 10 Site Performance Results





Annex 9: Technical Performance Survey Forms





Annex 8: Social Benefit Survey Forms





Annex 7: Economic Viability Survey Forms





Annex 6: Transport Demand Survey Forms





Annex 5 Indicator Selection





Annex 11 Site Descriptions





Annex 4 Site Objectives Expected Impacts





Annex 3 Transport Demand





Annex 2: Stakeholders





Annex 1: Background Site Description





Social Benefit e.g. Improve customer satisfaction





Technical Performance e.g. Have a reliable system





e.g. Improve customer satisfaction: priority level 3





e.g. +





e.g. Expected impact is + as public transport more frequent & more accessible. Not ++ as may need more interchange between buses.





e.g. S2, S23, S25b / D6, S26 / D7, S27 / D8, S28 / D9





e.g. Operating Cost per Passenger Trip (E3a): Collect data partly from statutory authority, operator & TDC





e.g. Failed Passenger Trips (frequency) (S5b): Collect data from all TDC staff and drivers





e.g. System Performance (T9a): Collect data from TDC





e.g. TDC Booking and Dispatch Cost per Year (E22a): Collect data from TDC or statutory authority





e.g. Social Benefit: Project background; revisions to each type of public transport  





e.g. Economic Viability: Operational characteristics; the TDC; TDC staff; drivers; vehicles 





e.g. The actual impact was ++ as public transport was frequent & accessible. The need to interchange between buses was not a problem for passengers.





e.g. Improve customer satisfaction: Expected impact: +. Actual impact ++. 
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