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Long-term evaluation 
 

Practical information 

  

Date Wednesday, May 7th, 2014 (side event to ECOMM) 

Venue Palazzo dei Congressi, Florence, Italy 

Time 9:00 – 12:30 

Room  

Speakers Eric Schreffler (ESTC) and Anders Wretstrand (Lund University). 

Moderators Sarah Martens (Mobiel 21) 

Subscribed 9 people (5 participated) 

 

Sarah Martens welcomes the participants and explains the agenda for this training:  

SESSIONS City Experience and Main Speaker 

9h00: Welcome  

9h10: Speed-dating Facilitated by Sarah Martens 

9h40: Keynote Eric Schreffler: 

10h20: Interactive exercise  Facilitated by Sarah Martens 

Content-related support by keynote speakers 

11h00: Plenary come-back on exercise Moderated by Sarah Martens 

11h20: Keynote Anders Wrestrand 

12h00: Debriefing with speed-daters Facilitated by Sarah Martens 

12h20: Closing remarks Sarah Martens 

12h30: End  
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1. Mobility management evaluation: the long and short of it 

Eric Schreffler 

Eric Schreffler is a transportation consultant at ESTC, San Diego. He focuses on quantifying 

the impacts of transportation demand management strategies on traffic congestion, energy 

consumption and air quality. Eric was involved in the MOST-project for the development of 

an evaluation toolkit. 

Eric addresses the following issues:  

 Why evaluate? And for whom? 

 the difference between forecasting and 

measurement 

 principles of good evaluation 

 the evaluation framework MaxSumo 

 transitioning from short-term to long-term 

evaluation 

 The politics of MM evaluation 

 Common mistakes 

 Top ten tips for effective evaluation 

 

Download the presentation. 

 

 

2. The city of Caropolis: The success of a mobility centre 

Interactive exercise 

Sarah explains the purpose of the exercise. In two groups, 

participants will draft the outline of an evaluation plan for the 

fictitious case of the City of Caropolis that implemented a new 

mobility centre for citizens, commuters and tourists.  

The full text of the case is available in Annex 1. 

 

 

  

  

http://www.civitas.eu/sites/default/files/florence_training_v3_w_cuesta.pptx
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3. Long-term evaluation: how to do it 

Anders Wretstrand  

Anders Wretstrand is senior lecturer and director of studies at Lund University. He is 

researching in the field of traffic planning, public transport and perceived safety and 

transport. He is currently working on the CIVITAS DYN@MO project on sustainable urban 

mobility planning, on the WP evaluation management. 

Anders explains the difference between impact and process evaluation, and between short-

term and long-term evaluation. He also warns about the risk of confounding the effects of a 

measure with the effect of other factors in the ‘business as usual’-scenario. 

 

His presentation continues to discuss various evaluation scenarios and some examples of 

long-term evaluation.  

Within the CIVITAS CAPITAL project, Lund University is working on a guide for long-term 

evaluation. 

Download the presentation. 

 

  

Business as usual 

http://www.civitas.eu/sites/default/files/cap_wp1_training_evaluation_florence_140507_wretstrand.ppt
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4. Conclusion: lessons learnt 

Participants write down their lessons learnt on post-it 

notes. They stick them into a grid according to how 

innovative and how feasible the idea is. This results 

in four quadrants: 

1. Not very innovative and not very feasible: No 

2. Not very innovative and very feasible: Now 

3. Very innovative and very feasible: Wow! 

4. Very innovative and not very feasible: How? 

One of the most popular ideas was the forecasting ‘technique’ that Eric introduced for cases 

where there is no sound basis for predictions: SWAG (scientific wild-ass guess). 

The participants receive a booklet with the main insights from the presentations. 

 

5. Evaluation 

Participation was low, but the small group of attendants allowed for 

very good interaction. 

6 participants and trainers filled in an evaluation form. All elements of 

the training received an average rating between ‘good’ and ‘very 

good’, except for the speed dating exercise, which hadn’t taken place 

because of the small group of participants. Instead there was an 

introduction round where the trainers and participants introduced 

themselves and their experience in evaluation so far. 

Detailed results of the evaluation are available in Annex 2. 

 

http://www.civitas.eu/sites/default/files/cap_training_evaluation_handouts_def.ppt
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Annex 1: Interactive exercise 
 

The city of Caropolis 
The success of a mobility centre 
 

The city of Caropolis has implemented a new mobility centre for citizens, commuters and tourists 

visiting the city. The mobility centre is accessible both physical and by phone as well as virtual via a 

website. The aim of the mobility centre is to provide correct information on available mobility 

options, routes, travelling times and prices and tariffs. The city hopes to convince more people to 

use sustainable modes and increase the share of active travellers and carpoolers in the city via 

various campaigns and incentive schemes such as a 1-day trial public transport ticket. Over 2 years, 

about 600.000 euros was invested to establish the mobility centre, build the website and pay staff 

and overhead costs. The incentive schemes mounted up to 150.000 euros over 2 years. Costs are 

of course important but the city really wants to know if the mobility centre as such is contributing 

to a higher share of active travellers and carpoolers in the city and if it is worthwhile to include the 

mobility centre in its 2020-2050-strategy.  

Characteristics: 

 85.000 inhabitants (modal split is 75% car, 10% bike, 8% bus, 7% on foot) 

 45.000 commuters coming into the city every working day 

 The average vehicle occupancy for tourists arriving by car is 2.3 and for commuters is 1.2 

 The city is a touristic hotspot for domestic tourists, attracting some 300.000 visits per year.  

 Public transport is available (regional PT-provider) 

 Bike-sharing system in place (paid by the city but managed by a private company) 

  The city has a well-established cycling route network 

 The city centre is partly pedestrianized 

 Car access is restricted in the city centre but two 2x2 motorways connect the city with other 

centres in the region. 

 The city has a vivid city centre with shops, bars and terraces 

 The city has some hilly outskirts, mainly residential areas 

 

Draft an outline of your evaluation plan. 

Identify possible opportunities and risks 

Make use of the presentation you just saw and the hand-outs you received.
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Annex 2: Evaluation results 
 

1. Content evaluation 

 

How do you value the training 

just received in terms of 

content? 

 

1,3 1: very good, 2: good, 3: neutral, 4: bad, 5: very bad 

Would you recommend the 

training to someone else? 

 

1,5 1: very much, 2: yes, 3: neutral, 4: no, 5: not at all 

The balance between theory 

and practice in the programme 

was: 

 

2,8 1: much too theoretical, 2: too theoretical, 3: properly 

balanced, 4: too practical, 5: much too practical 

Please explain your answer 

 

 / 

2. Event evaluation 

 

How satisfied where you with: 

registration process 

 

1,5 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: pre-event 

information 

 

1,5 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: practical 

organisation of the day 

 

1,5 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: relevance 

of the topic areas 

 

1,3 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: speed 

dating exercise 

 

2,3 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: 

presentations given 

 

1,2 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: documents 

provided 

 

2 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

How satisfied where you with: interactive 

exercise (case) 

 

1,7 1: ++, 2: +, 3: +/-, 4: -, 5: -- 

Which part of the training were most 

useful to you? 

 

presentations: 3  

discussions/interaction: 2 

Which part of the training were of litlle or 

no use to you? 

 

/ 
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What changes or improvements should be 

made? 

check experience of participants before, ask for 

specific issues to be tackled 

more info on existing resources 

Do you have any comments of 

suggestions? 

 

great to combine training with conference! 

3. Impact evaluation 

 

Please, explain your answer. 

The training allowed me to 

acquire the competence(s) I 

expected to acquire? 

 

yes: 2 

  

learnt more about evaluation // my approaches 

were confirmed -> great! + new inputs 

no: 1 maybe we focussed too little on this? (Anders) 

n/a: 2 i have no concrete project. I want just information 

-> ok! 

The competences obtained are 

applicable to my professional 

situation? 

 

yes: 3 evidence project! 

no: 0  

n/a: 1  

The competences will enable 

me to change or improve the 

current situation in my 

city/organisation? 

 

yes: 2 more knowledgable // excellent advice from Eric 

S. 

no: 0  

n/a: 2  

 


