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1. Introduction 
The MILE211 project focused on the development of a website that offers users information about the 

fuel and energy consumption of vehicles along with advice to reduce it. This is done by hosting 

scientific information on the parameters that affect fuel/energy consumption and by providing two 

tools to assist them: a) self-reporting tool, where they can record their fuel/energy consumption and 

b) a find-a-car tool, which contains an extensive vehicle database where they can find representative 

on-road consumption values. The MILE21 project was not only about developing the platform, but 

also about engaging in communication activities to reach out to inform users and raise awareness. The 

effort in this direction focused on a series of events targeting specific groups of influence, articles and 

posts directed to the general public. 

The aim of the current study was to evaluate the efforts of the MILE21 to achieve its targets by 

focusing on the following main fields: 

• Website 

o Available Information 

o Provided Tools 

• Communication 

To facilitate the process, the study was structured in a form of a questionnaire, which was distributed 

to the project’s Advisory Board members, who performed the evaluation. Subsequently, the MILE21 

consortium collected and analyzed the feedback to prepare the current report. Finally, the Advisory 

Board reviewed and approved the report. 

The report is structured as follows: 

• Evaluation approach, describes the questionnaire and the method to obtain feedback 

• Questionnaire feedback, presents questionnaire along with the quantified results per 

question, while the open text comments are discussed in a separate section 

• Analysis of the questionnaire results, discusses the feedback combined with the open 

comments that were provided 
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2. Evaluation approach 
The MILE21-Advisory Board Member Questionnaire aimed to obtain viewpoints from the Advisory 

Board Members on the functioning of the MILE21 website. The questionnaire was developed on the 

basis of literature on usability and user satisfaction (Muylle, Moenaert, and Despontin 2004; Elling et 

al. 2012) and included questions that cοuld be answered with standardized responses, as well as open-

ended questions. The questionnaire evaluated the three most relevant aspects of informational 

websites: 

• Information should be easy to find. 

• The content should be easy to understand. 

• The layout should be clear and should support users' adequate task performance. 

According to these guidelines, the website evaluation was done based on the following criteria: 

• Layout: The design and the structure of the platform 

• Contents: The provided information in terms of being sufficient and of quality 

• Ease of use: The ease to use the platform/tool and navigate through 

• Outcome for users: How does the overall experience appeals to the users 

The communication activities evaluation was based on the outreach the project had to the users, their 

response to the platform, the events that were organized to promote the project and the long-term 

potential. As MILE21, is not the only respective tool or project available to the users, the last part of 

the evaluation focused on comparing it to other tools such as Spritmonitor. 

The following list presents an overview of the questionnaire: 

1. Website evaluation: layout, contents, ease of use, outcome for users) 

a. Website 

b. Self-reporting tool 

c. Find a car tool 

2. Communication 

a. Coverage and impact (people reached/engaged = increased awareness about fuel 

consumption & pollution) 

b. Long-term potential (market potential, institutional impact) 

3. Comparison with other tools 

Each one of the aforementioned categories contained standardized and open-ended questions. The 

standardized questions focused more on grading on how sufficiently the platform fulfils the set 

criteria. The grades are from 1 (no sufficient) to 5 (fully sufficient). For each one of the standardized 

questions, the Advisory Board members provided additional feedback in the form of free text. On the 

other hand, the open-ended questions did not have a grade, but they targeted to receive direct 

feedback. 

The aspects under evaluation were closely linked to the project’s activities, which were organized in 

Tasks and the MILE21 consortium provided a progress update in every Advisory Board meeting. In the 

final Advisory Board meeting on the 22nd of July 2021, the consortium presented the achievements of 

each task throughout the project’s duration. Each task also had a series of deliverables, which are 

available online2 to anyone. In order to facilitate the evaluation process, Table 1 presents a correlation 
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between the under-evaluation aspects and the respective Tasks. It should be noted that the 

correlation is not strict, as in many cases several tasks were involved and the evaluation focused on 

the outcome of this synthesis. 

TABLE 1: EVALUATED ASPECTS AND TASK CORRELATION 

Evaluated aspect Tasks Comments 

Website C1 The overall website (including the tools) layout, structure and 
design were done within the C1. The advice input and texts were 
provided by all the partners 

Self-reporting 
tool 

C2, C3, C4 C2 processes and stores the vehicle database. Models M2/M3 
from C3 provide representative on-road values. C4 provided data 
for the M2/M3 model development 

Find-a-car tool C2, C3, C4 As above 

Communication E1, C5 E1 organized events, promotion through social media etc. and 
created a series of videos that include promotion and driving 
advice3. C5 focused on results transferability and replicability 

Coverage and 
impact 

E1, D1 Impact of communication activities (E1) and website metrics (D1) 

Long-term 
potential 

 Not specific task 

Comparison with 
other tools 

 Not specific task 

 

The following section contains the questionnaire that the Advisory Board members filled in and 

provided their feedback. The purpose was to provide them with an overview in order to better prepare 

for the evaluation. 

  

 
3 www.mile21.eu/project/media  

http://www.mile21.eu/project/media


3. Questionnaire feedback 
The following paragraphs provide information about the evaluated aspects, along with the questions 

that need to be provided for the evaluation. Whenever it is requested to grade the website, it should 

use the scale on Table 2. 

TABLE 2: GRADE SCALE FOR EVALUATING HOW WELL MILE21 COVERS THE EVALUATED ASPECTS 

Lowest Low Medium High Highest 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

3.1. Website evaluation 
General description 

The website was developed within the activities of Task C1, which was responsible for the front-end 

development. The layout, design and access of the various parts of the website were done within this 

context. The Advisory Board members examined the website (www.mile21.eu) and focused on the 

design, layout, ease of use and content, such as scientific advice texts, media, along with the two tools 

(self-reporting tool and find-a-car tool). The following paragraphs focus on specific aspects of the 

website. 

3.1.1. Website 
The website is the medium that contains all the relevant information for the users. Ease to use and 

accessibility is fundamental to engage the users. Additionally, please pay attention to the content in 

terms of quality and clarity. 

Question Grade 

How well do you consider that the layout is? 4 

How well do you consider that the contents are? 4 

How easy do you find it to navigate? 4 

How do you think that the outcome to the users is? 4 

Average 4 

 

Additional feedback was provided over the evaluated aspects and it is discussed in section 4. 

3.1.2. Self-reporting tool 
The target of the self-reporting tool is that users record their fuel/energy consumption and compare it 

with the official values and also with a representative value. The representative value takes into 

consideration the route type that the user has declared in terms of urban-rural-highway share and 

applies a balanced driving style. The aim is that the user applies the advice that is presented in the 

MILE21 and attempt to reach this value. 

The presented vehicle models are derived from the vehicle database that is updated and processed in 

Task C2. The development of the model that calculates the representative value was done within the 

activities of Task C3. In addition, the data for the calibration and evaluation of the models were 

collected within Task C4. 

http://www.mile21.eu/


Question Grade 

How well do you consider that the layout is? 4.3 

How well do you consider that the contents are? 4 

How easy do you find it to navigate? 4.3 

How do you think that the outcome to the users is? 4 

Average 4.2 

 

Additional feedback was provided over the evaluated aspects and it is discussed in section 4. 

 

3.1.3. Find-a-car tool 
The find-a-car tool contains a large vehicle database, which has been processed and updated regularly 

within the activities of Task C2 and contains vehicle technical information. In addition to the technical 

information, the tool presents a representative on-road fuel/energy consumption value that was 

calculated by the tools that were developed by Task C3. 

Question Grade 

How well do you consider that the layout is? 4.3 

How well do you consider that the contents are? 3.8 

How easy do you find it to navigate? 4.3 

How do you think that the outcome to the users is? 3.8 

Average 4 

 

Additional feedback was provided over the evaluated aspects and it is discussed in section 4. 

 

3.2. Communication 
The communication activities were developed within the context of Task E1 that organized several 

events addressed to specific groups such as consumer organizations, policymakers and car clubs. The 

activities included a series of articles and posts that were addressed to the general public, namely 

consumers. In order to enhance these activities, Task E1 produced a series of videos with ambassadors 

to promote the platform’s tools and advice to reduce fuel and energy consumption, which can be 

found on the website4. 

Task C5 focused on the replicability and transferability of the methodologies that were developed 

within the project. On the one hand, one of the aims was to enable other organizations to integrate 

the MILE21 platform into their websites. On the other hand, it was to publicize the methodologies, 

such as the model development of C3 through scientific publications and presentations in 

conferences. 

The user engagement with the platform was monitored by Task D1, which provided usage metrics. 

3.2.1. Coverage and impact 
The performed activities targeted several different groups to gain attendance and raise awareness of 

the issue. At this stage, we would like to evaluate whether the activities to promote the platform are 

sufficient. 
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Question Grade 

Have crucial target groups been covered? 3.3 

Have the public awareness activities (articles, posts, etc.) been sufficient? 3.3 

Have the outreach activities gained sufficient attention to the project? 3 

Do you think that the scientific publications cover the topic sufficiently? 3.7 

Average 3.3 

 

Additional feedback was provided over the evaluated aspects and it is discussed in section 4. 

 

The MILE21 also intended to be a live platform and continue developing by adapting to the needs of 

the policy, but also by attempting to influence policymaking. It is of special interest the Regulation (EU) 

2017/1151 that sets the requirement of the On-Board Fuel Consumption Meter (OBFCM). The OBFCM 

measures the vehicle’s fuel consumption and it is mandatory for new vehicles from 2021. In addition, 

these data will have to be provided to the European Commission in the next coming years. In addition, 

BEUC has been making efforts to revise the car labelling Directive (Directive 1999/94/EC). The car 

labelling directive is considered obsolete and is not applied uniformly throughout the EU. Revising it 

and including it in the Regulation – not only as Directive – could further empower consumers when 

they are viewing vehicles at the car dealers and online. 

Question Grade 

What do you think is the potential to use MILE21 to influence policymaking? * 

(*) not quantitatively evaluated for sufficient analysis 

The following open-ended questions were provided and they are discussed in section 4. 

• Do you think that MILE21 could contribute to communicating OBFCM values? Please elaborate 

and highlight potential issues and perhaps how they could be addressed. 

• Do you think that MILE21 could contribute to revising the labelling scheme directive by 

providing input for proper labelling? Please elaborate and highlight potential issues and 

perhaps how they could be addressed. 

 

3.2.2. Long-term potential 
The consortium developed the MILE21 by taking into consideration its long-term potential with the 

target to maintain the platform and keep the users engaged. 

Question Grade 

Based on the current activities what do you think is the long-term potential? * 

(*) not quantitatively evaluated for sufficient analysis 

The following open-ended question was provided and it is discussed in section 4. 

• What other features do you believe that should be developed to keep the users engaged? 

Please consider that this is not limited only to technical implementations on the website, but 

also to other outreach activities. 

 



3.3. Comparison with other tools 
There are several other tools and projects available to the users, where they can report their fuel 

consumption and be informed about the parameters that affect it. One of the most prominent tools is 

spritmonitor.de, while there are other relative projects such as the TRUE Initiative 5 . MILE21 

investigated the available tools and attempted to build on the knowledge and provide an improved 

user experience. 

The following open-ended questions were provided and they are discussed in section 4. 

• Do you know other platforms and projects that focus on informing users of their fuel and 

energy consumption? If yes, could you please list them? 

• Compared to the platforms that you know of, are there any fields that are stronger than the 

ones in MILE21? 

• Compared to the platforms that you know of, what are the main weaknesses of MILE21? 
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4. Analysis of the questionnaire results 
The table below shows the average score achieved in the fields evaluated by the questionnaire. 

Field Average 
Grade 

1. Website evaluation 4.1 

a. Website 4.0 

b. Self-reporting tool 4.2 

c. Find a car tool 4.0 

2. Communication 3.3 

a. Coverage and impact 3.3 

b. Long-term potential * 

3. Comparison with other tools * 

(*) not quantitatively evaluated 

4.1.1. Website 
Website. Website scores very well achieving an average grade 4.1 (high). The evaluators consider that 

the structure of the Website is very well for the user, however, all of them underline the need of 

intuitive material to introduce the user to the problem, highlighting the climate change and the 

science behind through inforgraphics, pictographs and other non-textual means.  

Self-reporting tool. Self-reporting tool is the more powerful characteristic of the website, although one 

evaluator had some objections on the plausibility of tools which require users to input details and 

judge their own performance. Further, the need of a short tutorial for the users is stressed.  

Find a car tool. Find a car tool is considered as easy and interesting for the user. The need for some 

update, however, is stressed, i.e., additional feedback (indication of the individual WLTP sub cycle co2 

emissions and fuel consumption, that are outside the standards), more comprehensive information 

(i.e., information that the CO2 emission of BEV depends on the CO2 load of the electricity used to load 

the battery). 

Additional technical input. The evaluation was also an opportunity to receive further technical 

feedback on the simulation models namely M2 and M3. The corrections were implemented for the 

M2 model, whenever applicable. Several issues that were focused on the M2 model were addressed 

by the implementation of more sophisticated M3 model. 

4.1.2. Communication  
Coverage and impact. Communication scores lower (just above medium) and seems to be the weakest 

part of the project, although only the ‘’Coverage and impact’’ sub-field has been evaluated 

quantitatively. Criticism focuses on both the material itself (too technical and less consumer focused) 

and the way presented (need for more descriptive tables to facilitate user understanding and fast 

reading material about the different issues and how the problem is being addressed). Evaluators 

suggest more ‘’operational” tools (i.e., by providing a web app version and adding some extra features 

that foster regular use). Furthermore, the potential to improve the visibility/traceability of the project 

website on the internet is underlined (i.e., social media links to attract young consumers). 

The Advisory Board consider that the project consortium gathers reliable, highly recognized and 

independent actors in the field and their input in the debate on the implementation of the Green Deal 

will be of high value. The evaluators see that, under certain conditions, the project has strong potential 



to share its knowledge, communicate OBFCM values and influence policymaking. These conditions 

include:  

• Creating of a community and a strong user basis around the website;  

• Extending the material provided with emphasis on real world consumption data;  

• Translating the above material into a language understood by consumers; 

Long-term potential. The long-term potential of MILE21 is consider strong as well. The evaluators note 

that MILE21 could become a credible reference point for who will want to buy a new car of modern 

technology and is interested in getting credible, data-founded, information on the vehicle. The data 

collected from real users could also generate a source of income to sustain the project, as will 

definitely be of interest for research purposes. The evaluators also underline the need for a business 

orientating perspective focusing on a) self-sustainability, b) Enrichment/upgrading 

material/information services, c) Opening to a large community of real users.  

Other issues significant for the long-term potential of project include more focus on driving behavior 

and features to increase the continuous use of the self-reporting (training and video tutorials for green 

challenges and profiling strengthening the link between user needs and choice of the car). 

4.1.3. Comparison with other tools 
The evaluators refer to several other similar tools available, including: 

• EPA, https://www.fueleconomy.gov/  

• Sprit Monitor, https://www.spritmonitor.de/  

• Real Urban Emissions Initiative (TRUE), https://www.trueinitiative.org/  

In comparison with these tools, the MILE21 tool: 

• Is better from EPA’s tool in terms of design but less comprehensive in terms of material and 

communication; 

• Is better than Sprit Monitor in terms of material available but inferior in terms of 

applications offered; 

• Is inferior to TRUE in that the latter has already shaped city policy (i.e., in London). 

Depending on the final goal, the main weaknesses of MILE21 identified include: 

• User basis; 

• Data availability; 

• Detailed communication/information material. 
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5. Conclusions 
The aim of this study is to evaluate MILE21 to achieve its targets by focusing on the following main 

fields: 

• Website 

o Available Information 

o Provided Tools 

• Communication 

The main conclusions drawn from the questionnaire include: 

• The website is easy and interesting for the user; 

• MILE21 has strong potential to share its knowledge, communicate OBFCM values and 

influence policymaking. 

• MILE21 could become a credible reference point for who will want to buy a new car of 

modern technology; 

• More appropriate material to introduce the user to the problem is needed; 

• More emphasis on real world consumption data would be benefit to the project; 

• A more business orientating perspective would be benefit to the project; 

• More focus on driving behavior and features to increase the continuous use of the self-

reporting.  

• The MILE21 tool compares well with similar tools, being superior in some matters and 

inferior in others; 

• The main weaknesses of MILE21 tool include user basis, data availability and 

communication/information material. 
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