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Introduction

1.1 Background

The objective of a European Union (EU) sustainable transport policy is that our transport systems meet society’s economic, social and environmental needs. Effective transportation systems are essential to Europe’s prosperity, having significant impacts on economic growth, social development and the environment. Mobility of goods and persons is an essential component of the competitiveness of European industry and services. Mobility is also an essential citizen right (Commission of the European Communities 2005a, 2006b). 

Extensive research has been conducted in the EU Framework Programmes (FP) and also national levels to develop appropriate assessment tools for practitioners and policy-makers to help them in the development of sustainable mobility and making it operational by supporting a better based and informed transport planning/policy process. (see European Commission 2006). It is seen that to be successful, the process should be based on (and monitored by) consistent and generally accepted information and indicators; forecasts should be developed by reliable and widely accepted models; and assessment methodologies should be able to combine the social, economic and environmental targets of sustainable development. Past and current research has developed such policy support and assessment tools for the National and European Transport Policies (e.g. Wolthuis 2006, The Extra project 2001a, 2001b), and they will be further refined in the future research activities, particularly in the research agenda of the EU FP7. Unfortunately, the actual use of these innovative proposals has been, thus far, rather limited. Even within the services of the European Commission, who should be in the best position to make use of the European research results. 

Our focus in this paper is mainly on transport policy appraisal, i.e. ex ante assessment tools. Those tools are designed to assist in assessing possible impacts of future policies. The tools may consist of development of policy objectives, indicators, instruments and packages, impact assessment methods, development and use of models, etc. In other words, there exists a wide variety of tools, which use diverse approaches, are designed by different teams and for somewhat different purposes in the field of EU transport policy. Assessment tools are not unified and are mostly predetermined by a discussion between the Commission and the advisory teams, scientists or consultants. This diversity poses problems for civil servants and policy-makers because the impression arising from multiple results coming from the entire European scientific community is that there is no consensus on the use and acceptability of the different kind of transport policy advices. 

We see, that to be accepted and effectively applied by practitioners and decision-makers, the capabilities of tools developed need to be checked against factors like scientific consistency,  transparency and inclusiveness, but also against acceptability and appropriateness in terms of the needs of their final users in policy development and policy making. That is to say, the “fitness-for-purpose (FFP
)” of the tools needs to be assessed in order to be able to enhance governance practices. There is also a need to establish systematic recommendations as well as processes for their uptake alongside with the above tool developments (Commission of the European Communities 2001, 2005a, 2006a, 2006b). Policy Network thinking, which has grown strong both in European policy science and governance (Kickert et al. 1997, Marsh 1998, Peterson 2003) is one example of such development, growing number of European research programmes in support of policies is another. Within the transport domain, the research on such processes has, however, been quite modest (e.g. Rietveld and Stough 2002, Geerlings and Stead 2003). 

The TRANSFORUM project within the European 6th Research Framework Programme (FP) has performed a scientific as well as policy assessment of strategic transport policy assessment tools and methodologies developed within the recent European FPs in the fields of: transport indicators, transport modelling and transport policy assessment. Furthermore, Transforum has facilitated networking and dialog among researchers, policy-makers and stakeholders, by establishing an innovative knowledge Forum, which has acted as an assessor of the usability of results in the field of strategic transport research. 

In this paper, our aim is to show that linking systematic FFP analysis of transport research projects with researcher-civil servant network building we can provide a method for the “fitness-for-purpose assessment (FFPA)” of EU research projects. By showing that, this article contributes to a more systematic and integrative assessment of transport research in support of policy formulation and hopefully enhances the integration of transport research and policy formulation and simultaneously intensifies the policy process. 
The article is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses the approach of Fitness-For-Purpose Assessment and the particular tools such as FFP Analysis of research projects and Policy Network Building in the context of transport policy support. Section 3 presents the case-study and the process for FFPA developed within the Transforum project. Next, section 4 shows the FFPA results through project analysis and network building. Finally, section 5 concludes with a discussion of the possibilities to use this method as a systematic element in linking transport research more closely to policy processes. Also first recommendations how to move from current division between research and policy making towards an integrated innovation activity are put forward.

2 The theoretical concepts 

2.1 FFPA

What defines a quality product or a quality service is always difficult to answer. One vision of a good product which will be “fit for it’s purpose”, is that it will meet the needs of a changing style of planning or design in the next decade(s) and also the demands of changes in the planning environment (Crow et al. 2000). The concept “Fitness for Purpose” (FFP) has been traditionally used to describe the quality or the performance of a technical design, construction, programme or service in the fields of product management, Information Technology and Environmental Impact Assessment (e.g. Carvalho et al. 2005, Jakeman et al. 2006, METEOR 2004, Raggamby, 2006). However, in the field of transport, the Fitness for Purpose Assessment (FFPA) of policies, plans or strategies impacts has not been common.

2.1.1 FFP Analysis of research projects

In the context of transport policy research projects, the objective of fitness-for-purpose assessments is to enable policy-makers to assess how suitable a developed model or appraisal tool or outcome is for a particular task. To assess whether a proposed solution can perform a task, some established approaches consist of evaluating the design, testing, verification & validation, checking the proving properties or looking at how the final product is structurally matching with the requirements from the point of view of the final user. 
The transport policy environment is changing, in particularly because of the globalisation with increasing mobility of people and goods, world wide use of communication technologies, the rising importance of the knowledge economy, high energy prices and the new Europe (of 25+). Future tools for the transport impact and policy assessments will have to integrate these (and other) emerging trends. Currently, the appraisals in the European transport research and policy domains use diverse approaches, they are performed by different teams and results are produced for different purposes. The wide range of policy assessment approaches and potential applications makes the assessment of their “fitness-for-purpose” challenging and also prone to over-generalisation and failure to cover all cases. To avoid this, this paper presents a generic FFPA method, for research projects in support of transport policy. The aim of the method is to point out how to best analyse and put to use in policy process the information produced in research projects concerning impact and policy assessments.
2.2 The Concept of Policy Network

The role of inter-organisational collaboration and networks has interested political scientists since the late 50’s (Marsh 1998, Kickert et al. 1997). Policy scientists started using the Policy Network term in the middle of 70’s as the debate of the openness of political processes recurred in Europe (Klijn 1997). According to Klijn (1997) The Policy Network approach was an attempt to understand the “context in which policy processes take place”. It illustrated the shift from understanding policy as an outcome of rational decision making proceeding in distinct stages (policy formulation, decision and implementation) to seeing it as a multi-actor process in which the policy content is affected by all stages of policy making and in which heuristic rules and routines have a strong influence on the behaviour of actors.  

There is no generally accepted definition for the concept “policy network”. Here, as in the German and Dutch tradition (e.g. Kickert et al. 1997), it is used to indicate patterns of relations between interdependent actors, involved in processes of public policy making. Interdependency is the key word in network approach. Actors in networks are interdependent because they cannot attain their goals by themselves, but need resources of other actors to do so (Klijn 1997). Furthermore, as Kickert et al. (1997) claim, Policy Networks can be understand as a new form of governance, successively replacing top-down policy making in the form of state intervention, as well as market oriented attempts to make government more businesslike (“new public management”). 

2.2.1 The Role of Policy Networks in FFPA of transport research projects 

According to the network approach, resource dependency explains collaboration between organisations with their need to get access to critical resources that they themselves do not control. In the case of public actors, such complementary assets can be, for instance, experiential knowledge of the field which is the object of policies, economic resources to implement policies, or societal influence that is crucial for the legitimacy/implementation of policies (Bruun 2002). Equally, also the modern governance, not least in the European Union, reflects a shift “towards a sharing of tasks and responsibilities; towards doing things together instead of doing them alone”. Analysts of modern governance frequently seek to explain policy outcomes by investigating how networks, which facilitate bargaining between stakeholders over policy design and detail, are structured in a particular sector (Peterson 2003). 

Our aim is to apply the network approach to the field of research projects in support of transport policy. We claim that research-policy network building around the project assessments, to accept and apply the knowledge, is an essential supportive element for the FFPA of transport research in policy support.

3 The Process/Method

In the following, we present a fitness-for-purpose assessment (FFPA) method for transport research projects, developed in Transforum project. The method comprises of three parts: (1) Project Screening Process, which describes the data collection and selection concerning relevant transport policy support projects; (2) The FFP Analysis of research projects, consisting of four assessment phases; and (3) Transport researcher-civil servant network building through European wide meetings (Forums). Figure 1 presents these different parts of FFPA and their interactions, i.e. time and place when information is shared, assessed and when collaborative learning can take place. 
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Figure 1. Transforum FFPA method.

3.1 The Screening Process

The Screening Process presents a basic scheme for identifying the right, i.e. policy relevant, projects from the extensive number of research projects carried out within a certain field. It describes nine general steps, needed to select relevant projects for FFP Analysis. The number of projects will diminish gradually as the screening process proceeds.

Three Screening Reports (SR#) will be written to eventually allow the final selection of a maximum of 8 projects in certain field for in-depth, “peer-review-like” evaluation. The first report in based on project summary analysis (SR#1), the second on questionnaires to or interviews with project co-ordinators (SR#2) and the third on contacts with Commission project officers (SR3#) (for detailed description of the screening process, see: Aparicio et al. 2004). 

3.2 The FFP Analysis of research projects in the transport policy context

The Phase 1 of the FFP Analysis, Clarification of prior circumstances, seeks to find out the kind of context in which the screened projects are embedded. That is what kind of knowledge has been produced and has it been produced in the relevant context? In Transforum project, summaries of 23 projects were used as a source for this information (see Appendix I). Based on them, projects were grouped according to their main contribution under wider themes. The FFP criteria testing the quality and comprehensiveness of the project approaches, was prepared for each of the themes. The main contribution of the Phase 1 was to point out whether the approaches of the projects within a given theme were relevant and consistent with each other or not. 

The Phase 2, The role of stakeholders, studies the stake-holders’ and end users’ input into the screened research projects. In our case, the input was clarified by approaching the project co-ordinators of 13 projects (see Appendix I), either with questionnaires or by interviewing, with the following questions:   

1.
Were the relevant stakeholders mapped out in your project?

2.
To what extent did the project include final users’ priorities, needs and expertise?

3.
Were the projects results appropriately assessed during the research? 

4.
Did the project encourage any interactive processes of communication and learning?

The main contribution of phase 2 was to find out whether the screened projects had succeeded in weaving the perspectives of various stakeholders into a generative and coherent whole or not and consequently encouraged social learning? 

The Phase 3, the outcomes, looks at the actual feedback of the screened projects to European transport policy decision-making. The main contribution of phase 3 is to determine the effectiveness of the screened projects in advancing understanding and co-operation (building bridges) between research and policy-making. The overall question is: Have the projects succeeded in making the results of the projects directly usable and matching the needs of policy-makers. In Transforum, the following methodological steps for the final seven projects (see Appendix I) were performed:

1. The main findings and advantages from the point of view of the end-user were extracted from the project reports

2. The fitness-for-purpose of the projects in terms of FFP criteria presented in the first Phase was examined. 

3. In case of the decision making support software tools, an additional quality check of their fitness for purpose was performed.

4. The project leader or key persons (for example a Work Package leader or an end-user of a project software product) were interviewed in person on potential weak points and how to overcome them (consolidation of the first evaluation results)

5. The draft FFP Analysis report was sent to the project leader for final check and possible correction of the outcomes accordingly (consolidation of the outcomes)

The Phase 4, guidance for future projects, draws conclusions from the results of the previous assessment phases. What is even more important than determining the quality of assessed projects is to start answering the question: What are the needs for further improvements and how could the fitness-for-purpose of the outcomes be improved? What kind of guidance has the assessment process provided for future projects, their facilitation and the interaction between European transport policy research and policy formulation (for detailed description of the Project Analysis phases see: Tuominen 2005 and 2006, Leonardi and Tuominen 2006). 

3.3 FFPA of indicators and definitions
In Transforum, the FFPA method was also applied to the indicators and definitions used in EU projects to assess their usability in transport policy assessment. Further characteristics of the fitness for purpose assessment of indicators and definitions are presented below:

1. 
A common framework of concepts was developed based on the framework of policy analysis. Essential concepts here were: policy issues, policy questions, policy objectives (or desired outcomes), policy measures (input, process and output) and other factors potentially influencing policy objectives (to be called “contextual factors”). 

2. 
Policy objectives (or desired outcomes), policy measures and contextual factors were derived from EU policy documents. 

3. 
Criteria for fitness for purpose of indicators were developed and used to assess the fitness-for-purpose of the indicators. The criteria concerned issues like: representativeness of policy objectives, measures and context; relevance for all stages of the policy process; clearness; a minimalism of the set and, possibilities to measure and forecast, etc. 

4.
Projects relevant for indicators and definitions were screened, analysed and discussed with the Forum participants, especially projects: SCENES, SCENARIOS, TERM, TEN-STAC, SAMI, SPECTRUM, ETIS, SUMMA, FORESIGHT, MAESTRO, TREMOVE, INDIC and ASSESS.

3.4 Forum meetings as means for building an integrating transport policy network

Analysts of modern governance frequently seek to explain policy outcomes by investigating how networks, which facilitate bargaining between stakeholders over policy design and detail, are structured in a particular sector (Peterson 2003). A theoretically ambitious policy network approach has to, first, show that policy network do not only exist but are relevant for policy process and policy outcome, and second, tackle the problem of the ambiguity of policy networks, which can do both enhance and reduce the efficiency and legitimacy of policy making (Börzel 1997).  Our aim is to show, that stakeholder meetings, organised by a specific European policy support project (like Transforum) can exist as transport policy networks in terms of the above definition. Furthermore, we will indicate the usability of the network building approach as complimentary part for research project FFPAs.

In our case, the transport research-policy network building took the shape of four Forum Meetings with participating stakeholders of various backgrounds. The overall objectives of the Meetings were to: (i) facilitate networking and dialog among researchers, policy-makers and stakeholders and to (ii) act as an assessor of the usability of results in the field of strategic transport research. Figure 1 shows the linkages between project FFP Analysis and Forum Meetings. The main themes of the Forum meetings were selected to illustrate the shift from the current state of affairs in transport policy support tools through the new needs for Europe to the new ways in integrating research and policy making in future research agendas. All four Forum meetings were organised as one and a half day seminars, having plenary sessions in the beginning and in the end. Three parallel sessions on Transforum main fields: (i) indicators, (ii) transport modelling and (iii) policy assessment were placed in between the plenary sessions. The plenary sessions included general presentations, key presentations on the main topic of the meetings and conclusions. Parallel sessions included more participatory elements and discussions. We focus in this article on the field and sessions of policy assessment. 

The success of Forum meetings was analysed with evaluation form, given to all participants, after each meeting. The form (questionnaire) had two parts. The first part started by identifying the background and the experience of the participants. It continued with general questions about the usefulness, quality of the presentations and documents, organisation, etc. of the Forum meetings, in a scale of 0 to 5. The second part asked specific questions about (i) the potential issues that were overlooked during the Forum, (ii) the greatest success in the Forum and (iii) recommendations to improve future Forum meetings. Participants were asked to answer these questions by stating their individual opinions in writing.  

4 Transforum FFPA Results

4.1 Project analysis 

The Phase 1 concentrated on project contexts and showed that the enhancement of sustainable mobility in the EU has been the back-bone of research in nearly every research project. Our analysis focused on 23 projects under three themes, namely: (1) Policy instruments and Packages, (2) Impact assessment methods and (3) Policy Appraisal Methods. The importance of the economic efficiency dimension of sustainability has been highlighted in projects falling under the theme "Instruments and Packages". Modelling tools for environmental and safety impacts have been the core issues in "Impact Assessment" projects. Close to all "Policy Appraisal" projects have developed a wider framework to help decision-making in policy/ project appraisal. The projects’ importance and benefit for policy support was quite difficult to assess because there are large uncertainties surrounding EU transport policy, in particular: what is meant by ‘sustainable mobility’ exactly? Generally, sustainable transport has implied finding a proper balance between (current and future) environmental, social and economic dimensions. It has, however, been less clear which environmental, social and economic issues should be guaranteed and balanced against each other. Phase I concludes, that the sustainability of the transport system has naturally been seen as desirable and any developments/projects contributing to that goal relevant, but how are we to measure projects' achievements against the extremely wide and general objectives of sustainability? Discussions in Forum 1 revealed policy evaluation and integration of above research themes as most important task for future transport policy research.  

Phase 2 studied the stakeholders' and end-users' input into research projects. In our point of view, it is necessary to involve stakeholders in policy support research projects since their involvement ensures that projects' results are valid, lends projects the legitimacy they require to contribute to policy development and also builds support among the organisation in charge with implementing the findings. Identifying and "really" involving stakeholders at the beginning of the projects seems to be one of the main problems regarding stakeholder participation in FP projects. It is not very clear who the end users of transport policy assessment project results are, and how their priorities, needs and expertise are being incorporated into the projects. In the course of the projects, after the above-mentioned problems have been solved or passed over, workshops, seminars and external reference groups have been used as the main instruments designed to involve stakeholders. Looking at the past stakeholder practices within European FP projects; neither project partners nor external stakeholders seem to have enough resources (time, money, interest, etc.) to ensure efficient stakeholder participation. Consequently, the added value of stakeholder participation in EC transport-related projects seems to be more or less missing and thus not fitting for the purpose in serving European transport policy research and policy formulation. 

Phase 3 focused on project results as well as feedback to decision-making. The seven in-detail analysed projects (see Appendix I) were very effective in advancing mutual understanding, i.e. in interpreting their results and presenting them for policy-makers. For example, one project was very effective in improving co-operation between research and policy-making, other showed good assessment approaches, and third produced tools that are used years after completion. The only critique identified was that the main outcomes of the projects from the point of view of the end-user could have been summarised more clearly. As one project officer from the European Commission stated: 

“The main advantage of developed assessments and model outputs for policy-maker has been that they have helped in structuring the political problems that need to be tackled by the White Paper policy instruments and measures”

The FFP Analysis of research projects indicated that for each project, the conclusions were more useful and important when they were more specific than generic. This is because generic conclusions are concerning more the framework or the methodology and less the substance of decisions. All assessed research projects produced results that are comparable with consultancy outputs like the mid-term assessment of the White Paper on transport (Commission of the European Communities 2006b), but large differences of status and cooperation intensity with the Commission between these projects were observable. The effects of these differences on the project outputs was however difficult to identify. Objectivity, data availability and transparency seemed to be potentially problematic, but no fundamental (intrinsic) methodological weaknesses of FFPAs. None of the potentially weak points seemed to constitute a barrier that would hinder the wider use of FFPA methods in further EU projects. The methodology used was easy to apply, and led to positive results and innovative conclusions. 

The results of Phase 3 suggest that the fitness-for-purpose analysis, as presented here, could be seen as simple additional quality criteria that should be performed for every new project, new software or new model developed by a European research consortium. This kind of FFPA delivers a much higher degree of validation than an internal quality check, because it is performed simultaneously for several EU policy assessment projects and includes interviews as well as an open consultation. Consequently, the Transforum methodology is determined as a collective output of both project analysis and expert meetings. The FFPA presented here is more neutral than an external evaluation by individual experts. The conclusions of each Project Analysis give answers to specific feedbacks of the screened projects on European transport decision-making, proposing both actual and potential solutions for the future (for more information see Transforum deliverables D5.1, D5.2 and D5.3). 

Results from Phase 4, Lessons learned and recommendations are presented in section 5 of this paper.

4.2 Analysis of indicators

From the analysis of European research projects it appeared the following. First, appropriate indicators and definitions are used for transport policy assessment. The analysed projects presented many indicators that are relevant for EU policy objectives, policy measures and context factors. However, currently no common set of indicators is available which may be regarded as representative of the objectives of EU transport policy and which will satisfy the needs for future assessments of EU transport policy. Although optimal indicators are used for project purposes, different indicators of policy objectives are used in many European projects and often no clear descriptions or arguments have been given about how or why they are derived from policy objectives. Especially for accessibility and mobility different indicators are used. The results of different assessment projects are therefore less easy to understand and to compare. Also it is an obstacle for institutes responsible for data gathering to collect data that are fit for the purpose of assessment of transport policy. For researchers this is an obstacle to use data of MS that are consistent and comparable in their transport policy assessment studies. If more comparable indicators and data would be available, assessments could be further improved and better used and provide more value for money. 
Second, the analysis of past projects provided a starting point to develop such a “balanced” set of core indicators that can be regarded as fit for purpose of EC policy. Within the framework of the WP3 sessions in the TRANSFORUM meetings of policy makers and researchers an overview of core indicators has been developed that may be used as a starting point for common indicators for the assessment and monitoring of EC transport policy. 

4.3 Network supporting transport research and policy

As a co-ordination Action of the EU’s 6th Framework Programme, Transforum-project aimed at promoting and supporting the networking and co-ordination of research and innovation activities. During the three-year project, four European wide Forum Meetings for transport policy experts, civil servants (policy-makers), stakeholders and other end-users were organised. The workshop characteristics of these meetings allowed the emergence of innovative answers to the questions arising from the FFPA of projects. The discussion on the screening process and on actual policy issues like sustainability, competitiveness, logistics, and TEN, led to new suggestions on potential solutions. Main strength of the policy networking approach, as performed in Transforum, is the exchange of ideas on models, assessments and policy evaluations, between researchers and policy makers, leading to emerging insights for both parties. From 70 to 90 participants took part in each of the Forum meetings.  A Forum meeting evaluation form was delivered for all them in the beginning of the meetings. The number of forms received back varied between 23 and 29, depending on the Forum meeting. 

The following results are based on the evaluation forms. Figure 2 presents the background of participants in the different Forum meetings. The original plan was to have a higher percentage of policy makers, civil servants and other stakeholders in the latter Forum meetings, as the actual feedback from the research projects to the decision making will start to take shape, and as we can see from Figure 2, that objective was reached.
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Figure 2. The backgrounds of Forum meeting participants. 

Figure 3 shows the participants’ average degree of satisfaction with the Forum meetings, on two issues namely: usefulness and overall impression, in a scale of 0 to 5. The participants’ satisfaction can be considered very high regarding both of the issues. The lowest score, 3, 3 was given for the usefulness of Forum 3. 

[image: image3.emf]0,0

0,5

1,0

1,5

2,0

2,5

3,0

3,5

4,0

4,5

5,0

Forum 1 Forum 2 Forum 3 Forum 4

Usefulness

Overall impression


Figure 3. The participants’ average degree of satisfaction.

In addition, the level of experience (new information and ideas, interaction, etc.) of the Forum meetings was regarded as extensive by 57 % or more of the participants in all of the meetings (see Figure 4). As the participants we asked for the greatest success of the meetings, the discussions between different participants were explicitly considered as the success number one. Depending on the Forum meeting, from 54% to 88% of the respondents mentioned the dialogue between various partners, as the greatest success (Figure 4).

Based on the above Forum evaluation results, we can conclude that Transforum –like Forum meetings are relevant and important activity for both research community and policy planning. The meetings enable the formulation of recommendations and best practices based on the project results, as well as the shaping of future research and policy agendas, collectively by all participating parties. This kind of process strengthens the commitment to apply the recommendations in future activities and hopefully urges different parties to work together in future policy planning activities. 
Consequently, we can claim that TRANSFORUM meetings have indeed established a research-policy network for this time. However, the challenge will be how to continue this type of activities in the future? 
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Figure 4. The percentages of Forum meeting participants’ considering the events successful. 

5 Discussion

The aim of this paper was to show that linking systematic FFP analysis of transport research projects with researcher-civil servant network building can provide tools for the “fitness-for-purpose assessment (FFPA)” of EU research projects in support of policies and consequently enhance the integration of transport research and policy formulation towards an integrated activity. Our focus was on the FFPA of research projects in the field of transport policy assessment. Transforum Forum Meetings and Project Analysis together (FFPA) proved to provide an arena for collaboration between transport research and policy formulation in sharing experiential knowledge and gaining societal influence that is crucial for the legitimacy and implementation of policies. 

Based on the results of the Transforum FFPA method, we have framed the following five thematic entities, under which the work towards an integrated innovation activity can be focused. The entities can also be seen as further study points to examine whether a systematic FFPA of European transport research projects can improve the uptake of research results by civil servant community.  

First, it is important to look at the Big Picture by analysing the coherence of the transport system with both sustainability and competitiveness goals in mind. Widening the perspective requests also putting transport research and policies at the service of more general goals and monitoring the edges of transport related projects or fields within. There are at least three kind of edges: (i) edges of a theme, organisation or project, where one entity interfaces or interacts with another, (ii) geographic edges, (iii) edges between generations.  At these edges lie the richest opportunities for innovation and success. Including scenario options or trends regarding e.g. equity and competitiveness dimensions in the impact assessments from new regional, social or technological end user perspectives are some examples of approaching this entity.  

Second, the stakeholder participation within European transport research projects in support of policies should be effective in order to: (1) ensure that project results are valid; (2) build support among the end user organisations; and (3) lend projects the credibility to be able to contribute policy development. Currently, the impact of most of the research results on policy decisions is very low, if any. To strengthen the impact of research projects assessing the European transport policy, official public consultations should be conducted with the research community as major stakeholder and partner for the Commission, in all fields of activity and at all levels. This consultation should aim to considering the applicability and actuality of the FP research results for the EU and the member states. Public consultations are currently based on EC policy documents, like the “mid-term review”, and not on the underlying scientific assessments, that are more complex. Research on transport policy is not, however, purely theoretical exercise and it should address more adequately the true concerns of the public, because moving from one place to another constitute an essential part of our everyday lives. The legitimacy of assessments and the durability of the results are critical especially in issues concerning sustainability, equity and competitiveness. Guidance is needed at least in the following areas: (1) identifying the key stakeholder groups and securing their involvement; (2) using right tools for efficient participation; (3) making use of different consultations between research, policy formulation and the public; (4) ensuring efficient dissemination of research results beyond research community.

Third, the results of a transport policy research project should be presented to decision makers in a form that is simple, concise and clearly communicates the key issues. Any possibilities of bargaining on research results should be excluded. The above concerns also the transparency of transport model or impact assessment tool assumptions and outputs. In most of the projects analysed in Transforum FFPA the transparency was lacking. This leads to the question: Do we need a new link between research and policy making to interpret the results? And consequently, could research tool commercialisation be of any help in this problem? In addition, performing transparent ex-post evaluations including Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) to analyse the effectiveness of policies and measures after their implementation are important for verifying the results of assessments and for improving future project assessments. The use of ex-post evaluation in the past has, however, been quite modest. This holds true also for linking transport model outputs with systematic impact assessments of all dimensions of sustainability. 
Fourth, mixing theory and practice within the research projects will give the research results a great advantage in putting them in practice. Systematic ex ante assessments followed by ex-post evaluation of economic, social and environmental impacts and performed in collaboration with research and civil servant communities should be a normal part of every policy-making procedure. Preferably, the assessments should be transparent and publicly accessible. These policy assessments, or research results on them, should be presented in a way that allow decision makers to identify the key factors, helping them to weigh in their decision, highlighting potential chances, benefits, costs, risks and uncertainties, rather than making judgments. To carry out assessments of transport policy in the future at least a limited set of common indicators and definitions has to be identified and made available and kept up to date. The diversity of assessment approaches and expectations is always richness and it should be maintained as wide as possible, since integral approaches induce policy makers to take notice of research results more easily.

Fifth, innovation companionship targeting to future policy formulation in collaboration with re-search and civil servants as well as mutual learning within the process could be fostered by establishing dynamic discussion and assessment Forums or information events (using e.g. Transforum FFPA method) between research projects and European as well as national civil servants/ policy-makers on regular bases. In addition, reserving extra funding for project activities after the final completion date (for maintaining web pages, organising policy-makers’ meetings/ seminars etc.), might possibly help the project dissemination activities also beyond the research community.  Another way to foster the interaction could be to involve more civil servants and policy makers to the peer review process of research proposals. This would provide a pre-project shaping in terms of projects' objectives' fitness-for-the purpose of the end users. Furthermore, local transport authorities have often an important role in policy implementation and therefore knowledge transfer between and to them should be supported from European level.  

To conclude, Transforum FFPA method proved to be successful in initiating integration between transport research and civil servant communities in the field of transport policy assessment as well as in producing innovative recommendations. It also identified a need to shift from sector specific methodological development of transport related indicators, modelling tools as well as assessment and evaluation methods towards a wider perspective of developing them together, complementing each other. Indicators could ultimately be seen as the link between assessment and outcomes in the policy process. 
Currently, governance systems at all levels in the European Union are changing “towards doing things together instead of doing them alone” (Peterson 2003). In order to be successful, this calls for information on how networks, which facilitate bargaining between stakeholders over policy design are and could be structured to develop future visions in collaboration. However, as experts stated in one of the Forums, there seems to be too few success stories on impacts of research on policy making as well as lack of innovation on using policy assessment methods in developing new visions for transport. Does this mean we need new kind of participatory tools for transport policy assessment?  There are still many open questions in the FFPA approach that need further research, e.g. regarding the dynamic continuation, integration of the recommendations to the future research projects, involving more civil servants into the FFPA process, etc., but we see, that methods like Transforum FFPA can be seen as a forerunner of changing governance practices towards an integrated approach also in the transport policy process.   
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Appendix I

Project
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Analysis

CANTIQUE

Policy Instruments

X


X

CODE-TEN

Impact Assessment 

X

COMMUTE

Impact Assessment 

X

FANTASIE

Impact Assessment

INTERNAT

Impact Assessment

MAESTRO

Policy Assessment

X

MEET


Impact Assessment

MINIMISE

Policy Instruments, 

X
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RECONNECT
Policy Instruments

X
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X

SORT-IT
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SUMMA
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TRANSINPOL
Policy Instruments

ARTEMIS

Impact Assessment
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Impact Assessment
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TIPP


Policy Assessment
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TRANS-TALK
Policy Assessment
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   FFPA = Fitness For Purpose Assessment
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