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Executive Summary
This deliverable outlines the first set of user and data requirements for the SavingFood platform and service
development. This initial list of requirements is based on the scenarios that pilot partners have drafted, and
will be further validated until M5 in the project.
The initial requirements gathering during M1 and M2 of the project was set up in different phases, and
follows the methodology of the Scenario-based User Needs Analysis (Van Helvert & Fowler, 2003). Scenariobased User Needs analysis, or SUNA, is a method for gathering front-end requirements through the usage of
‘day in the life of’ scenarios, in which user needs are encapsulated, and through a workshop-based approach.
More information about this methodology can be found in chapter 2.
In the first phase, pilot partners were asked to drawn a current and future scenario. The current scenario
was requested as to gain as much as background information as possible. This information helps
understanding the current process flow and in identifying potential changes when the SavingFood platform
will be deployed in the pilot context. The current scenario specifications can be found in chapter 3 of this
deliverable.
In the second phase, the current and future scenario were revised by iMinds and extra questions were asked
to refine and consolidate the scenarios. In this stage, the technical team was also consulted to provide input.
The final future scenarios can be found in chapter 4 of this deliverable.
In the third phase, a first set of user and data requirements were distilled. The first set of requirements is
split up in functional and non-functional requirements. Furthermore, a first set of user stories is provided per
food redistribution model and per respective user, being donors, recipient organizations, SavingFood
ambassadors (e.g. external intermediary organisations, external volunteer groups, citizens, etc.),
pilot/gleaning coordinators and its volunteer base. The first set of requirements can be found in chapter 5
and 6 of the deliverable.
Following the outlined SUNA methodology, there are three more phases to implement to reach a stable set
of requirements. In phase 4 and 5 (M3 and M4 of the project), pilot partners will organize workshops as to
validate the scenarios with prospective users of the platform. During these workshops, some exercises will
be set up as to prioritize the requirements and to see if user needs match with the first set of wireframes
that will be created by the technical partners in M4. The final set of requirements will be reported in D2.3
(M5).
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1 Introduction
This deliverable is part of WP2, task 2.2 ‘Specification of Scenarios of Use & Data Ecosystems’. The purpose
of this task is to coordinate the collection of user and data requirements for the SavingFood platform and
service development. The objective is to come to a stable set of requirements that will guide the technology
development in WP3. The task is coordinated by iMinds, who is responsible for the design of the common
strategy for requirement gathering (See Chapter 2 of this deliverable). The three pilot partners, Boroume
(Greece), HFA (Hungary) and Feedback (UK and Belgium), will play a significant role in this task, as they will
provide the scenario and execute the workshops in their local context. ViLabs and FILAB will support the
identification and analysis of the data requirements in the national context.
The SavingFood 2.0 project wants to enable a more efficient redistribution of surplus food through the
creation of a collective awareness platform between organizations that have surplus food (further referred
to as donors), welfare organizations that receive the donations (further referred to as recipients), volunteers
and food redistribution organizations (further referred to as pilots) that are working towards the creation of
linking the former mentioned groups. Seen the novelty of the approach, a set of requirements has to be
collected from scratch. This document outlines the methodology to do so, and already reports on a first set
of user and data requirements. This initial requirements gathering is based on the input of the current and
future scenarios of the pilots, and needs to be further validated in workshops with end-users (M3-M4 of the
project). The workshops will help to further iterate the requirements as to reach a stable set that can clearly
steer the development processes. The gathered requirements should then also be consolidated for the
different food distribution models that will be implemented on the platform, as the identified requirements
should fit with the needs of the current pilots, but also future ones. The current deliverable also provides a
first description of the different user profiles that are envisioned to use the platform, and related user
stories. In the conclusion section, further points of attention for validation are mentioned. These aspects or
processes need to be discussed during the workshops in March and April, and will be reported in D2.3.
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1.1












Structure of this Document

Chapter 2 - Methodology: User Requirement Analysis: The document starts with outlining the
methodology used for the user requirement analysis in the SavingFood 2.0 project. The data
gathering and reporting techniques are explained, followed with an overview of already
implemented steps, and next planned activities.
Chapter 3 - Current Scenario Specifications: This chapter describes the current scenario
specifications of the pilots Boroume (Greece), Feedback (UK and Belgium) and HFA (Hungary). It
contains the necessary background information about the current process flow and agreed
procedures of the food redistribution models that the pilots implement. This chapter will give the
necessary input to identify new requirements for the SavingFood platform.
Chapter 4 - Future Scenario Specifications: This chapter describes the food redistribution models
that the pilots would like to implement on the SavingFood platform, followed with a profile
description of the different user types. Chapter 4 also entails the full scenario (in narrative form) for
«general food rescue», «food markets» and «gleaning».
Chapter 5 - Results – First Set of User Requirements & User Stories: This chapter presents the
following results: envisioned usage activities, user applications and a first set of user requirements
(split up in functional and non-functional ones) and user stories.
Chapter 6 - Results – First Set of Data Requirements: This chapter present the following results: first
list of data sources, matchmaking data fields per food redistribution model and first set of data
requirements.
Chapter 7 Conclusions: Main outcomes and list of further points of discussion for validation
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2 Methodology: User Requirement Analysis
2.1

Definition and Method Outline

The objective of the SavingFood 2.0 project is to create a virtual hub through which a novel, and more
effective operational model is deployed for food redistribution among donors and recipient organizations.
The hub, or platform, seeks “to create a social movement towards food waste, enabled by an online
networked community of users that will support the establishment of connections among geographically
dispersed people and organizations, sharing a common approach for tackling the issue” (DoW, p.4). The
project’s ambition is to implement a novel approach through the collaborative power of ICT networks, and to
develop an innovative product for which a set of requirements has to be collected from scratch. Starting
from the ambition, a first requirement is that the solution should be highly replicable. The SavingFood
platform should be offered as an open source tool, so that it can be easily adopted and deployed by other
food redistribution organizations or grassroots initiatives. Another requirement is that it should foster largescale collaborations between food donors and recipient organizations. The bridging between donors and
recipients will be based on geographical proximity, whereas citizens can play an active role as “human
sensors” in the neighbourhood. The target is that approximately 3.500 users should be involved in the pilots
directly (DoW, p.35).
The extensibility and scalability of the platform are two examples of requirements, or statements “about an
intended product that specifies what it should do or how it should perform” (Kurniawan, 2004, p.204). To
understand what the SavingFood platform should do, a user requirement analysis is set up during the first
five months of the project. The term refers to the activity of “investigating and analysing an initial set of
requirements that have been gathered, elicited or captured” (Kurniawan, 2004, p.204). There are different
types of requirements that can be investigated. The requirement analysis in the SavingFood 2.0 project, will
focus on three different types:





Functional requirements: These requirements contain a description of what the system should do, or
‘how the system works’
Non-functional requirements: These requirements say what constraints there are on the system and
its development, and refer to performance requirements of the system, such as security, logging,
scalability, etc.
Data requirements: These requirements capture attributes about the required data on the platform,
such as the type of data, volatility, size, amount, accuracy, etc.

The set of requirements will be developed through an iterative process of negotiation, and will be the
outcome of multiple data-gathering and interpretation activities. It is important that the identified
requirements are justifiable and can be related back to the data, or the user needs that were collected.
Performing a user requirements analysis is crucial to understand what the product under development
should do, and to ensure that it supports the users’ needs. If requirements are wrong, then the product
could cause frustration, loss of confidence, lack of impact, etc. To avoid this, it is recommended to take a
user-centred approach, and to hear all users’ voices and to take them into account. As such, the process of
gathering user requirements is also the start of the Living Lab approach in the SavingFood project. Through
the Living Lab approach, the SavingFood platform and services will be further developed, tested and cocreated in an iterative way with the end-user groups in the pilot cities, and potential new food redistribution
organisations that are interested in adopting the platform (See pilot operations plan in D4.1).
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The Living Lab methodology is fully described in D2.1, and will entail various tools and methods to involve
users (starting from M5) and see if the developed design is usable, meets users’ needs and if user
requirements are met.
The process of establishing requirements will thus be an iterative activity, in which the sub activities (or
cycles of testing and developing) will inform and refine one another. The set of requirements will evolve and
develop over time as users start interacting with the platform. At the beginning of the requirements activity
(M1-M2 in the project), a lot of information needs to be collected, found out and clarified. At the end of
activity (M5, with D2.3), a stable set of requirements will be there that can move the design activity forward.
The collected requirements will serve as input for the design of the platform and the development of the
first version (M7).
In between these two milestones, workshops will be set up in the pilot cities as to gather data, interpret and
validate the requirements, with as end-report D2.3. The next section explains more about the data gathering
techniques that will be used to identify and distil the user requirements for the SavingFood platform.

12

2.2

Data Gathering Activities

The data gathering activities for the user requirement analysis will be done between M1 and M5, as to
collect and generate a stable set of requirements. These data gathering activities need to find out what users
of the SavingFood platform would like to perform, in which context, and for which reasoning. There are a
number of techniques to collect data, which can be combined and extended. These techniques include
scenario-based analysis, questionnaires, interviews, focus groups, observations, workshops, etc.
Within the SavingFood 2.0 project, it is opted to perform the Scenario-based User Needs Analysis as the
main method to elicit requirements (Van Helvert & Fowler, 2003). Scenario-based User Needs analysis, or
SUNA, is a method for gathering front-end requirements through the usage of ‘day in the life of’ scenarios, in
which user needs are encapsulated, and through a workshop-based approach. The method can be
considered as a ‘bridge’ between ideation and design, and helps to translate users’ needs into a language
that can be understood by all stakeholders of the project. The method starts with drafting a scenario, or a
narrative/story as to understand the relationships between actors and events, envisioning and clarifying the
ideas for the development of the software product and services. The scenarios should be engaging,
comprehensive and have a very detailed description about the activities that users engage in when they
perform specific task on the SavingFood platform. Furthermore, they should be written from the perspective
of a ‘prospective user’, i.e. “any person that either interacts directly with the proposed development or has an
indirect requirement for the outputs” (Van Helvert & Fowler, 2003, p.8).
There are two different types of scenarios that can be drawn: a current and a future scenario. A future
scenario defines the future use, or “what if” situation, that is: how the process will look like when a new
product or service is deployed. Describing the current scenario, or current workflow, or “as is” situation is
useful to provide the necessary background information. Capturing scenarios of existing behaviour and
process flows helps in determining the future scenario, and identification of new requirements. It also
provides the necessary information about current procedures, habits, etc. that will be (un)likely to change
when a new application is put into place.
Besides the drafting of scenarios, SUNA is also a workshop-based model. During these face-to-face meetings,
the scenarios that are drafted are further validated and analysed. Workshops have the advantage that
multiple viewpoints can be collected at one event. A group of various prospective users can be invited
together as to discuss issues and requirements of the platform. A facilitator will organize the sessions and
make sure that discussions keep on going through a set of topics that needs to be covered. It also advised
that a monitor is present during the sessions as to take notes, spot possible dominant characters, check the
questions list, checks the recording material, etc.; and that (a) developer(s) are/is invited as well. Contact
between developers and users is advised as to reach mutual understanding, and to be fully aware of the
users’ needs and views. It is very important that during these sessions, all views of the right end user groups
are heard. All relevant and possible end-users of the platform should be involved, and preferably more than
one representative of each end-user group should be invited (otherwise you will only get a narrow view).
The workshops should lead to a final user scenario encompassing all user needs, from which then functional
or non-functional requirements of the platform can be distracted.
It is advised that pilot cities organise at least two workshops with a representative set of end-users to iterate
and validate the scenarios. Each workshop should take approximately 1 hour to 1 hour and a half, with
maximum 10 participants.
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The invited participants should be prospective users of the SavingFood platform, and preferably, the invited
participants are a mix of donors, recipient organizations, volunteers, food redistribution companies, other
intermediaries, and the developers of the SavingFood platform. It is the purpose that through dialogue and
discussion, a shared understanding and common vocabulary can be created among the team. Having a
mixed group of end-user groups will also give a more representative view of how actors will
collaborate/communicate on the SavingFood platform.
In Figure 1, an overview is given of the SUNA method, including the workshop-based approach:

Figure 1: Overview of the scenario-based user needs analysis (SUNA) method.

In the first workshop (phase 4), the most likely candidates to use the SavingFood platform are invited. With
these prospective users, the scenarios are once more generated and refined. Based upon the agreed
scenarios, a common set of user needs is extracted (representing functional and non-functional
requirements), and a priority exercise is held. In this priority exercise, the user needs are organized according
to their hierarchy in importance to have, or i.e. what will and what will not be built. Chapter 5 and 6 further
refer to his priority exercise.
Based on these outcomes, the scenarios are finalized, and the development team can make a first set of
wireframes. Wireframes show the skeleton view of a user interface, by identifying the areas where content
will appear. These wireframes will be shown and discussed in the second workshop (phase 5).
The end-result will be a ‘decision rationale’ of the system design, with final scenarios, user stories, and a
stable set of requirements that will be reported in D2.3 (phase 6). Starting from M5 onwards, the further
design and testing of the platform will follow the Living Lab approach, described in D2.1.
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2.3

Reporting Requirements through User Scenarios, User Stories
& Diagrams

Once a data-gathering session, or workshop, has been conducted, the interpretation and analysis of user
requirements can start. The aim of the interpretation is to begin recording and structuring of requirements.
It is recommended to pilot cities that they start interpretation as soon after the workshops as possible, and
to discuss the findings with others in the consortium to get a variety of perspectives on the data.
Pilot cities are requested to make a report of each workshop and to send it to iMinds, who will consolidate
all the material and distil the final set of requirements. The findings will be reported through scenarios, user
stories and diagrams.
The definition of scenarios has been discussed in the previous chapter, and will follow the process outlined in
Figure 1. Scenarios are evolving material, and once the scenarios are complete and validated through the
workshops, they should lead to a stable list of functional and non-functional requirements. One disadvantage
of drafting of scenarios is that there can be an overlap when multiple roles are being described in one
scenario. In these circumstances, there can be some redundancy. Therefore, it is opted that the SavingFood
scenarios will start from one or two key users for which the scenario will be fully described, and that the
remainder users will be less fully described. The drafted scenarios will be based on the different food
redistribution models that the SavingFood platform will support.
Next, user stories will be drafted. A user story is a one or more sentence description, written from the user
perspective, which captures what the user does or needs to do a specific action. The sentence description
captures the “who”, “what”, and “why” of a requirement in a simple, concise way. The user stories do not
contain technical details, but describe a feature in a functional context. User stories will be entered for the
different end-user groups in the SavingFood 2.0 project in the following way:
“As a <user type>, I want to <do some action>, so that <desired result>”
User stories are needed so that developers can identify the user, the action and the required result, in a
simple way of writing that everyone can understand. User stories are meant to provide clear reasons for
having features by showing their multiple usages. Commonly, user stories are not definite, since
requirements can change throughout the development lifecycle. The benefit of using user stories is that the
development team can easily plan and estimate the effort in development, and that a priority can be
scheduled. A big user story, also called “epic”, is a large and broader story that will contain multiple shorter
stories. These stories are too big to implement in a single iteration, and therefore, will need to be split up
(Scott, 2013).
Last, diagrams will also be used to show the users’ workflow or data flow of the system. Diagrams are mostly
used to analyse functional requirements, and certain diagrams, such as sequence diagrams have the
possibility to combine functional and data requirements (Kurniawan, 2004, p.221). Diagrams will only be
used in D2.3, when the necessary details about the data sources and data flows between actors are
collected.
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2.4

Current Situation and Next Steps

This deliverable reports on the first three phases of the SUNA-methodology:

Figure 2: Overview of activities M1-M2 of the SUNA-method (D2.2).

In the first phase, the pilot coordinators drafted a current and future scenario through templates that were
provided by iMinds (See Annex I and II). The templates also provided some questions to collect more
background information (e.g. current communication and engagement channels), as to see which processes
would involve changes or remain stable if the SavingFood platform was implemented.
In the second phase, iMinds consolidated all the future and current scenarios that were received from the
pilots. In total, 11 scenarios (6 current, 5 future) were drafted:




Pilot partner Feedback (3 scenarios): 1 current scenario for the UK, 1 current scenario for Belgium
and 1 future scenario for both the UK and Belgium
Pilot partner Boroume (6 scenarios): Boroume drafted a current and future scenario for the
following models: traditional food rescue, food markets and gleaning activities
Pilot partner HFA (2 scenarios): 1 current and 1 future scenario for the Hungarian Foodbank.

These scenarios were a first time discussed during a conference call with all consortium partners
(15/02/2016). In the current deliverable, these scenarios will be described and a first set of requirements
and user stories will be distilled.
The next phases, phase 4-6, will be set up during the upcoming months of the project (March – May 2016)
and reported in D2.3:

Figure 3: Overview of activities M3-M5 of the SUNA method (D2.3)
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3 Current Scenario Specifications
In this chapter, the current scenario specifications, or “as is” situations, are described of the four pilot sites
that participate in the SavingFood project. To use a common vocabulary in describing the food redistribution
models, the chapter starts with defining the main terminology.

3.1

Common Terminology

Food redistribution stands for all activities between the donor and the final recipient (end-user of the
donated surplus food), including transport, storing, distribution and usage of the surplus food (Hanssen et
al., 2015). Within the SavingFood 2.0 project, a new operational model will be introduced for the
redistribution of surplus food that will not require storing facilities or complex logistical systems, since the
exchange will be based on geographical proximity and other relevant criteria (DoW p.6). In the current and
future scenario specifications, the storing and transport of surplus was however questioned as to identify
requirements on how this can be done more easily through the collective power of ICT networks.
There are different models of redistribution of surplus food (see also Hanssen et al., 2015) - see Figure 4:
1) Indirect food redistribution: The redistribution of food from food supply chain donors via
redistribution centres like food banks, for storage and further redistribution to recipients, which are
mostly charity organizations. The type of donors here are mostly large organizations, such as
companies working in the food industry, importers and retail chains. This is the type of model that
currently HFA in Hungary applies.
2) Direct food redistribution: The direct redistribution of food from food donors to charity
organizations, which is typical for local redistribution. In between the donor and the recipient, there
are often food redistribution organizations that act as a facilitator between the donor and the
recipient. These organisations match the donor with the recipient, often also organize transport,
look for volunteers, monitor charity organizations, etc. The type of donors here are diverse, such as
large food companies, catering industry, supermarket chains, towards smaller bakery and pastry
chains and hotels. Food donations can be either big or small, and can also be collected on farmer
markets. This is the type of model that currently Boroume in Greece applies.
3) Gleaning: Gleaning is the act of collecting leftover crops from farmers’ fields after they have been
commercially harvested, or collected on fields where it is not economically profitable to harvest.
This type of redistribution model has a social value of gathering, as volunteers reconnect with the
countryside, and there is also the educational aspect about the food system and food waste.
Gleaning itself can be done in a direct (towards charity organizations, or social welfare
organizations) and indirect way (through a food bank). This is the type of model (both direct and
indirect) that currently Feedback applies in the UK and Belgium.
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Figure 4: Food redistribution models of surplus food: direct, indirect and gleaning.

In the next sections, the food redistribution models for the four pilot sites are described in terms of current
communication and engagement channels, current donors and recipient organizations and current process
workflow. They are presented in table form.

18

3.1

HFA (Hungary)

The following table describes the main operational aspects for HFA (Hungary):
FOOD REDISTRIBUTION MODEL
HFA

Indirect food redistribution
(donor – food bank – recipient organizations)

Current matchmaking tools between donors & recipients
Telephone

Personal email (1 to 1)

Mailing list (1 to many)

Social media

Website of my organization

Current communication channels
Newsletter
Organization
of
redistribution events

food NO

Current formal procedures (administration, legal affairs, etc.)
Charities organisations send in Charity
organizations
are Selection and screening of new
administrative
report
when internally evaluated at least yearly charity organizations by HFA
surplus food is collected
by HFA
(based on geographical proximity
& other criteria)
Table 1: Current scenario specifications of HFA (Hungary) – indirect food redistribution.

The following table gives an overview of current type of donors and recipients, following the logistic model
HFA applies. In this model, donors, recipients or HFA can be responsible for the (indirect) transport; although
the last chain of transport is always done by the recipient:
Current type of donors

Current logistics/transport

Large to
producers

mid-size

food

Large to
importers

mid-size

food

>

Redistribution
through
warehouse: HFA picks up &
charities
collect
at
the
warehouse

Current
recipients

>

Charities pick up directly from
the supermarkets (chains with
a HFA national contract)

Charity organizations of
all kind

>

Table 2: Current scenario specification of HFA (Hungary) – the logistic model.
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of

>

Redistribution
through
warehouse: donors deliver it &
charities
collect
at
the
warehouse
Large to mid-size retailers,
such as supermarkets

type

3.2

Boroume (Greece)

The following table describes the main operational aspects for Boroume (Greece). Boroume applies the
direct food redistribution models for three types of activities:




Gleaning events
Farmer markets
General food rescue (small and big donations)

FOOD REDISTRIBUTION MODEL
BOROUME

Direct food redistribution
(Gleaning – food markets – general food rescue)

Current matchmaking tools between donors & recipients
Telephone

Personal email (1 to 1)

Social media

Telephone

Personal email (1 to 1)

Newsletter

Mailing list (1 to many)

Social media

Website of my organization

Current communication channels

Awareness raising events
Organization
of
redistribution events

Educational programs in schools

food YES – gleaning events

Current type of donors
Large food companies or
retails chains

Food delivery companies

Large supermarket chains

Catering industry

Large hotels

Bakery & pastry chains

Farmers / Farmer markets

Charity organisations

Municipal social services

Current type of recipients
Food distribution charities, such
as soup kitchens
Current logistics/transport
Boroume has no storage facility or vehicles. The transport is carried out by the recipient in all instances.
Current formal procedures (administration, legal affairs, etc.)
The recipient inspects Legal documents waiving
the food quality upon the responsibility of
collection
Boroume for volunteers
and donors (in case of
Gleaning events)

Quantification of the Internal evaluation of
saved
food
after charity organizations by
gleaning events, farmer Boroume
markets & general food
rescue activities (Excel),
by
Boroume
and
recipients
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Table 3: Current scenario specifications of Boroume (Greece) – the direct food redistribution model.

The following tables give an overview of the logistic models with current type of donors and recipients,
according to the types of activities that Boroume applies: gleaning, farmer markets and general food rescue.
In each case, it is the recipient organization that is responsible for the transport, as Boroume has no storage
facilities or vehicles:
GLEANING
Current type of donor

Farmers
(Requests via
email, phone or
social media)

Current logistics/transport

>
>
>

>
The recipient
organization

>
>

Current type of recipients

Volunteers
Social welfare
organisation

Best matched charities
organizations
(e.g. based on criteria
such as proximity, needs,
internal evaluation, etc.)

Company
Local volunteer
group
Boroume’s
volunteer base

Table 4: Current scenario specification of Boroume (Greece) – the logistic model for gleaning.

The requests for gleaning activities are received by Boroume by email, telephone or social media. Next, the
matchmaking between donor and recipient is mostly organized through email and/or telephone call, through
which contact details are exchanged. For Gleaning activities, Boroume always works with a group of
volunteers, preferably with social welfare organisations, companies (as a customer social responsibility
proposition), or local volunteer groups. The transport is carried out by the recipient organisations, which are
charity organizations of all kind. After the event, a quantification report (Excel-sheet) is made of the amount
of saved food, and a follow-up call is carried out if Boroume was not present on the event.
In table 5, the logistic model for farmer markets is described. In the case of farmer markets, there is mostly a
‘fixed’ recipient to pick up the amount of collected food. If not, the Boroume’s database is queried to find
the next most suitable recipient based on criteria such as proximity, current needs, internal evaluation, etc.
The matchmaking with the recipient is mostly done through telephone (most effective) and email. In the
case of farmer markets, Boroume works with its registered volunteers. After the event, a quantification
report (Excel-sheet) is made about the amount of saved food by Boroume.
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FARMER MARKETS
Current
logistics/transport

Current type of donor

Farmer markets
(Agreed collaboration
with the organization
committee of the
farmer market)

>
>

>
The recipient
organization

>

>

>

Current type of
recipients

Volunteers

Fixed recipient for a
farmer market, or bestmatched charity
organization
(e.g. based on criteria
such as proximity,
needs, evaluation, etc.)

Boroume’s
volunteer base

Table 5: Current scenario specification of Boroume (Greece) – the logistic model for farmer markets.

In table 6 (see below), the last activity of Boroume is described, being the general food rescue of small and
big food donations. The type of donors here is diverse and food donations are offered on an occasional (e.g.
one time event) or regular basis (e.g. fixed or permanent donor).
In the case of ad hoc and non-permanent collaborations, the requests are received by Boroume through
email, telephone or social media. Next, the matchmaking between donor and recipient is done via telephone
call. Therefore, Boroume’s database is queried to find the most suitable recipient, based on criteria such as
proximity, needs, internal evaluation, etc. After the collection of food by the recipient organization, a
quantification report (Excel-sheet) is made about the amount of saved food by Boroume. An update is send
to the team via simera@boroume.gr. To follow up the exchange, recipients organizations are also requested
(on a monthly basis) to contribute to this excel sheet, to report all food donations that they received via
connections from Boroume.
There is also the case of permanent bridges, i.e. where the donor and recipient are fixed and directly
communicate with one another. Most of the time, every connection starts as an ad-hoc or non-permanent,
where the donor contacts Boroume and contacts the appropriate recipient. As trust builds up, the bridge
becomes permanent, and the donor feels more comfortable to contact the recipient directly. For the
permanent bridges, Boroume is acting mainly as a supervisor ensuring that the collaboration is running
smoothly and any complaints from either side are addressed as soon as possible. The donor either informs
the recipient directly when there is leftover food that needs to be collected, or has set up a specific time and
frequency for the pickup (e.g. every day or once a week, before opening to the public). Boroume monitors
the collaboration and follows up via a phone call to the recipient and/or the donor usually once a month or
every few months. In case of an issue or change in their collaboration, both parties are also advised and
encouraged to notify Boroume as soon as possible. The quantification of these donations is done via an excel
sheet sent by the recipient organization once a month which is then transferred in the internal excel sheet
used to monitor and record all donations. Any organization that is managing a “permanent bridge” is
required to send in such an excel sheet, whereas any organization only receiving ad-hoc infrequent
donations, Boroume records the transaction itself.
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GENERAL FOOD RESCUE (small & big donations)
Current type of donor

Current
logistics/transport

Large supermarket
chains
Bakery and pastry
chains
Large food companies
or retail chains
Food delivery
companies

Current type of
recipients

Volunteers

>
>
>

>
The recipient
organization

>

>

Best matched
charities
organizations
(e.g. based on
criteria such as
proximity, needs,
evaluation, etc.)

Daily overview sent to
today@boroume.gr

Catering industry
Large hotels
Table 6: Current scenario specification of Boroume (Greece) – the logistic model for general food rescue.
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3.3

Feedback (UK & Belgium)

The following table describes the main operational aspects for Feedback. If no specification is being made by
pilot site, then specifics are common for both the UK and Belgium:
FOOD REDISTRIBUTION MODEL

Gleaning (direct and indirect)

FEEDBACK
Current matchmaking tools between donors & recipients
Telephone

Personal email (1 to 1)

Social media

Social media

Website of my organization

Current communication channels
Newsletter
Organization
of
redistribution events

food YES – gleaning events and Disco Soup events

Current type of donors
Farmers

Pack houses
(Wash, grade, and package the food ready for retail)

Current type of recipients
Charity organisations

Food distribution charities

Social enterprises

Responsibility of Feedback or the
Gleaning Network

Volunteers

Current logistics/transport
Responsibility of the recipient

Current formal procedures (administration, legal affairs, etc.)
Quantification of the gleaning event, in terms of amount of food collected, amount of volunteers, etc.
(Google form)
Table 7: Current scenario specifications of Feedback (UK & Belgium) – Gleaning activities (direct and indirect).
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Feedback has gleaning coordinators who contact farmers from the database by telephone during harvest
time. The farmers are thus being actively engaged by Feedback. The matchmaking between donor and
recipient is mostly organized through mail or telephone. To form a group of volunteers, the gleaning event is
spread on social media and email. If the food is collected directly on the farmer’s field, then volunteers help
harvesting and collecting the food. If the food is already collected in a pack house, then volunteers help in
packing, sorting and collecting the food. For collection only, no volunteers are required. Gleaning
coordinators also arrange the travel to the farm for volunteers, e.g. arranging car-sharing groups of group
train travels. After the event, the gleaning coordinator makes a quantification report in a Google form with
the amount of food saved, number of volunteers, details of recipients, etc. The collected food goes to local
charity organisations, food distribution charities or social enterprises.
GLEANING
Current type of donor
Farmers

>
>

Pack houses

>

Current logistics/transport
The recipient
organization

Feedback by hiring
private cars
Volunteers – own
vehicles

Current type of recipients

Volunteers

>

Local charity
organisations

Feedback’s
registered
volunteers

>

Food distribution charity

External volunteer
groups

>

Social enterprises

Table 8: Current scenario specification of Feedback (UK & Belgium) – the logistic model for gleaning.
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4 Future Scenario Specifications
In this chapter, the future scenarios that were collected from the pilot partners HFA (Hungary), Boroume
(Greece) and Feedback (UK and Belgium) are described and consolidated. The chapter starts with an
overview of the food redistribution models for which the pilots would like to use the SavingFood platform,
followed by a profile description of the prospective users. This profile description is made per food
redistribution model, as the amount and type of actors can differ. The chapter ends with a full scenario
description for general food rescue, farmer markets and gleaning events.

4.1

The Food Redistribution Models for the SavingFood Platform

In the future scenario descriptions, pilot partners specified the food redistribution models for which they
would like to use the SavingFood platform. The following table gives an overview:
Food redistribution model

Pilot partners

Direct
food
redistribution Type I: General food rescue – including HFA
between donors and recipients small and big food donations of donors
Boroume
–
with
intermediary in the food and retail industry
matchmaking
Type II: Farmer markets
Boroume
Gleaning

Boroume
Feedback (UK & Belgium)
HFA

Table 9: Overview of the food redistribution models on the SavingFood platform – per pilot partner.

Pilot partner HFA would use the SavingFood platform for direct food redistribution between donors and
recipients, as well as for gleaning activities. Through the implementation of the direct food redistribution,
HFA would be able to reach a new type of donor through the SavingFood 2.0 project, i.e. small donors that
have not enough food for transporting it to the warehouse, or small donors that are not part of any retail
chain with whom they are currently working. For HFA this will be a new activity for which they will only act as
‘facilitator’ or ‘matchmaker’ between donor and recipient on the platform, for both regular and occasional
food donations. Furthermore, the direct food redistribution model will also be used for large donations,
which will improve the effectiveness of the current traditional indirect food bank model, which is hindered
by complex logistical issues. In cases, where the donor is located far away from the food bank facilities, and
recipients are located close to the donor, HFA would use the SavingFood platform to connect them. This
direct distribution through SavingFood would make the logistics more effective. This will be mostly
interesting for occasional donations from large companies, as regular donations are planned directly.
Local coordinators will be appointed by HFA (i.e. the national coordinator) to make the match between
donor and recipient, and HFA expects that this will be done in a semi-automated way on the platform. HFA
would monitor the transaction, and immediate in case of necessity by the local coordinators. (or in an
escalated case even the national coordinator) The matchmaking process should include the communication
between donor and recipient, contacting (external) transporters, and monitoring the success of the
transaction.
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Next, pilot partner Boroume would use the platform for direct food redistribution between donors and
recipients, and gleaning activities. The direct food redistribution entails the general food rescue coming from
diverse donors (small and big donations), and from farmer markets. These three approaches are currently in
place, and Boroume envisions that the SavingFood platform will mainly help them in finding new donors,
recipients and volunteers. The SavingFood platform would also support the matchmaking process between
donors and recipients, although not in a fully automated way. Boroume will continue to monitor the
matchmaking between donors and recipients, with also the usage of their current internal software.
However, the added value lies in the combination of both the SavingFood platform and their current internal
system, and the addition of a new online communication channel between food donors and Boroume,
recipients and Boroume and finding new volunteers. For the case of gleaning activities and farmer markets,
Boroume also sees a great added value for coordinating volunteers and informing them about new events.
Last, pilot partner Feedback would use the platform for their gleaning activities in the UK and Belgium.
Likewise Boroume, Feedback expects that the platform will mainly help them in finding new volunteers,
intermediary organizations (e.g. to volunteer as driver), new farmers and local charity organizations. The
envisioned added value of the SavingFood platform for Feedback would be the time gain in communicating
with volunteers. Gleaning coordinators could send direct information and instructions (such as car-sharing or
train group travels) to volunteers on the platform, instead of doing this by multiple emails or phone calls.
Another asset would be the communication among the gleaning community itself, for instance between
volunteers as to arrange car sharing.
In the next sections, the different types of user profiles per food redistribution model for the SavingFood
platform are described. These differ in amount of actors, and types of actors.
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4.2

Food Redistribution Models and Types of User Profiles

Per food redistribution model the types of user profiles are listed, and a short profile description is
described. The profile descriptions are now restricted to the category of profession, current needs and ICT
characteristics. These profile descriptions will be further enhanced along the user requirement analysis.

4.2.1 Direct Food Redistribution – General Food Rescue
The implementation of the direct food redistribution model – general food rescue –implies the usage of the
SavingFood platform by the following types of users:




Donors (of all kind)
Recipients organizations (of all kind)
SavingFood ambassadors (all kinds of external intermediaries, such as local volunteer groups, citizens
suggesting new donors or recipient organizations, etc.)
Pilot coordinators HFA (with local ones) and Boroume
Volunteer base of Boroume



Donor

Boroume mostly gets donations of large sized companies or chains, and these will also get engaged on the
SavingFood platform. In terms of total quantity donated, the largest part comes from large-sized companies,
although, in terms of total transactions there are also a lot of donations made by small companies (such as
bakeries and restaurants). In the future, Boroume likes to connect with new large supermarket chains, food
import and distribution enterprises through the SavingFood project. Boroume envisions that their donors will
use the platform to donate surplus food, and that they have the IT skills to do so (either on PC or
smartphone).
HFA would use the platform to work with the current target group of Foodbank (usually big companies) and
to reach a new type of donor, i.e. small to medium sized food companies that have too little food to
transport it to the warehouse, and usually have donations on an occasional basis. HFA envisions that the
donors will use the platform to enter the surplus food, usually on an occasional basis. Likewise their current
operation, the donor could also act as the transporter. Examples of categories of donors for Boroume and
HFA can be found in the table below:
TYPE OF DONORS – SAVINGFOOD – GENERAL FOOD RESCUE
Boroume

HFA

Large supermarket chains (e.g. AB Vassilopoulos)

Bakeries

Bakery and pastry chains (e.g. Venetis, Gregorys, etc.)

Local markets

Large food companies or retail chains (e.g. Chiquita, Unilever,
IKEA, etc.)

Food shops (franchise members and
independent ones)

Food delivery companies (e.g. Forky)

Food producers

Catering industry (e.g. Aria Fine Catering)

Hotel and catering industry

Large hotels (e.g. Athens Plaza)
Table 10: Type of donors for the SavingFood platform – General food rescue.
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Recipient organizations
The surplus food gets currently redistributed to charity organizations of all kinds, for both Boroume and HFA.
Boroume and HFA envision that the recipient organizations will enter and start using the SavingFood
platform to collect food donations, and that they have moderate IT skills to do so (mostly aged between 4050 years old, have the skills to work with a computer, but low smartphone adoption). In the case of Boroume
and HFA, the recipient organization can also be the driver.
Examples of recipient organizations can be found in the table below.
TYPE OF RECIPIENTS – SAVINGFOOD – GENERAL FOOD RESCUE
Boroume

HFA

Charity organizations (e.g. homes & shelters for
sensitive groups, Praksis, Arsis, etc.)

Charity organizations of all kind

Food distribution charity (e.g. soup kitchens)
Table 11: Type of recipients for the SavingFood platform – general food rescue.

SavingFood ambassadors
SavingFood ambassadors are different types of external intermediaries, such as local volunteer groups
(which are not part of the food redistribution organisation), local companies, external volunteer that would
like to volunteer for transport, and citizens that suggest new donors and recipients in the neighbourhood.
Even though Boroume is currently working with its own volunteer base, in the future they would like to
attract companies (for CSR programs), as well as external volunteer groups. Boroume also accepts volunteers
from the charity organizations (recipients), as a spare if they would like to participate.
Pilot coordinators
In both cases, the pilot coordinator (for HFA this will be a national and local coordinators) will use the
SavingFood platform to monitor all the incoming food donations, and to monitor the matching between
donors and recipients. Likewise their current operations, the pilot coordinators envision to also internally
evaluate the donors, recipient organizations and volunteers on the platform.
In the case of HFA, there is a two level coordination. Local coordinators work in specific territories, while the
national coordinator monitors the processes for the whole country (e.g. through the notification system or
SavingFood). Their main role is to interact at any time if it is necessary in order to make the transaction
happen.
In the case of Boroume, the pilot coordinators are IT literate, and are used to working with a PC and
smartphone. Boroume envisions that both the SavingFood platform and their own CRM program will be used
to make the match between donor and recipient.
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Volunteer base
Volunteers are registered members, and part of the food redistribution organisation. These volunteers (local
residents, and in future also perhaps local companies) are currently addressed by mailing lists or by
telephone. Boroume envisions that volunteers would use the platform to be informed about upcoming food
donations, amount of food that is collected, share pictures, etc.
In the case of general food rescue, volunteers could use the platform in addition to the current internal
system (at the Boroume’s premises). Volunteers would act then more as administrators than “volunteers”
since they will use the platform to monitor, and facilitate the transactions. Probably only a selection of
volunteers will have this administrative privileges.
In the case of gleaning events and farmer markets, the coordinating volunteers could mainly use the
platform for coordinating the group of volunteers.
A distinction will thus be made between pilot coordinator, the coordinating volunteer and the volunteer
base of the organizations, with the pilot coordinator having more “administrative privileges” (See further –
Section User Requirements).
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4.2.2 Direct Food Redistribution – Farmer Markets
The implementation of the direct food redistribution model – farmer markets –implies the usage of the
SavingFood platform by the following types of users:






Donor - Organization committee responsible for the farmers markets (represented by the pilot
coordinator)
Recipient organizations
SavingFood ambassadors (all kinds of external intermediaries, such as local volunteer groups, citizens
suggesting new donors or recipient organizations, company, employees as CSR etc.)
Pilot coordinator Boroume
Volunteer base of Boroume

Donor - Organization committee responsible for the farmers markets
This type of user will solely use the platform for informative reasons, such as for collecting and viewing
information regarding events, display information about recipient organizations, and impact (e.g. total
amount of food collected). Overall, this type of user is considered to have basic IT skills, to have traditional
views and not to be easily convinced to change their current modus operandi. It is envisioned that they will
mostly use the platform for informative reasons, as they have a high interest in charity work and the
publicity around it. Therefore, it is envisioned that the pilot coordinator of Boroume will act on behalf of the
organization committee (to enter new events) on the platform.
Recipient organizations
The food collected on food markets goes to charity organisations of all kind that come and pick it up at the
end of the event. Examples of recipient organizations can be found in Table 11.
SavingFood ambassadors: volunteers & company employees
External intermediaries can be local volunteer groups (which are not part of the food redistribution
organisation), local companies that would like to volunteer for transport, or company employees (as CSR)
nearby a market location. Volunteers are mostly students or early-retired people. It is envisioned that they
would use the platform to be informed about scheduled events, declare interest for recurring events, and
provide feedback about the event (e.g. sharing pictures).
Pilot coordinator Boroume
As said before, Boroume and its volunteers are considered to be IT literate, and are familiar working with a
PC and smartphone. In this case, the pilot coordinator of Boroume will schedule events for farmers markets
on the SavingFood platform and look for a minimum amount of volunteers.
Volunteer base of Boroume
Volunteers are registered members, and part of the food redistribution organisation. These volunteers are
currently addressed by mailing lists or by telephone. Boroume envisions that volunteers would use the
platform to be informed about upcoming food donations, amount of food that is collected, share pictures,
etc. Volunteers are mostly students or elderly people.
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4.2.3 Gleaning Activities
The implementation of – gleaning activities –implies the usage of the SavingFood platform by the following
types of users:






Farmers – represented by the gleaning coordinator
Recipient organizations
SavingFood ambassadors (all kinds of external intermediaries, such as local volunteer groups, citizens
suggesting new donors or recipient organizations, volunteer as a driver, etc.)
Gleaning coordinator of Feedback, Boroume & HFA
Volunteer base of Feedback, Boroume & HFA

Donors – farmers
Both Boroume and Feedback indicate that the donor in this scenario, being farmers, will be unlikely to use
the platform. Currently, farmers are being actively engaged through the gleaning coordinators during harvest
time to identify if they have surplus food. It is often the case that farmers need to be reminded about this
possibility, or have doubts whether or not their crops can be used for gleaning activities. In the case of
Feedback, farmers are directly called or emailed to ask if they have food surplus; for Boroume the requests
are received by telephone, email or Facebook messages and then organized upon request.
In this specific redistribution model, it is envisioned that the gleaning coordinator will enter the surplus food
as an ‘event’ on the SavingFood platform, and not the farmer. The gleaning coordinator will act on behalf of
the farmer, as this user group is also considered to be rather unfamiliar with new technologies. If the farmer
feels familiar with the technology and has the proper skills to do so, then the farmer could do it.
Recipient organizations
For Feedback in the UK and Belgium the food gets redistributed to charity organizations, food distribution
charities and social enterprises. It is envisioned that they will use the platform to be notified about upcoming
gleaning events, and that they have the proper IT skills to find their way around the SavingFood platform.
Here, the recipient organization can also be the transporter. In the future, Feedback would like to connect
with more farmers, volunteers and local charities through the SavingFood 2.0 project.
TYPE OF RECIPIENTS – SAVINGFOOD - GLEANING
Feedback (UK)

Feedback (Belgium)

Boroume

Charity organizations (e.g.
Ferry project, Matthew
project)

Charity organizations

Charity organizations (e.g.
homes & shelters for
sensitive groups, Praksis,
Arsis, etc.)

Food distribution charity

(e.g. Brussels Food
bank, The Belgian Food
Bank Federation)
Food distribution charity

(e.g. FareShare)
Social enterprises (e.g.
Snact, Rubbies in the
Rubble)

Food distribution charity
(e.g. soup kitchens)

HFA

Charity organisations
(of all kind)

Social enterprises

Table 12: Type of recipients for the SavingFood platform – Gleaning activities.
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SavingFood ambassadors
The SavingFood ambassadors here are external intermediaries such as individual volunteers or local
volunteer groups.
For gleaning events, it is envisioned that also individual volunteers or local volunteer groups will make use of
the SavingFood platform. This group can have different kinds of profiles, ranging from students, to elderlies,
to transport companies that would like to be involved in the local community.
Volunteers can also act as the transporter between the farmer and the recipient organization.
Gleaning coordinator
Again here, it is considered that the pilot coordinators of Feedback, Boroume & HFA are IT literate, and will
monitor the SavingFood platform for the gleaning activities. In the case of Feedback, the gleaning
coordinator can also act as the transporter between the farmer and the recipient organization, although this
is a less preferred option.
Volunteer base
Volunteers are registered members, and part of the food redistribution organisation. These volunteers are
currently addressed by mailing lists or by telephone. Boroume and Feedback envision that volunteers would
use the platform to be informed about upcoming food donations, apply for help, check the amount of food
that is collected, share pictures, etc. Volunteers are mostly students or elderly people.

33

4.2.4 Overview
An overview of all involved user types per food redistribution model for the SavingFood platform, is
summarized in the table below:

Donors

General food rescue

Farmer markets

Gleaning

Donors: from small to
large-sized food
companies

Organization committee
responsible for the
farmers markets –
coordinator acting on
behalf of

Farmers – gleaning
coordinator acting on
behalf of farmers (if they
don’t have the IT skills)

Recipients

Charity organizations
(of all kind)

Charity organizations
(of all kind)

Local charity
organizations, social
welfare, food
distribution charity

SavingFood
ambassadors (external
intermediaries)

Local volunteers,
volunteer groups,
transport organisations,
citizens, etc.

Local volunteers,
volunteer groups and
company employees

Local volunteers,
volunteer groups,
transport organisations,
etc.

Coordinator of the food
redistribution
organisation

Pilot coordinators HFA
(with one national and
multiple local
coordinators) and
Boroume

Pilot coordinator
Boroume

Gleaning coordinators of
Feedback and Boroume

Volunteer base of the
food redistribution
organisation

Volunteer base of
Boroume and HFA

Volunteer base of
Boroume

Volunteer base of
Boroume, Feedback &
HFA

Table 13: Overview of user types for the SavingFood platform.

In total, there will be thus five kinds of user profiles on the SavingFood platform: donors, recipients,
SavingFood ambassadors (external intermediaries of all kind), coordinator of the food redistribution
organisation and its volunteer base. In the case of farmer markets and gleaning activities, the gleaning/pilot
coordinator will act on behalf of the farmer or organization committee of the market on the SavingFood
platform.
Donors, of all kinds, are expected to enter their surplus food on the platform; while recipient organizations
can accept the offer. The IT skills of donors are perceived to be better as those of recipient organizations.
To bring the donated food from donor to recipient, there are currently different agreed procedures among
the four pilots. In the case of Boroume, the recipient takes full responsibility and will continue to do so. For
HFA, this can be HFA itself, the donor or the recipient or a volunteer driver who collects it.
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In the case of Feedback, it is mostly done by charity organizations, by volunteers or by Feedback itself,
although this last option is the least preferred one.
The profile of external intermediaries and the registered volunteered base are closely connected, as they will
enter the platform from the ‘need to contribute’ in a certain way, e.g. offering transport, taking part in a
gleaning event, share pictures, suggest a new donor or recipient organization, etc. The difference is that for
external volunteer groups, only one person (coordinator) can be part of the platform; while the registered
volunteer base of the food redistribution organization can be fully subscribed to the platform. Furthermore,
SavingFood ambassadors should in first place not register on the platform if they are citizens who like to
suggest a new donor or recipient organization in the neighbourhood. If they would like to take part in the
matchmaking between donor and recipient as a volunteer, then they should register on the platform.
In the next sections, the final scenario (in narrative form) is described for the consolidated models that will
be applied on the SavingFood platform:




General food rescue (for HFA and Boroume)
Farmer markets (for Boroume)
Gleaning activities (for Boroume, Feedback and HFA)
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4.3

Future Scenario Details per Food Redistribution Model

In this section, the full scenario in narrative form is described. Five future scenarios were received. These
were consolidated if more than one partner wanted to apply the same model on the SavingFood platform.
For instance, for the gleaning activities – there is a consolidated scenario for both Boroume and Feedback. If
necessary, pilot specificities will be highlighted in a separate section.

4.3.1 General Food Rescue (small and big donations)
Through the SavingFood Facebook campaign, Alex became since yesterday a new member on the
SavingFood platform. Alex owns a pastry chop in Budapest, and often has unsold cakes and pies in the
weekend. From the idea to donate surplus food to charity organizations, Alex registered on the SavingFood
platform and filled in some profile details, such as name of the shop, store type, location, name of the
contact person, and contact details (email and telephone). Besides these personal details, Alex also indicated
his preferred charity organizations and that he will donate surplus food on a regular basis.
Sophia, the local coordinator of HFA, received a notification of a new registered donor. She accepts the
invitation, after she checked the details. She knows the shop quite well, but decides to make a quick phone
call to Alex as to explain him the general working process on the platform and to thank him to become part
of the initiative.
On Saturday evening, when the shop closes, Alex logs into the SavingFood platform and enters a new
donation. He fills in the food type, the quantity, being 5 chocolate cakes and 2 strawberry pies, and indicates
that he already packed the food in a container box. He also indicates that he would prefer that a charity
organization takes care of the transport, as he is occupied with an urgent order for a wedding. Alex entered
that the charity organization can come and pick up the food Sunday forenoon, with a sensitive alert since the
pies contain fruit that will not remain long good to eat. When looking on the dashboard, Alex can see his new
donation popping up on the map for Budapest.
Andrea, working at a local charity supporting people in need, received a notification about the offer of a
pastry shop that is close by, and fits with current needs. She checks the requested timeframe for pickup, the
type and the quantity of the food, and notices that transport is needed. She accepts the offer. Alex receives a
notification that his offer is accepted, and clicks through the profile of the charity organisation. The charity
organization is very active in the neighbourhood, as Alex can see from the milestone meter and badges
about the amount of collected food.
Andrea shares the accepted offer with Mark on the platform. Mark is the responsible driver of the charity
and picks up the various food donations in the neighbourhood throughout the day. After being notified by
Andrea, Marks logs into the SavingFood platform as to see all accepted donations for Sunday, with their
respective location and time schedule – which are already listed in respective order. He also checks if
sensitive food needs to be collected, as his van does not have a refrigerator. He decides that he will pick up
the donation of the pastry shop as the last one on Sunday forenoon. If Mark would have been not available
for Sunday, Andrea could have send out a notification to driving volunteers in the neighbourhood to ask for
help.
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On Sunday, Mark takes his smartphone with him in the van to check once more the order for picking up the
food donations. At the time of arrival in the pastry shop, Alex hands over the 5 chocolate cakes, 2 strawberry
pies, and another vanilla cake that he forgot to enter on the platform. Mark validates on his smartphone that
he received the offer, and adjusts the quantity of the donation. The correct amount of food is now entered
into the system. Mark also gives a star rating for the quality of the received food. In return, Alex indicates a
five-star rating score for Mark’s flexibility as he respected the agreed time window for pickup and arranged
the transport.
Sophia, the local coordinator of HFA, could closely follow the success of the transaction through the daily
overview of offers and collections that she received in her mailbox. She received the feedback of both Alex
and Mark, which will serve as future reference. If no charity organization had contacted Alex before the
agreed time window, she would have queried the database to search for other suitable recipients (based on
proximity, type of need, etc.), starting with the other preferred one’s of Alex. Then, extra notifications could
have been sending out. Last, Sophia also checks that after every food donation, feedback is collected about
the transaction success. These feedbacks are important to evaluate donors, recipients or external
intermediaries of the system, and to track to total amount of saved food. For regular food donations, with a
fixed agreement between donor and recipient, Sophia is also able to enter them into the statistics on the
SavingFood platform.
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4.3.2 Farmer Markets
At the beginning of the week, Helena, coordinator at Boroume, logs into the SavingFood platform and goes
to the calendar function. She enters three new events for collecting food at farmer markets in the region of
Marousi, Chalandri and Galatsi. In these regions, Boroume has good contacts with the organization
committee of the farmer markets, and has a volunteer base that lives close by. Helena enters the necessary
details for each event, such as date, min. amount of volunteers needed, location, time, etc. When all
information is included, Helena pushes a notification about the event towards the Boroume’s volunteers
base, based on geographical proximity.
Georges, a newly registered volunteer of Boroume, and living in Marousi receives the notification of the
farmer market in his neighbourhood. Georges accepts the invitation to volunteer at the farmer market in
Marousi, and indicates that he would like to participate in this recurring event every week as he lives close
by. On the dashboard of the SavingFood platform, he can also see the other scheduled events In Chalandri
and Galatsi. George is also willing to help at the farmer market in Chalandri, but is not available that day of
the week. Instead, he becomes a «follower» of the farmer markets in Chalandri, so that he gets proactive
notifications about it. That way, he is informed about the next scheduled events, and can participate if he is
available.
When the minimum amount of volunteers is reached, Helena activates the events for the farmer markets at
Marousi, Chalandri and Galatsi. To confirm the event, another notification is send towards the signed-up
volunteers to inform them about the eventual details. At the same time, Helena contacts the recipient
organization by telephone with whom they have a permanent agreement to collect the food at the farmer
markets in Marousi. For the farmer markets in Chalandri and Galatsi there are no fixed agreements with
recipient organizations. Therefore, Helena sends a notification through the platform to other preferred
recipients close to Chalandri and Galatsi. The recipient organizations, being a soup kitchen and Praksis,
accept the request as it matches with their current needs. They indicate that they will come to the event and
will take care of the transport.
After the farmer markets, Helena closes the event on the SavingFood platform and uploads some feedback.
She posts some pictures of the day, with a thank you message to all volunteers. Also, Georges provides some
feedback and posts a picture of the event with the other volunteers.
Last, Babis, the coordinating volunteer at the market that day, makes a quantification report of each farmer
market by filling in some statistics: amount of saved food, amount of volunteers contributed, amount of
charity organisations helped etc. By filling in this report, the milestone meter and badges are updated for the
volunteers and charity organisations that participated in this event. Georges can so see how much food he
helped to rescue, and in how many events he already participated.
Evangelos, member of the organization committee of the farmer market in Marousi, is not very ICT literate.
He saw that he received notifications about the scheduled events, but did not log into the platform.
However, now that the events are finished, he would like to be informed about the charity organizations that
eventually collected the food. He logs into the SavingFood platform and tries to display the information
about the soup kitchen and Praxis; he also sees that the farmer market in Marousi has collected more food
than the farmer market of Chalandri. Knowing this information, Evangelos is fully aware and logs out of the
platform.
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4.3.3 Gleaning Activities
Martin, the gleaning coordinator, calls 20 farmers by telephone to ask if they have any surplus food that they
cannot sell. Martin uses therefore the internal database of Feedback UK. One farmer, George, has 1.200 kg
of apples that are too small to be sold to the supermarkets, and agrees to donate this food to the Gleaning
Network.
Martin opens the SavingFood platform and enters the necessary details which he agreed upon by telephone
with George: potential dates of gleaning events, neighbourhood level of the farm’s location, type of food,
quantity, quality of the food, best-before date and if any tools or equipment are required to harvest. Martin
promises Georges that he will call him back by telephone to fix the final date for harvesting the surplus food.
Next, Martin opens the calendar function on the SavingFood platform and schedules a next event. He pushes
the notification out towards the registered volunteers on the platform, as well as towards his preferred
recipient FareShare. Martin can follow real-time how many volunteers have registered to attend the event. If
necessary he can then take action to find more volunteers.
Ruth receives a notification send out by the SavingFood platform, alerting her about a next gleaning event.
Ruth works as a transport planner at FareShare, a food redistribution charity that often works with the
Gleaning Network. She logs onto the platform and sees that there is an estimated 1.200kg of apples
available. She is very keen to receive some apples, but she can only take a maximum of 1.000kg. She
registers this on the system, and indicates that she is willing to collect them. To arrange the transport, she
enters the vehicle type, time window of pickup, name of the driver and contact phone number.
Martin receives a notification from Ruth, saying that FareShare can take 1.000 kg of the 1.200kg apples, and
that they are willing to arrange the transport. Since there is 200 kilos still to be saved, Martin pushes another
notification out towards another preferred recipient, being Rejuice. In the same way as FareShare, Rejuice
affirms that they are willing to accept the donation, but that they are not able to arrange the transport.
In the meantime on the calendar, Martin sets the final date for the gleaning event, being 8/8/2016, as this is
the date on which most volunteers are available. Martin calls Georges to confirm the event. The event is
confirmed and all necessary information is made public to the volunteers: date, time, exact location,
equipment, meeting point, etc. Martin sends out a notification to this group of volunteers to ask if anyone of
them is willing to deliver the food from the farm to Rejuice. He also posts a separate notice to any external
transport intermediaries, to see if any of them can help.
Daisy registered as a volunteer on the SavingFood platform and subscribed to the Gleaning event posted by
Martin. She sees the extra request for transporting the food to Rejuice and indicates that she is willing to
drive with her own car. In the registered group of volunteers, it is made clear that Daisy has the ability to
drive with her own car to arrange the transport to Rejuice, and that three more spaces are available. Pascal,
Sandra and Hannah, who also signed up for the event, accept her offer of a lift. Phil, who is registered as
external transport intermediary on the platform, is also willing to arrange the transport. Unfortunately, he
can see that already Daisy signed up, and that no more help is needed to move the food from the farm to
Rejuice.
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At the day of the event, the driver of FareShare and Daisy check the SavingFood platform to receive the
latest updates about the event, and to access the data about logistics, weather and traffic.
After the gleaning day, Martin closes the event on the SavingFood platform and uploads some feedback. He
posts pictures of the day, with a thank you message to all volunteers and to George, the farmer. In the
feedback section, Ruth of FareShare is also able to upload information about the charity organisations that
eventually received the food. She chooses to upload the amount of charity organizations that benefited from
the donated food, together with a narrative and picture of how the food was used. Also, Daisy provides
some feedback and posts a picture of the event with the other volunteers.
Martin also makes his quantification report public of that gleaning day by filling in some statistics: amount of
saved food, amount of volunteers contributed, amount of charity organisations helped etc. By filling in this
report, the milestone meter and badges are updated for the volunteers and charity organisations that
participated in this event. Daisy can so see how much food she helped to rescue, and in how many events
she participated.
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5 Results – First Set of User Requirements & User Stories
This chapter presents the main results in terms of envisioned usage activities on the SavingFood platform,
first delineation of the web app, with a first set of user requirements (split up in functional and nonfunctional requirements) and user stories. The user stories are split up according to the food redistribution
model, and user groups involved.

5.1

Envisioned Usage Activities on the SavingFood Platform

During the kick-off meeting in Thessaloniki a first workshop was held to distil a first set of usage activities on
the SavingFood platform. It was then decided that the platform should have a “general section” with project
information, awareness information about how to save food, engagement material such as videos, etc.; and
a “pilot specific section” in which pilot coordinators can easily customize their pilot site in terms of features,
language and branding. In the local pilot site, the actual food redistribution models would be deployed
between donors, recipients, volunteers, SavingFood ambassadors (with external intermediaries) and
pilot/gleaning coordinators. In the following table an overview is given of envisioned usage activities on the
SavingFood platform:

Calendar: announcement of my local events

HFA

Boroume

Feedback
(UK & Belgium)

X

X

X

Calendar: announcement of events in the general community
Information and awareness raising: tips and tricks on how to
save food

X

Pilot coordinators entering data of surplus food

X

X
X

(SMS) notification system: notifying user groups

X

X

Adding new contacts: connecting with new donors &
recipients

X

X

Adding new contacts: finding new volunteers

X

X

X

Geographical matchmaking: matching donors with recipients
through location proximity

X

X

X

“Humans as sensors” approach: Ambassadors suggesting new
donors and recipients in the neighbourhood

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Connecting with other projects and similar initiatives on food
waste
Accessing open source data (e.g. weather conditions, traffic,
etc.)
OTHER: Connecting and coordinating with volunteers
OTHER: registration to newsletter

X

X

Table 14: First set of usage activities of the SavingFood platform (general and pilot specific sections).
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From table 14, the following usage activities seem to be of main importance to all local pilots sites:










Notification system: From the full scenarios, it is clear that communication between the different
user groups is vital on the platform. For instance, recipients should be easily alerted about incoming
offers, and donors should be alerted about accepted donations; or volunteers should be notified or
remember about the next gleaning events. The workshops should make clear which for which type
of action or condition there should be a notification (e.g. an event is about to occur, a feedback
message has arrived, a new donation is being made, etc.), and also the notification type (e.g. a
banner, alert, badge sound, etc.) and channels (e.g. SavingFood platform, email or SMS).
Making new contacts – finding and connecting new donors, recipients and volunteers: For all four
pilots it is essential that not only their current user base of donors and recipients enters the
platform, but that also new contacts are being made through the awareness and engagement
events. From the full scenarios, it is clear that pilot coordinators want to have full control over the
user base in their pilot site, and accept and screen new possible donors and recipients. Furthermore,
to ensure mutual trust building, each actor on the platform should make a profile with sufficient
details that everyone is able to access. The milestone barometer and badges can also give additional
information here. The usage of gamification elements for building trust and engagement should be
further explored during the workshops.
Geographical matchmaking: Another main functionality for all pilots is the actual matchmaking
between donors and recipients based on geographical proximity. Donors should be able to enter
surplus food into the system, and matching recipients should be able to accept the request. The
workshops should validate how the platform can have an added value compared to other existing
initiatives that work as a matchmaking system between donor and recipient, as well as the level of
automatic matchmaking. The balance between control by the pilot coordinator and automatism
should therefore be further explored.
Human as sensors approach – Ambassadors: Any individual, registered and non-registered members,
should be able to suggest a new donor or recipient organization in their neighbourhood. These
ambassadors can provide information, such as contact details, that are send towards the pilot
coordinators. Potential donors can be stored as “leads” in the system.
Calendar function: Then, last, we see that for the pilots Feedback and Boroume the calendar is key
to have for their farmer markets and gleaning scenarios. Here, the pilot coordinators will act on
behalf of the donor and start looking for volunteers by scheduling a new event. The calendar
function can also be used for the major awareness raising events that will take place in each pilot, as
part of task 4.2 (WP4).

Other usage activity that needs to be further explored during the workshops is the access to open source
data. In the full scenarios, this was now only limited discussed, with for exception volunteer drivers accessing
the information when transporting the food to the final recipient. In that case, it might be relevant to know
the real-time weather and traffic status on the road. In the next chapter, there is a first list of data sources
that pilots perceived as interesting to have. From this list, it is clear that the most interesting sources will not
be the “open data sources”, but the “internal customer sources” that pilots currently use, such as a list of
local coordinators, list of farmers, etc. For some of them, a privacy label will need to be applied. Last, the
activity of connecting with other projects and similar initiatives on food waste and the registration to the
newsletter are now indicated to have on the pilot site. However, these are two options that are also possible
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to have via the project website and not via the platform. In that case, it would be redundant to have it on
both websites.
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5.2

User Applications

During the kick-off meeting in Thessaloniki, some key concepts of the SavingFood platform were also further
delineated, being the “mobile app”, the “web app” and the “crowd sourced map”. The following was agreed:
The web platform with the crowd sourced map
The web platform is the main entry point for interested user groups in food waste, that get connected with
the project through the pilot initiatives, awareness raising events, “sister”-projects, Facebook campaigns,
videos, etc. One of the main functionalities will be the crowd-sourced map through which donors and
recipient can be matched, based on geographical proximity. The map can also entail other data sources, such
as open data sources, or entered data sources of the food redistribution organizations. Besides the map
view, there is also a list view; through which users will be able to search.
It was agreed that there would be no native mobile application for the pilots, but that a mobile web
application in HTML5 will be made available.
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5.3

First User Stories

In the following sections, table with a first set of user stories are provided per food redistribution model.
These tables should be all validated in the workshops of March and April.

5.3.1 Common user stories
The following user stories were detected that are common for all three scenarios, they mostly deal with
registration and authentication on the platform:
As a donor, I am able to create a profile on the SavingFood platform, as to provide contact details and
preferences
As a donor, I am able to read the profile of the recipient organization, as a matter of establishing trust
As a recipient organization, I am able to create a profile on the SavingFood platform, as to provide contact
details and needs
As a recipient organization, I am able to read the profile of the donor, as a matter of establishing trust
As pilot coordinator, I am able to create a profile on the SavingFood platform, so that donors and
recipients can contact me anytime
As pilot coordinator, I am able to accept/reject new members on the pilot site, as to pre-screen donor and
recipients
As pilot coordinator, I am able to supervise all profiles on the platform, as to have a good overview of
donors, recipients, volunteers and external intermediaries
As volunteer, I am able to create a profile on the SavingFood platform, so that I can specify my help
As a volunteer, I am able to read the profile donors and recipients, as a matter of establishing trust
As a SavingFood ambassador – citizen role-, I am able to enter a new donor or recipient organization on
the map in my neighbourhood, without registering
As a SavingFood ambassador – citizen role- I am able to see the list of current donors and recipient in the
platform, as to know who is already part of the initiative
As external intermediary – volunteering in matchmaking-, I am able to create a profile on the SavingFood
platform, so that I can specify my help
As external intermediary – volunteering in matchmaking-, I am able to read the profile donors and
recipients, as a matter of establishing trust
Table 15: Common user stories on the SavingFood platform.
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5.3.2 General Food Rescue
This table lists the first user stories for the general food rescue redistribution model, which are listed per
user type. This table should be validated in the workshops of March and April:
As a donor, I am able to enter a new donation on the map, as to find a match between donor and
recipient
As a donor, I am able to send out the donation to preferred recipients in the neighbourhood, as to make a
match more quickly
As a donor, I am able to take the role of transporter, as to arrange the transport between donor and
recipient
As a donor, I can upload feedback about the transaction, as to evaluate the recipient organization
As a recipient organization, I am able to accept a donation, as to affirm time and pickup to the donor
As a recipient organization, I am able to take the role of transporter, as to arrange the transport between
donor and recipient
As a recipient, I am able to share the donation with other members of my organization, as to arrange
transport internally
As a recipient organization, I can send out an extra notification to volunteers, to arrange transport
As a driver of the recipient organization, I have an overview of all accepted donations per day that need to
be picked up, so that I can agree with the proposed driving schedule of SavingFood
As a driver of the recipient organization, I can check the sensitivity of the food, as to better schedule the
time of pickup
As a recipient organization, I can upload feedback about the transaction, as to evaluate the donor
As a recipient organization, I can upload feedback about the transaction, as to adjust the correct amount
of donated food
As a local coordinator, I am able to follow the transaction between donor and recipient, as to monitor and
intervene as any moment when a problem occurs
As local coordinator, I receive notifications of new offers and performed collections, as to have an
overview of transaction success
As local coordinator, I can intervene in the matchmaking and send out extra requests in name of the
donor, as to find a suiting recipient more convenient
As a local coordinator, I can manage the details of all transaction successes in a statistics report, as to track
the total amount of saved food
As a local coordinator, I can manually enter regular donated food transaction into the statistics report, as
to track the total amount of saved food
Table 16: First set of user stories for the general food rescue scenario on the SavingFood platform.
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5.3.3 Farmer markets
This table lists the first user stories for the farmer market food redistribution model, which are listed per
user type. This table should be validated in the workshops of March and April:
As pilot coordinator, I want to start a new event in the calendar, so that I can find a group of volunteers for
farmer markets per region
As pilot coordinator, I want to confirm an event, so that a date is scheduled and information is send to the
group of signed-up volunteers
As pilot coordinator, I want to push out the event towards preferred recipients, as to match the food with
the current need of the recipient
As pilot coordinator, I want to push out the event based on geographical proximity, as to find volunteers that
can offer help easily
As pilot coordinator, I can close the scheduled event, as to make clear that the activity is finished
As pilot coordinator, I can cancel a scheduled event, if not enough volunteers show up or drop out
As pilot coordinator, I can upload feedback about the event, as to thank volunteers and the charity
organizations who participated
As pilot coordinator – and with help of the coordinating volunteer-, I can make a quantification report, as to
track statistics about the event and history of the amount of saved food
As a volunteer, I can accept to take part in an event, as to show my ability to help
As a volunteer, I can become a “follower” of an event, as to be proactively informed about recurring events
As a volunteer, I can upload feedback about the gleaning event, so that the team of volunteers can see for
instance the group pictures
As a volunteer, I can indicate that I would like to be a permanent volunteer of an event
As a recipient organization, I can accept the event, as to receive the amount of harvested food on the field
As organizer of the farmer market, I can access the quantification report, as to be informed about the total
amount of saved food
Table 17: First set of user stories for the farmer market scenario on the SavingFood platform.

Please note that the user stories of the food market scenario are very similar with the gleaning scenario. The
same functionalities in terms of «notifications» and «calendar system» can be used for both. However, the
gleaning scenario will be more sophisticated in terms of «matchmaking», as more user types and processes
(such as transport) are involved.
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5.3.4 Gleaning
This table lists the first user stories for the gleaning food redistribution model, which are listed per user type.
This table should be validated in the workshops of March and April:
As a gleaning coordinator, I want to start a new gleaning event in the calendar, so that I can find a group of
volunteers
As a gleaning coordinator, I want to activate a gleaning event, so that a final date is scheduled and
information is send to the group of signed-up volunteers
As a gleaning coordinator, I want to push out the event towards preferred recipients, as to match the food
with the current need of the recipient
As a gleaning coordinator, I want to push out the event to volunteers on the SavingFood platform and
external intermediary organizations, as to find people that can offer help
As a gleaning coordinator, I can close the scheduled gleaning event, as to make clear that the activity is
finished
As a gleaning coordinator, I can cancel a scheduled event, if not enough volunteers show up or drop out
As a gleaning coordinator, I can upload feedback about the gleaning event, as to thank volunteers, the
farmer and the charity organizations who participated
As a gleaning coordinator, I can make a quantification report, as to track statistics about the gleaning event
and history of the amount of saved food
As a volunteer, I can accept to take part in an event, as to show my ability to help
As a volunteer, I can take the role of transporter, as to arrange the transport from the field to the end-user
As a volunteer, I can take the role of transporter, as to arrange car-sharing among volunteers
As a volunteer, I can upload feedback about the gleaning event, so that the team of volunteers can see for
instance the group pictures
As a recipient organization, I can accept the event, as to receive the amount of harvested food on the field
As a recipient organization, I can take the role of transporter, as to arrange the transport from the field to
the end-user
As a recipient organization, I can upload feedback about the gleaning event, as to thank the community of
volunteers
As an external intermediary organization, I can take the role of transporter, as to arrange the transport
from the field to the end-user
Table 18: First set of user stories for the gleaning scenario on the SavingFood platform.
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5.1

Overview of First Set of User Requirements

This table summarizes the first list of user requirements, split up into functional and non-functional
requirements. These tables have to be validated in the workshops.

5.1.1 Functional requirements
Number

Functional requirement

Requirement description

R1

Authentication for the local pilot site

Authentication should exist for the local pilot site
of the platform. The pilot coordinator should
approve the registration of some type of users.

R2

User access

Users should have free access to the general
project site of the platform, where awareness and
engagement tools are made available

R3

Categories of users with administrative Users with administrative privileges should exist
privileges
on the pilot site of the platform.

R4

Language support

The project site of the platform is English. The
pilot site of the platform should also support other
languages (e.g. Greek, Dutch, Hungarian)

R5

User profiles

The pilot site should support different profiles of
users, who are able to fill in and adjust their
profile.

R6

Customization

Pilot administrators should be able to choose
which features they would like to have on their
personal pilot site

R7

Branding

Pilot administrators would like to have a personal
touch on their pilot site – besides having the
SavingFood branding.

R8

Identification of location

The matchmaking between donor and recipient is
based on geographical proximity. The location or
approximate location should be known to match
the donor with the recipient.

R9

Map visualisation

The crowd sourced data and other (open) data
sources appear on a central map component on
the platform.
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R10

Feedback module

All user groups are able to post feedback /
comment after the end of an event. In this
feedback module also pictures can be uploaded
(see data requirements)

R11

Rating system

It is possible to evaluate or give a rating to certain
user groups on the platform

R12

Calendar function

Pilot coordinators should have the possibility to
start (and end) a new event for which the most
suiting date can be found (doodling) to attract a
minimum number of volunteers

R13

Notification system

Notification messages are sent when certain
actions are performed on the platform.

R14

Quantification report

Pilot coordinators are able to make a
quantification report about the transaction
successes on the platform. This includes amount
of saved food, amount of events, amount of
volunteers, etc.
Table 19: First set of functional requirements.
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5.1.2 Non-functional requirements
Number

Non-functional requirement

Requirement description

R16

Extensibility

The pilot site of the platform should be highly
and easily replicable for other interested
parties. The technology extensions should be
open source

R17

Extensibility - Documentation

To support the extensibility of the platform,
complete and clear documentation, API
descriptions, tools and instructions should be
included

R18

Scalability

The SavingFood platform should be able to
foster large scale collaborations, with min.
3.500 involved users on all the pilot sites of the
platform together

R19

Location privacy

The location of some actors on the platform
should be made private, or aggregated on
neighbourhood level
Table 20: First set of non-functional requirements.
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6 Results – First Set of Data Requirements
This chapter lists down a first set of data sources that pilot partners would like to access on the platform.
Next, since a lot of matchmaking data will be inserted and collected on the platform, a first list of
matchmaking fields is provided per scenario. These lists should be seen as possible data entry fields when a
donor is matched with a recipient, or when volunteers are searched for a new gleaning/ farmer market
event. The possible list of data sources and matchmaking fields should be further extended and validated
during the workshops.

6.1

Types of Data Sources

The table below represents the interest of the pilots in various data sources:
HFA

Boroume

Feedback
(UK & Belgium)

Government statistics on food waste
Logistical information (e.g. weather conditions,
traffic status, etc.)

X

General points of interests on a map (e.g. schools,
hospitals, bakeries, etc.)

X

X

X

X

X

List of donors on a map

X

X

List of intermediaries on a map

X

List of recipient organizations on a map

X

List of farmers on a map
OTHER: database of local coordinators

X

X

X

X

X

OTHER: boroume.gr/boroumemap1

X

OTHER: list of farmer markets

X

Table 21: First set of data sources per pilot site (coloured cells = private sources).

As mentioned above, pilots mainly show an interest in having their internal customer sources on the
platform, and less in general open data sources. These data sources could be uploaded and managed on the
platform by the pilot coordinators. If for instance a new donor or recipient registers, then this actor is added
to the list and map. A privacy label should be included for specific lists, such as the list of local coordinators
or list of farmer markets. Some of these sources are for internal usage only, or can only become public when
a volunteer has signed up for an event.

1

The Boroume map is a list of all recipient organizations
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6.2

First list of matchmaking fields

A first list of matchmaking fields is provided per scenario. These lists should be seen as possible data entry
fields when a donor is matched with a recipient, or when volunteers are searched for a new gleaning/ farmer
market event. A lot of information needs to be known by the different user groups on the platform, as to
have a smooth transaction. All lists should be validated during the workshop and should be labelled as “must
haves”, “nice to haves” or “not necessary to have”. Furthermore, it should be validated whether these
matchmaking fields apply for one-to-one matching (e.g. one charity organisation), or one-to-many matching
(e.g. multiple charity organisations).

6.2.1 Matchmaking Fields – General Food Rescue
This section entails a first list of matchmaking fields for general food rescue. This list should be validated in
the workshops:
Fixed details of a donor








Name of the store
Location of the store
Store type
Contact person
Contact details (email or phone)
Preferred recipients
Regular or occasional donor

Donor entering the surplus food








Food type
Quantity of the food (portions or kilograms)
Date
Time window pick-up
Sensitive food
Packaging: yes/no
Transport: yes/no

(Volunteer) Driver (see also the fixed details of a driver in the scenario of gleaning)






Schedule for the driver: list of all to be picked up food donations per day
Sensitive food: yes/no
Type of car
Capacity of car
Assets (e.g. packaging, plastic boxes, pallets, etc)

Feedback module




Writing messages
Pictures
Ratings for recipients and donors
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Quantification report by pilot coordinator





Amount of food collected
Number of events per farmer market
Amount of volunteers
Amount of charity organizations helped
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6.2.2 Matchmaking Fields – Farmer Markets
This section entails a first list of matchmaking fields for farmer markets. This list should be validated in the
workshops:
Scheduling a farmer market event with details by pilot coordinator





Date of the farmer market
Location of farmer market
Time
Number of required volunteers

Feedback module




Writing messages
Pictures
Ratings for recipients and donors

Quantification report by pilot coordinator





Amount of food collected
Number of events per farmer market
Amount of volunteers
Amount of charity organizations helped

55

6.2.3 Matchmaking Fields – Gleaning
This section entails a first list of matchmaking fields for gleaning activities. This list should be validated in the
workshops:
Scheduling a possible gleaning event with details by gleaning coordinator









Potential dates of the event
Approximate farm location
Number of required volunteers
Type of food
Quantity of food
Quality of the food (reason why it is surplus)
Life of the produce (how long it will remain fresh and good to eat)
Necessary tools and requirements to harvest

Scheduling a confirmed gleaning event with details by gleaning coordinator








Date of gleaning event
Full address of the gleaning event
Confirmed amount of volunteers
Quantity of food
Quality of the food (reason why it is surplus)
Life of the produce (how long it will remain fresh and good to eat)
Necessary tools and requirements to harvest

Acceptance of transport by volunteer or intermediary organisation






Amount of vehicles
Type of vehicle
Time window of pickup
Driver name
Contact details / phone number

Quantification report by gleaning coordinator (and contribution from charity organization)




Amount of food collected
Amount of volunteers
Pictures or videos of the event

Fixed details of a volunteer (driver)






Name
Address
Possession of driver’s license
Possession of a car
Regular or occasional volunteer
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6.3

First Set of Data Requirements

This table summarizes the first set of data requirements; this list needs to be validated during the
workshops:
Number

Data Requirement

Requirement description

R20

Data publishing

Pilot coordinators are able to publish data sources
in their local pilot site. These data sources will be
visualised on the map.

R21

Data management

Pilot coordinators are able to add or delete a
specific data source from the map.

R22

Data search

All user groups on the platform are able to search
for data sources on the map. The data needs to be
categorized in categories as to find relevant data
easily

R23

Crowd sourced data

Donors and pilot coordinators are able to enter
surplus food into the platform. This will be
published in the map visualisation.

R24

Location data

The matchmaking between donor and recipient is
based on geographical proximity. Therefore, the
location of the donor and recipient must be
known. This does not have to be the real-time
location.

R25

Uploading pictures

All user groups of the platform are able to upload
pictures in the local pilot site.

R26

Real-time data

Real-time data is feed into the visualisation on the
SavingFood platform. Examples of real-time data
are the weather and traffic status.

R27

Data privacy

Pilot coordinators are able to decide which data
sources are private (for internal usage only), and
which ones are public.

Table 22: First set of data requirements for the SavingFood platform.
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7 Conclusions
This chapter concludes the deliverable with the main results that have been collected so far. Based from the
current and future scenario specifications, three food redistribution models were identified that will be
implemented on the platform:




General food rescue – with small and big donors; by HFA and Boroume
Farmer markets by Boroume
Gleaning events by all pilot partners

Currently, for this three types of food redistribution models, five main user profiles were identified: donors,
recipients organizations, SavingFood ambassadors (external intermediaries of all kind, such as external
volunteer groups, individual volunteers, company employees, non-registered citizens suggesting new donors
or recipients, etc.), pilot coordinator/national coordinator/gleaning coordinator of HFA, Boroume and
Feedback, the internal volunteer base of the pilot instances. Based on current operations of the pilots and
the envisioned favourable benefit of proximity matching of the SavingFood platform, transport will in first
instance be taken care of by the recipient organization (as this is preferred by all pilots). If the recipient is not
available, the donor, volunteer base or external intermediaries can take the role as transporter/driver. It is
preferred that the food redistribution organizations only act as the transporter in rare occasions.
Last, the following list describes the further points of discussion that need to be validated during the
workshops:




The level of automatic matchmaking: The workshops should discuss the level of automatic
matchmaking between donor and recipient on the platform: either fully automated, to semiautomatic, to not automatic at all. During the discussions, with all representable actors of the
platform, the level of control, screening of new actors, and monitoring should be agreed by the food
redistribution organization.
Further delineation of the user profiles of the platform: Currently, there are five main profiles that
are envisioned to use the platform. These profiles should be further detailed with characteristics and
needs, and if necessary, any other identified profiles should be added or split up. For instance, one
extension that could be made in the donor group is the subgroup of permanent donors (ad hoc
donations) and non-permanent donors (or bridges). From the scenarios, there is an indication that
based on the frequency of donating food; there would be a different kind of usage of the SavingFood
platform. It is believed that permanent donors would preferably take direct contact with the
recipients, because of the fixed agreement, familiarity, etc. Another profile that should be further
looked into is the SavingFood ambassadors – as different types of external intermediaries -. Some of
these ambassadors, such as citizens “acting as a human sensor” (suggesting new donors and
recipients in the neighbourhood) should not be registered on the platform, whereas others should if
they volunteer in the matchmaking (e.g. volunteering as a driver).
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Validation of the main features: One of the main favoured features is the notification system. The
workshops should validate here the condition of the notification (what is the action that triggers is),
type, and channel. Another main favoured feature is the rating system. Here, it should be explored
who is able to rate whom, and to what extent these results should be made public.
Validation of the matchmaking fields: Here a validation should happen to assess the necessity of
each data field, if these are fixed or variables ones, and if the fields can be changed accordingly the
one-to-one match or one-to-many match.
Further identification of interesting data sources: open source, as well as internal sources
Validation of user stories: Fine-tuning the actions per actor and per food redistribution model
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8 Annexes
8.1

Annex I: Current scenario template

SavingFood2.0
WP2 – Writing a user scenario: current process workflow
This document is a template to describe the current workflow of your organisation. We would like to gain
sufficient background information of how you currently organize the redistribution processes of surplus food
from donor to welfare organisations, people in need, etc.
The provided information in this scenario will be compared with the future scenario of implementing and
using the SavingFood2.0 platform, as to identify the opportunities and added value for your pilot.
Please fill in the following questions:
Name
Organization
In the current operation, my organisation mostly uses the following channels to redistribute the food waste
between donors and beneficiaries (mark with a cross):
Telephone

E-mail (1 to many)

E-mail (1 to 1)

Social media

Newsletter

Website of my organization

Other channels (please fill in):
In the current operation, my organisation mostly uses the following channels for general communication and
information about the organization (e.g. events, tips to save food, cooking workshops, etc.):
Telephone

E-mail (1 to many)

E-mail (1 to 1)

Social media

Newsletter

Website of my organization

Other channels (please fill in):
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My organization implements the following approach to redistribute food (mark with a cross):
Indirect redistribution: donor – food bank – recipient
Direct redistribution: donor - recipient
Other approach:

Please provide some more information (planning, partners, requirements, etc.) about how the transport of
food waste (direct or indirect) gets currently redistributed between donor and recipient:

Does your organization organize food redistribution events that also have a social value of gathering?
Yes

Please describe one event:

No
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Please mark your most important donors, and give some more explanation by providing examples in the text
box below:
Volunteers / citizens

Farmers

(Small) Food companies / Food

Hospitality sector such as hostels,

industry

hospitals, etc.

Retail

companies

such

as

supermarkets, fruit shops, bakeries,

Catering

companies,

hotels

and

restaurants

markets, etc.
Festivals, sport events

Other type of donors:

Description and examples of donors:

If you look to the current community of donors, with whom would you like to connect in the future? Please
give a description and some example of new contacts ‘as a donor’ that you would like to make:
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Please mark your most important recipients, and give some more explanation in the text box below:
Charity organisations

Other type of recipients:

People in need
Food distribution charity
Social enterprises

Description and examples of recipients:

If you look to the current community of recipients, with whom would you like to connect in the future?
Please give a description and some examples of new contacts ‘as a recipient’ that you would like to make:
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Last, we would like you to describe in story-form how your current organization is operating on a normal,
average day. The narrative should include the following aspects (max. 300 words):




main food donors, intermediaries and recipients involved
main communication channels for food redistribution connecting donor and recipient
main principles taking into account, such as food hygiene, food labelling, location-dependent, time,
etc.
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8.2

Annex I: Future scenario template

SavingFood2.0
WP2 – Writing a user scenario: future usage with SavingFood
This document is a template to describe the future scenario of your organization’s workflow, as well as of the
community when using the SavingFood 2.0 platform. We would like to ask to write a scenario from three
different perspectives: you as pilot coordinator, donor and recipient (and optional an intermediary
organisation). You are free to choose which profile you give to the donor and recipient, it only has to be a
prospective user of the platform.
Please fill in the following questions:
Name
Organization
From my organization’s perspective, I envision to use the platform for mostly the following activities:
Calendar function: announcement

Making new contacts – connecting

of my local events

with new donors and recipients

Calendar function: being up to date

Finding new volunteers

and informed about events in the
general community
Information & awareness raising:

“Humans as sensors” approach

tips and tricks on how to save food
Pilot coordinators entering data of

Connecting with other projects and

surplus food

similar initiatives on food waste

SMS notification system

Accessing open source data, e.g.,
weather conditions, traffic, etc.

Other envisioned usage(s) of the platform:

65

I think that by using the SavingFood2.0 platform my current workflow will change in the following way(s).
Connecting donors with recipients will happen more time efficient
My organization will make new contacts (donors and recipients) more easily
A new, online operational model for the redistribution of surplus food from donors
to recipients
Other expected impacts on current processes:

Please also give some more explanation behind this reasoning: what will change, what will remain the same
- in the following text box:

Please select from which kind of food redistribution model you will write the future usage scenarios of
SavingFood2.0
Food redistribution between donors and recipients organisations directly
Food redistribution between donors, intermediaries such as food banks and
recipients organisations
Food redistribution between farmers and gleaning volunteers
Peer to peer food sharing activities
Other type of food redistribution model:
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Which open data sources would you like to integrate as useful information in the platform?
Government statistics on food waste
Logistical information (e.g. weather conditions for transporting food, traffic status,
etc.)
General points of interests on a map (e.g. schools, hospitals, bakeries, etc.)
List of donors on a map (e.g. hotels, restaurants, etc.)
List of intermediaries on a map (e.g. food banks)
List of recipients organisations on a map (e.g. charity organizations)
List of farmers on a map
Other data sources:

Please provide examples of datasets, by sending a dataset file directly to ViLabs and FiLab, or by including
relevant links of files here:

67

In the following pages, we ask you to describe the future scenario from three different roles:
 Donor
 Recipient
 Optional: intermediary organisation
 And you as pilot coordinator
Please start from the first scenarios that were drafted in the proposal, and update them here. Each scenario
is max 300 words, and should entail the following topics:








Background profile of the donor, recipient or intermediary organisation (e.g. IT skills, sociodemographic profile, etc.)
From which need does the prospective user enter the platform
How did the prospective user find and enter the platform
Which features on the platform is the prospective user checking in order to fulfil his/her need
Which data sources on the platform is the prospective user checking in order to fulfil his/her need
Optional: Which gamification elements are rewarded
With which other stakeholders is the prospective user connecting or communicating

Future scenario of the donor

Future scenario of the recipient (organisation)

Future scenario of your as pilot coordinator using the platform:
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