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Executive Summary
This document outlines the evaluation strategy of the SavingFood project that has the objective to evaluate
(1) the successful implementation of the four pilot cases, (2) and its social and economic impact for the
involved communities in the SavingFood pilots, (3) the usability and technology acceptance of the platform
and services, and (4) their effectiveness in changing behaviour towards participation in food waste
reduction.
In line with these objectives, the evaluation methodology identified the following analysis levels and groups
of measures:






Evaluation of the SavingFood pilots (on the social and economic impact level):
o The operational aspects of the pilot implementation, for assessing the successful pilot
implementation in terms of user recruitment, user engagement, community effects, etc.
o Pilot key performance indicators, for assessing the ‘hard output’ of the pilots in numbers
to be achieved for participation levels of stakeholders, number of events, economic gains,
etc.
Evaluation of the SavingFood platform:
o Usability experience and technology acceptance indicators, for assessing the user
experience and acceptance of the SavingFood platform, this evaluation occurs from user
perspective. The technical evaluation of the platform will occur in WP3 (task 3.4: system
evaluation),
Behavioural change analysis:
o Behavioural change indicators, to examine the results of the behavioural change strategy
and to see which factors influenced the behaviour change. Therefore, we recommend to
read this deliverable in parallel with deliverable 2.5 “Engagement and behavioural change
strategy”, which outlines the framework of change.

Besides the literature research for identifying the proper measures, the evaluation framework also outlines
the appropriate quantitative and qualitative evaluation tools to collect evaluation results on these different
levels. A plan with milestones is also provided for each analysis level. Depending the status of the platform,
WP4 and WP5 can be flexible in the implementation of the type of evaluations tools and measures.
The evaluation framework will be built into the pilot operations plan of WP4, in accordance with the first
and second iteration of the platform. The evaluation exercises during these different stages will be set up
by ViLabs, with support of iMinds, Boroume, HFA and Feedback. The collected results will be fed back to
WP4 for reaching the targets in pilot implementation, to WP3 for technical adaptation and to WP2 for the
behavioural change strategy.
In the conclusion section, an overall time frame is given of the evaluation framework.
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1 Introduction
1.1

Purpose of the Evaluation Strategy

This deliverable outlines the evaluation strategy of the SavingFood project. It describes the evaluation
methodology and the methodological tools and considerations to execute and assess the pilot
implementation, and the achievements of the project at large.
In particular, the evaluation strategy has as its objective to answer the following three research questions:
1) Where the pilots successfully implemented, and what are the direct social and economic impacts
for the involved communities of the SavingFood solution?
2) What are the main determinants for using the platform, from the angle of user experience and
acceptance?
3) How effective where the behavioural change interventions towards participating in food waste
reduction practices, and which factors influenced the process of behaviour change?
The evaluation strategy focuses on capturing feedback and outcomes of the living lab test and evaluation
cycles with the four pilot communities (See also D4.1 Pilot Implementation Plan), and, hence, also depends
on the various outcomes developed in other work packages that inform and guide the pilots. In short, the
user and data requirements and scenario specifications that were produced in WP2 inform the technical
work package (WP3) about what a first version of the SavingFood platform should look like, which features
should be available, etc. This technical solution will be deployed in the four pilot communities through an
iterative and gradual approach of testing. In this respect, and in strong collaboration with WP4, the
evaluation strategy will explain the methodological evaluation tools and measures with which the
SavingFood solution will be tested, and to what extent user and data requirements have been implemented
and updated. The outcome of these evaluation activities will flow back to various work packages, such as
WP3 to improve the technical delivery, WP2 to update the user requirements and also WP6 to better
define the sustainability plan. For the living lab test and evaluation cycles, the evaluation strategy has thus
the objective to outline how the evaluation activities should be set up, but also to iteratively ameliorate the
pilots’ processes and SavingFood solution in general. To capture the outcomes and specific lessons learned
of the project on pilot level, the evaluation strategy will frequently monitor and evaluate the pilot key
performance indicators and the pilots’ operational processes. As such, the impact and outcomes of the
four pilots will also be captured along the living lab test and evaluation cycles and will formulate, if
necessary, corrective actions towards a more successful implementation. More information about the
evaluation at pilot and solution level can be found in chapter 2 and 3.
Next, the evaluation strategy will also focus on the research outcomes of task 2.3 ‘Engagement and
behavioural change strategy’. The behavioural change strategy outlines several approaches or intervention
tactics for engaging the community (of citizens aware and not aware of food waste, as well as donors and
recipients), and how behavioural change towards participating in SavingFood could be established. The
evaluation strategy will define the effectiveness of the strategy, and will examine the pre and post situation
of participating in SavingFood on several behavioural objectives and target goals (behaviour, belief,
knowledge). More information about this can be found in chapter 4.
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1.2

SavingFood’s Evaluation Framework

The evaluation strategy in SavingFood capitalises upon the Living Lab methodology that has been
customised to the specific needs of the project, thereby reflecting on methodological considerations of
open innovation, usability studies, process evaluation and behaviour change analysis. As said in the
previous paragraph, the evaluation strategy plays at different levels to identify the main determinants of
success of the SavingFood pilots, the main determinants affecting the experience and acceptance of the
SavingFood solution from user perspective, and the main determinants for behavioural change.
Therefore, the evaluation framework in the SavingFood project operates at three different levels:
The external evaluation aspects focus on the testing, evaluation and co-creation of the SavingFood solution
in the four pilot communities, guided by the Living lab approach. The Living Lab methodology will be
discussed in Chapter 2, and has been tailored to the SavingFood context by including a mix of evaluation
measures from acceptance, satisfaction and usability studies. The Living Lab methodology will investigate if
the solution is working as intended, if the different user groups are able to perform necessary actions on
the platform in a user-friendly way, and if operating with the SavingFood platform in general has a
satisfying experience. Further on in the document, the notion of the ‘external evaluation track’ will be used
to refer to the Living Lab methodology (or visa versa), as it refers to the collected feedback of mostly
external user groups or stakeholders.
The internal evaluation aspects focus on the pilots’ processes to reach the project’s objectives and KPIs.
The methodology for the process evaluation of the pilots will be discussed in Chapter 3, and will be
periodically set up along the Living lab testing cycles to collect lessons learned, monitor the pilots’ KPIs and
possible social and economic impacts, and to see if necessary corrective actions towards improvement
need to be taken. Further on in the document, the notion of the ‘internal evaluation track’ will be used to
refer to the process evaluation (or visa versa), as it refers to the collected feedback of mostly internal
stakeholders or consortium partners.

Figure 1: The three evaluation tracks in SavingFood: internal, external and the behaviour change track.
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Along these two horizontal tracks, there is the behavioural change track that runs vertically (See Figure 1)
and which is discussed in chapter 4. It will follow a mixed-method approach to examine behavioural
change. The behavioural change track will run along the evaluation activities of the Living Lab methodology
and the process evaluation, to which there might be a correlation. A possible influence needs to be taken
into account here between the tracks, for instance, the phase or success of the behavioural change strategy
can influence the outcome of the overall pilot performance, or for instance, the extent to which user
groups will use the SavingFood solution will depend on the usability and overall usage experience of the
platform and so also the possible behavioural change that can be measured at a certain point in time. This
will be taken into account by the evaluation strategy through measuring the progress at several points in
time, and by including questions that specifically deal about the correlation of these tracks (e.g. the
correlation between the usage activity of a user on the platform, and the engagement level at a certain
point in time).
Following the evaluation framework of this deliverable, the key outcomes and results will be reported in
the following documents:





Overview of pilot processes, numbers, activities and events in D4.2 “Pilot Case Deployment Period
1” (M13) and D4.3 and “Pilot Case Deployment Period 2” (M24)
The assessment of the pilot progress, the acceptance of the platform and the social and economic
impacts in D5.2 “Evaluation of pilot case results V1” (M14) and D5.3 “Evaluation of pilot case
results V2” (M19).
The assessment of the behavioural change strategy in D5.4 “Behaviour change analysis” (M24)

The deliverables in WP4 will provide an overview of activities done in the pilots. As to measure the impact,
one should first know the inputs «what goes in the pilots» and the activities «what happens in the pilots»,
before assessing the outcome and impacts. The deliverables in WP5 will exclusively report on the outcomes
of three research tracks: D5.2 and D5.3 about the internal and external evaluation track, led by ViLabs; and
D5.4 the behavioural change track, led by iMinds.
The evaluation framework will be built into the pilot operations plan, of which an overall time framework is
given in the conclusion section. A close collaboration will be set up between WP4 and WP5, for which the
following support for the setup of the evaluation framework will be provided:





The collection and analysis of results for measuring user experience and acceptance, and the social
and economic impacts by ViLabs (Chapter 2 and chapter 3)
The collection and analysis of the behaviour change research by iMinds: setup of evaluation
instruments, collection of feedback, analysis and reporting (Chapter 4)
Topic list of possible evaluation questions by WP5 (iMinds) for the internal and external evaluation
track (See Annex I for the living lab methodology, and Annex II for the process evaluation)
Provision of templates by WP5 at the start of each Living Lab test and evaluating cycle (ViLabs and
iMinds) for setting up evaluation tools (such as focus groups, observations, interviews, etc.) by pilot
partners FEEDBACK, HFA and BOROUME
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1.3









Structure of this Document

Chapter 1: This chapter gave an overview of the SavingFood’s evaluation framework with the three
research tracks and responsibilities per partner.
Chapter 2: Chapter 2 explains the Living Lab methodology, and discusses the relevant measures to
examine the usage experience and acceptance of the SavingFood platform and solution. Here, a
mix of qualitative and quantitative methodologies is chosen to collect user feedback. In addition, a
topic list of questions is provided in annex for the practical implementation of the evaluation tools.
Chapter 3: Chapter 3 explains the internal evaluation track. Here, measures were selected to
monitor and evaluate (1) the operational aspects of the pilot implementation and (2) pilot key
performance indicators in terms of ‘hard output’. Here, the self-assessment methodology was
chosen to collect results.
Chapter 4: This chapter discusses the behavioural change track. Here, the behavioural objectives
and target goals are described that the SavingFood project eventually wants to reach. A mixed
method approach was chosen to collect the results.
Chapter 5: Final conclusions and overview of time plan of the three research tracks.

12

2 Evaluating User Experience and Acceptance of the
SavingFood Solution
This chapter discusses the external evaluation track, i.e. the living lab methodology for collecting user
feedback about the usage experience and acceptance of the SavingFood solution.

2.1

The SavingFood platform and central features

Based on the collected requirements of D2.2 and D2.3 through the iteration of co-creation workshops, the
needs and wants of the SavingFood platform were identified.
In the following table, the main features are listed once more with the specific requirement number from
D2.3, together with specific user performance tasks. For the evaluation of the SavingFood platform, users
should thus be able to successfully perform the following actions in terms of “task success”, i.e. the extent
to which users are effectively able to complete a given set of tasks in a user-friendly way. The table is not
an exhaustive list, as it starts from the listed wants and needs of users from the co-creation workshops, and
so the perceived ability to be performed by a user on the platform. The list will be updated once the first
version of the platform is released, and when a concrete scenario task can be described and performed:
Main feature of SavingFood

User performance (task success)

Crowd sourced map
(R18, R34, R35, R36, R37)




Calendar function for events
(R22)

Notification system
(R26)

Feedback module
(R19)








Users should be able to successfully enter data into the
crowdsourcing map
Users should be able to successfully browse data (from different
categories) in the crowdsourcing map
Pilot coordinators should be able to successfully schedule a new
(gleaning or farmer market) event
Volunteers should be able to successfully subscribe and
unsubscribe from an event
All users on the platform should be able to successfully receive
notifications
All users on the platform should be able to successfully edit their
notification settings
Users on the platform should be able to successfully post feedback
after the end of a food redistribution action, or event
Users on the platform should be able to successfully post feedback
either private or public

Rating system (R20)



Users on the platform should be able to successfully give a rating
after a gleaning event, or food saving activity

Quantification report (R27)



Pilot coordinators should be able to successfully manage the details
of the quantification report in the platform
Users on the platform should be able to successfully access and
interpret the data
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Transport and travel function
(R23)




Matchmaking rules (R16)




Volunteers should be able to successfully arrange travel through
car-sharing on the platform
Pilot coordinators should be able to successfully appoint volunteers
or recipients for transport
Pilot coordinators should be able to successfully match donors with
recipients based on several criteria
Pilot coordinators should be able to effectively monitor the
transaction between donors and recipient on the platform

CRM system (R11)



Pilot coordinators should be able to effectively manage the user
details (new and registered users) on the platform

Badges (R21)



Users should be able to successfully receive a badge based on its
activity on the platform (automatically granted by the platform)

Table 1: Features and user performance of the SavingFood platform – identified by D2.2 and D2.3.
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2.2

Definition of usability and user experience indicators

In this section, the measures from both acceptance and usability studies are drawn out for the SavingFood
platform.

2.2.1 User acceptance
To study the user acceptance of technology, a wide range of theories has been developed from different
perspectives (which also influenced each other), such as social psychology, marketing and innovation
management, etc. These theories constitute a framework to examine the relationship between different
determinants to ‘accept or reject’ an innovation.
One of the core theories within these acceptance studies is the Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) theory of
Rogers (Rogers, 2003). Rogers defines diffusion as ‘the process by which an innovation is communicated
through certain channels over time among the members of a social society’ (Rogers, 2003, p. 5-6), and
hereby classifies users according to their speed of uptake as innovators, early adopters, early majority, late
majority and laggards. According to the DOI theory, the rate of diffusion is affected by an innovation’s
relative advantage, complexity, compatibility, trial-ability and observability. In SavingFood, the speed of
uptake will be taken into account by examining the experience of working with new ICT innovations, and
the intention to use the platform.
Next in line, various theories were constructed that tend to take the social context more into account, such
as the Theory of Reasoned Action1 (TRA) (Fishbein, 1980), the well-known Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM) (Davis, 1989), Theory of Planned Behaviour2 (Ajzen, 1991), etc. The following figure depicts the
main determinants for actual system use following the TAM:

Figure 2: Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989).

The TAM is one of the most used models in various domains to predict technology usage. The model’s roots
lie in the TRA, as beliefs (ease of use and usefulness) and attitudes are linked towards behavioural
intention, and so actual usage. Attitude is in turn hypothesized to be dependent on perceived usefulness
and ease of use, which are both assessments of the consequences of using a system to accomplish a task.
The relation between the ‘ease of use’ and intention to adopt is not very clear. Some studies report that
ease of use does not directly influence the intention to adopt such as Davis (1989), while others do report
such a relation (e.g. Warkentin, Gefen, Pavlou, & Rose, 2002).

1

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) suggests that a user’s behavioural intention depends on the person’s attitude
about the behaviour and subjective norms. The model started out as the theory of attitude.
2
The Theory of Planned Behaviour succeeded the TRA and adds the concept of perceived behavioural control, which
originates from self-efficacy theory.
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Davis defines perceived usefulness as ‘the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system
would enhance his or her job performance’ and perceived ease of use as ‘the degree to which a person
believes that using a particular system would be free of effort’ (Davis, 1989, p. 320). Thereby, it’s predicted
that perceived ease of use influences perceived usefulness, because the ‘easier a system is to use, the more
useful it can be’ (Davis, 1989, p. 320).
An extension that has often been made to the model is the influence of ‘external variables’, such as
demographics, personality traits, system characteristics, etc. These are antecedents to or that moderate
the perceived ease of use and usefulness. Furthermore, also in the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of
Technology (UTAUT), which is a comprehensive examination of various models such as TAM and TRA,
demographics such as age, gender and experience play a crucial role in the prediction of behavioural
intention (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003)
To add the prediction of use and social context into our evaluation framework, we selected the following
set of measures from the literature review above:
Study

Measure

Usability/acceptance

Perceived ease of use
Perceived usefulness

(Social) Context

Attitude
Intention
User profile

Table 2: Measures of the Evaluation framework (part I): measures from TAM and UTAUT perspective.

Building upon TAM, the selected measures allow us to hypothesise the following relationship in Saving
Food: the perceived usefulness (H1) and perceived ease of use (H2) of the SavingFood platform will
influence attitude, and so the intention (H3) to use the platform. A direct influence of perceived usefulness
on the intention of use (H4) to use the platform is also hypothesized. Another prediction is that the
perceived ease of use of the SavingFood platform will influence the perceived usefulness (H5). Last, the
user profile is seen as an external variable influencing both perceived usefulness and ease of use (H6) of the
SavingFood platform.
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2.2.2 Integration of user acceptance and user satisfaction
Another approach to look into the user perceptions of technology is from the stance of user satisfaction
(e.g. Bailey & Pearson, 1983). User satisfaction literature relies on the satisfaction of object-based attitudes
towards the system, such as reliability, flexibility, accessibility, etc., and can give actionable feedback (in
terms of opinions, and participatory design feedback) about the design and implementation of the system.
User satisfaction and user acceptance have largely evolved as separate, parallel streams, however, the two
approaches can also be integrated (Wixom & Todd, 2005). The integration of both streams can help to build
a conceptual bridge between design and implementation decisions (i.e. object-based beliefs in user
satisfaction literature) to the prediction of usage (i.e. behavioural beliefs and attitudes in technology
acceptance). Concretely, a set of system or information characteristics can influence the object-based
beliefs and attitudes about the system, and these can shape the behavioural beliefs of usefulness, ease of
use, and ultimately the intention to use the system. Wixom & Todd (2005) proposed a model that
integrates both the perspective of user satisfaction and prediction of usage:

Figure 3: Unifying user acceptance and user satisfaction (Taken from Wixom & Todd, 2005).

On the left side of the Figure, user satisfaction is measured through the system characteristics ‘information
quality’ and ‘system quality’. These system characteristics (or object-based beliefs) shape the information
and system satisfaction (or object-based attitudes). These two object-based attitudes are external
variables shaping the behavioural beliefs, usefulness and ease of use. For instance, satisfaction generated
through the information quality (e.g. accuracy or completeness) of the system will influence the perception
of usefulness. Thus, the higher the satisfaction with the information quality, the more likely one will find
the system useful. Furthermore, the same logic is applied for system quality: the more satisfied one will be
with the system quality (e.g. reliability, flexibility) the more likely one is to find the system easy to use,
which in turn influences the perception of usefulness.
In our evaluation framework, user acceptance and user satisfaction will be unified, by integrating the
following set of measures:
Study

Measure

User satisfaction

Information quality
System quality
User satisfaction – Perceived information satisfaction
User satisfaction – Perceived system satisfaction

Table 3: Measures of the evaluation framework (part II): measures from user satisfaction studies.
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Measure

Attribute and attribute definition

Perceived information
quality






Perceived system quality







Completeness: The degree to which the system provides all
necessary information
Accuracy: The users’ perception that the information is correct
Format: The users’ perception that information is well- presented
Currency: the users’ perception that the information is up-to-date
Reliability: the trustworthiness or dependability of the system
Flexibility: the way the system adapts to changing demands of the
user
Integration: the way the system allows data to be integrated from
various sources
Accessibility: the ease to which users can easily access of the
system anytime, anywhere they want
Timeliness: the degree to which the system offers timely responses
to requests for information or action

Table 4: Attributes of system and information quality (Wixom & Todd, 2005).

These measures can evaluate the overall system quality by users, as well as the quality of information,
either information presented in the crowdsourcing map or in the matchmaking process between donors
and recipients, or events and volunteers.

2.2.3 User performance
In section 2.1, some examples of scenario tasks were given for the main features of the SavingFood
platform to measure user performance. User performance is a strong indicator of the usability of a system,
and will tell you which parts of the system need to be improved. If you know that users (and especially a
greater amount of users) are not able to perform a certain action on the platform, then you know that
users aren’t using the platform well and specific parts have to be redesigned. User performance can be
measured through several performance metrics, in SavingFood we will focus on the following three:





Task success: It measures how effectively users are able to complete a given set of task. This can be
reported through binary success rates (1= success, 0= failure), or levels of success (complete
success, partial success, failure). From the success rates, average scores can be calculated.
Time-on-task: It measures how much time is needed to complete a task
Errors: reflect the mistakes during a task. Errors can be useful in pointing out confusing or
misleading parts of an interface. Errors are not the same as bugs, a bug is an error or a failure in the
software system that prevents it from behaving as pretended. Errors are encountered issues (e.g.
failure in task completion, or a user does not know what to perform next), and a severity rating can
be used for this:
o Low severity rate: Any issue that annoys participants, but does not play a role in task
completion. The user is still able to complete the task
o Medium severity rate: Any issue that was encountered, but did not directly prevent task
completion. It has a greater impact on efficiency and satisfaction.
o High severity rate: Any issue that leads to task failure. Significant impact on efficiency and
satisfaction.
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Figure 4 gives an overview of the constituted evaluation framework with relating hypotheses:

Figure 4: Conceptual framework for measuring user experience and acceptance of the SavingFood platform. (Derived
from Wixom & Todd, 2005)

From the depicted Figure 4, and following the TAM perspective, it is assumed that the perceived usefulness
(H1) and perceived ease of use (H2) of the SavingFood platform will influence attitude, and so the
intention (H3 mediated by attitude) to use the platform. A direct influence of perceived usefulness on the
intention of use (H4) is also hypothesized, following the TAM. Another prediction is that the perceived ease
of use of the SavingFood platform will influence the perceived usefulness (H5). Thereby, it’s predicted that
the perceived ease of use influences the perceived usefulness, because the ‘easier a system is to use, the
more useful it can be’ (Davis, 1989). From the perspective of the UTAUT model, the user profile is seen as
an external variable influencing both perceived usefulness and ease of use (H6). The user profile will keep
the socio-demographics of the user into account, such as gender, age, profession, ICT skills, etc.
From the perspective of the user satisfaction studies the information satisfaction and system satisfaction
are integrated. By doing so, the user satisfaction studies are linking up to the technology acceptance model
following (Wixom & Todd, 2005). Concretely, it means that a set of system or information characteristics
(such as the reliability, accessibility, etc.), representing the overall system and information quality can
influence the satisfaction about the information (H9) and system (H10), and in turn these can shape the
behavioural beliefs of usefulness (H7) and ease use (H8), and ultimately the intention to use the system.
Within this process, another prediction is that the system satisfaction will influence the information
satisfaction (H11). Last, from the perspective of user performance, the perceived system and information
quality will influence the user performance (H12 and H13), as the better the system or information is well
perceived, the better one will complete a scenario task.
Satisfaction with the information produced by the system will influence the perceptions of usefulness, i.e.
the higher the overall satisfaction with the information, the more likely one will find that information useful
in enhancing work performance. Likewise, the more satisfied one is about the system; the more likely one
is to find the system to be easy to use. Consistent with TAM, it is also believed here that the system
satisfaction will influence information satisfaction. Being able to effectively interact with a system is a
precondition to obtain useful information from it.

In summary, the following table gives a specific definition for each measure (See Annex I for a topic list of
questions per measure):
Measure

Definition

Perceived ease of use (PEOU)

The degree to which a person believes that using a particular
system would be free of effort

TAM
(Davis, 1989)

Perceived usefulness (PEU)

The degree to which a person believes that using a particular
system would enhance his or
her job performance

TAM
(Davis, 1989)

Attitude (A)

The degree to which the visualization
tool/system
causes a positive or negative
attitude to its use

TAM
(Davis, 1989)

Intention (I)

The degree to which the system does not undermine the
intention of its use

TAM
(Davis, 1989)

User profile (UI)

Demographics such as age, gender, experience, etc.

Information satisfaction (IS)

Satisfaction
with
the information produced by the
system

System satisfaction (SS)

Satisfaction with the system and
the
mechanics
of
interaction

Information quality (IQ)

The users’ perception about the
quality of information included
in the system (shaped by four
dimensions)
The users’ perception about the
quality the system itself and the
way it delivers information
(shaped by five dimensions)

TAM & UTAUT
(Davis,
1989;
Venkatesh,
Morris, Davis, &
Davis, 2003)
User
satisfaction
studies (Wixom
& Todd, 2005)
User
satisfaction
studies (Wixom
& Todd, 2005)
User
satisfaction
studies (Wixom
& Todd, 2005)
User
satisfaction
studies (Wixom
& Todd, 2005)

System quality (SQ)

User performance

Attributes

The degree to which users can
successfully accomplish a task,
or set of tasks
Table 5: Definition of measures.
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 Completeness
 Accuracy
 Format
 Currency
 Reliability
 Flexibility
 Integration
 Accessibility
 Timeliness
 Time on task
 Errors on task
 Task success

Reference

(Albert & Tullis,
2013)

2.3

Qualitative and Quantitative Evaluation tools

In this chapter some evaluation tools are described that will be used during the Living Lab test and
evaluation cycles, this chapter should be read in parallel with annex 1 that lists examples of questions per
defined evaluation measure.

2.3.1 Qualitative evaluation tools: interviews, focus groups,
testing tasks, and think-aloud protocols.
2.3.1.1

Think-a-loud protocol

A think-a-loud protocol is a method that requires participants to verbalize what they are doing and thinking
as they complete a task, to understand the thought process of a subject as they use the SavingFood
platform (e.g. revealing aspects of an interface that delight, confuse or frustrate). By thinking aloud while
attempting to complete the task, users can explain their method of attempting to complete the task, and
illuminate any difficulties they encounter in the process. The method is commonly used for either low- or
high-fidelity (paper) prototypes, and can be used to evaluate the prototype, or to help identifying new
features. Furthermore, according to Marsh (2007), a think-aloud protocol and on-screen capturing are the
most appropriate data collection techniques for evaluating the usability of visualisations.
A think-aloud session is usually done with one participant and one observer and takes approximately 30 to
45 minutes. The moderator reminds the participant to verbalize what they are thinking as they work
through the task. The focus of the test should be on what is happening, as opposed to why. It is important
that the moderator does not help the participant (exceptions can be made if the user asks for help, or
encounters an error). The moderator sits beside the participant, as this is a one-to-one exercise. Ideally, the
actions on the screen of the participants are (video) captured (e.g. software: Camtasia). Afterwards, some
in-depth questions are asked about the general experience of the users (e.g. what were the main issues you
experienced, what frustrated you, do you have ideas for additional features, …). It is advised to take notes
during the task completion, so that difficulties or remarkable/unexpected events can be discussed
afterwards.

2.3.1.2

Focus groups

The focus group methodology is a form of group interview supported by a facilitator that capitalizes on
communication between participants allowing them to share their impressions of, in this case, the
SavingFood platform. Focus group discussions are moderated group discussions, with approximately 5 to 10
participants. In addition to the facilitator, another researcher participates in the focus group with the
specific aim of recording not only the content of the discussion, but also attitudes and interaction
modalities of the group’s members. The method is used for a qualitative evaluation approach to reveal
opinions, needs and interests of the different stakeholders, though it may suffer from various group
processes (internal power relations, conformity etc…). The discussion with participants usually takes
approximately one hour and collects information about their experiences, expectations and possible
barriers and problems that they might face when using the SavingFood solution. The focus group
discussions will be audio recorded (for which consent will be asked) and preferably transcribed. The
contributions will be codified and thematically analysed. Also, informants may be asked to review,
comment on and check the drafts they contribute to, thereby contributing to the validity.
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2.3.1.3

Semi-structured interviews

Just like the focus groups, the interview method allows us to gain a deeper understanding of meaningful
themes, practices, and relationships from the interviewees’ own perspectives through the collection of
qualitative user-related information. It allows for a richer means to learn about possible impacts, efficiency,
barriers, etc. of each pilot. The set-up for the interviews is similar to that of the focus groups. The
interviews will last approximately one hour. The interviews will be audio recorded and preferably
transcribed. The contributions will be coded and thematically analysed. The interviews will be semistructured and will be conducted following an interview guide. Questions will follow a similar structure and
validation procedure as the other methods used in this project. Pilot leads can also choose to organize
expert interviews, as a quick way to obtain specific information. Experts, for instance in urban planning and
mobility, have high insight into aggregated or specific knowledge. Especially in exploratory phases, for
validating certain processes or strategies, experts can be consulted. It is important to keep in mind that the
gathered knowledge may not be neutral.

2.3.2 Quantitative results through surveys and logs
2.3.2.1

Questionnaires

Questionnaires will be used during the open phase to ask about user experience and acceptance. The
question structure will use in many cases the Likert scale, but questions can also be of an open nature,
ranking of items and so forth. The questionnaire has the advantage of scale, price, cross-sectional, quick
turn-around, and the data can be directly captured and stored using specific software (Qualtrics and SPSS).
This is helpful, as the open phase will deal with a larger group of respondents. There are, however, some
important drawbacks in employing questionnaires such as coverage error, low response rates and
anonymity may be troubling sources of measurement errors. Another issue is non-response error that may
be caused by factors such as the interface or other technical problems of the (survey) software. However,
in conjunction with the data collected by other means informed decisions can be made about e.g. the
reliability of the results. The sample of testers for the four pilots will allow the use of various analysis
techniques – descriptive analysis, cluster analysis for example - to provide a description of the data
gathered and to evaluate the quality and user acceptance of the project as a whole.

2.3.2.2

Logging

The integration of logging mechanisms for the SavingFood platform is under consideration by the technical
partners (See Section 2.3.3) Web analytics will be in place in due course prior to the start of the first closed
cycle. The goal of logs is to track user activities when using the services. Logs are necessary to provide
appropriate insights into authentication, authorization, gaining insights into critical user activity as well as
for debugging and performance monitoring. More precisely, information can be logged based on userdriven events (e.g. ‘User A uploaded dataset X”). These user events can be logged via a set of web services,
adopted or designed specifically for this purpose (and, in addition, by using scenario-type questions in the
questionnaire user behaviour can be tested and validated). The logged information may include response
time, click patterns, evaluate any errors experienced while using the platform etc. It is important that the
logging is gathered and presented in a unified matter, because we are dealing with a distributed
environment and systems (e.g. database server, web server). The second factor is that one must pay
attention not to burden the system with too many logging events, which would increase the processing and
reduce the overall system performance. The log data will be analysed using statistical tools such as
descriptive statistics.
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This is a first draft list of possible logs for monitoring user events on the SavingFood platform. Logs are
necessary to provide the necessary insights in authentication, authorization, gaining insights in critical user
activity as well as for debugging and performance monitoring.
Logging statistics
Total amount of registered users on the SavingFood platform over time
Total amount of registered users for Boroume, HFA, Feedback UK, Feedback Belgium
Total amount of registered users per category: volunteer, donor, recipient, other
Total page views of the crowdsourcing map and clicks
Total page views per awareness raising video and clicks
Top most viewed pages on the SavingFood platform
Average duration session on the platform (registered and not registered with an account)
Total amount of crowd sourced data (food donors, food recipient organisations) entries per month
Total amount of events created
Total amount of food donations matched
Table 6: Logging framework of the SavingFood platform.
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2.4

Planning and milestones

In the following table, an overview is given of three Living Lab test and evaluation cycles and the technical
platform iterations. For each Living Lab cycle, possible evaluation tools and measures are listed, with their
corresponding output. Depending the platform status at the start of each Living Lab cycle, pilot
coordinators and WP5 leads can decide to adjust the evaluation tools and questions to the maturity of the
platform.
It is recommended to follow a gradual approach for testing: the focus of the first two Living Lab cycles
should be on gaining qualitative feedback by doing observations with users through fictitious scenarios and
solving issues or unclear information, to performing food donations and organising events independently in
real-life situations in the last testing cycle. In the last Living Lab cycle, all actors, and this with a large user
base, should be able to perform actions independently on the platform. Since the platform will only be fully
operational by spring next year, the platform will first be extensively tested among internal consortium
partners through fictitious scenarios and with a small group of friendly users (i.e. colleagues or well-known
donors or recipient organisations with whom partners have a good collaborative connection and where
issues are still acceptable to be made).
Living
cycle

Lab Evaluation tool

PERIOD I
01/10/2016 –
8/02/2017
(M10-M13)

User group

Qualitative evaluation Internal
consortium
tool:
testing tasks partners and a limited
with
after-scenario number of friendly users
interview,
observation, etc.

Evaluation
measures

Output

ALL
MEASURES,
with a focus on
system quality and
information quality

D5.1
Pilot
evaluation
report
–
period
1
(M14)

Third platform iteration: March 2017 (M14)
PERIOD II:
01/04/2017–
1/08/2017
(M15-M18)

Mix of qualitative and Internal
quantitative
users
evaluation tools: focus
group with all actors
on
the
platform,
followed by survey –
focus is still on
qualitative input

and

external ALL
MEASURES,
with a focus on
system quality and
information quality

D5.2
Pilot
evaluation
report
–
period
2
(M19)

Fourth platform iteration: September 2017 (M19)
PERIOD III:
31/09/201731/12/2017
(M19-M24)

Mix of qualitative and Internal
quantitative
users
evaluation
tools:
participant
observation, followed
by survey – focus is on
quantitative input

and

external ALL
MEASURES, D5.2
equal focus for all Behaviour
measures
change
analysis and
project
evaluation
(M24)

Table 7: Planning of the Living Lab test and evaluation cycles.
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For these respective three periods, the following milestones were also identified:
Milestones period I
SavingFood platform can be used for fictitious scenarios with internal stakeholders
Internal stakeholders and friendly users discover and use the platform
User performance rates are on average around 50%
User satisfaction scores are around 50%
Table 8: Milestones period I- evaluation of user experience and acceptance of the platform.

Milestones period II
SavingFood platform up and running for each pilot location
Users are able to register and log in on the platform and to use a minimal number of required features
needed for their operations
User performance rates are averagely around 60%
User satisfaction scores are around 60%
Table 9: Milestones period II – evaluation of user experience and acceptance of the platform.

Milestones period III
The SavingFood platform is operational for a large base of users
Users are able to register and log in on the platform and to use any feature they like
User performance rates level up to 70-90%
User satisfaction scores level up to 70-90%
Table 10: Milestones period III: evaluation of user experience and acceptance of the platform.

To define the completion of milestones, the following scale can be used:

Excellent or complete success: 100 - 90% user satisfaction or user performance scores
Good to very good implementation: 90-70% user satisfaction or user performance scores
Fair or moderate: 70-50% user satisfaction or user performance scores
Low or relatively poor: less than 50% user satisfaction or user performance scores
Table 11: Rating scale for user satisfaction and user performance scores.
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3 Evaluating and Monitoring the Successful
Implementation of SavingFood pilots
This chapter discusses the measures and evaluation tools for monitoring and assessing the successful
implementation of the SavingFood pilots. Here, the self-assessment methodology and a monitoring tool are
chosen to measure the impact at pilot level. The social and economic impact will be eventually described
through the logic model.

3.1

Definition of pilot measures

In the SavingFood project, four pilots are working towards the deployment and successful validation of the
solution in their communities. In line with their current activities and future working goals, the pilots
defined the scenarios for which they will use the SavingFood solution, either for general food rescue
activities, farmer markets and/or gleaning, their stakeholders and communities, the region in which they
will operate, and using specific engagement tactics (See D2.5). These chosen food redistribution scenarios
all work towards the common goal in the SavingFood project: empowering communities to take action and
to become part of the SavingFood food waste solution, whilst raising awareness and promoting
collaboration.
To define the measures for a successful implementation at the pilot level, the overall expected impacts at
project level (DoW, part B, p.34) are once more briefly summarized here – as these will be taken as focal
starting point:
1) Economical impact:
 A financial benefit through the saving of operational costs that are related to waste
management activities for food organisations and farmers. Through SavingFood, organisations
and farmers can more effectively donate through welfare organisations and so reduce waste of
food.
 Competitive advantage for donors through SavingFood: attracting new customers and improve
customer satisfaction by adoption a socially responsible attitude towards food waste and
hunger.
 A financial benefit for food banks and food redistribution organisations in general through the
saving of storing and transportation costs (e.g. more effective travel for volunteers, transport
companies offering spare capacities in vehicles).3
 A financial benefit for recipient organisations: the money saved from buying food can be used
for other needs.
 Efficiency in communication: More effective and quick information about food saving events
(e.g. gleaning), more effective communication between donors and recipients, being able to
react quickly to an opportunity to save food

3

This impact is not applicable for Boroume, as there is no storing facility and transport is done by recipient
organisations.
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2) Social impact:
 Empowerment of citizens to take collective action and to become part of the food waste
solution: acting as a ‘human sensor’ in the neighbourhood, or volunteer
 Networks effects: replication power of the social network, creating strong neighbourhood ties,
cultivating the feeling of belonging to a community of action, bringing a long a friend or family
member, creation of a social movement for reducing food waste, engagement of all actors in
the food waste cycle, creating large scale collaborations, etc., These networks effects should
contribute towards a more sustainable society and lifestyle
3) Environmental impact:
 Reducing the environmental impact caused by food waste by saving surplus food that
otherwise would go to landfill.
Besides the project’s objectives, the IA4SI methodological framework for measuring the impact of social
innovation was also investigated (Passani et al., 2016). This methodological framework is a self-assessment
methodology for evaluating projects in the field of social innovation through a mix of qualitative and
quantitative methodologies, and has been validated with other CAPS projects of which the results were
gathered and analysed at the aggregated level. The IA4SI methodology uses eight synthetic indices: four of
them are related to key areas of impact (social impact, economic impact, environmental impact and
political impact), and four are related to attributes of the innovation developed (efficiency, effectiveness,
fairness, sustainability). Each index is composed of a number of dimensions, or sub-indices, and a number
of variables – which might be relevant to include in the methodology for measuring the success at pilot
level for the SavingFood project at the economic and social level. In the following table, a summary is made
of the four main areas of impact and their sub-indices:
Impact area

Sub-categories

Variables

Social impact

Impact
on
community Online community building and empowerment,
building and empowerment
local community building and empowerment,
impact on CAPS community
Impact on information

Access to information, sharing of information,
quality of information, data management policies

Impact on ways of thinking, Individual behaviour, collective behaviour and
values and behaviour
lifestyle
Impact on education and Training provided by the project, promoting
human capital
personal development, education policies, etc.
Impact on
academia

science

and Knowledge production, knowledge sharing, impact
on research processes

Impact on employment

Creation of new job places, changing working
routines
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Impact area

Sub-categories

Variables

Environmental
impact

Greenhouse gasses emissions

Compensation activities, users behavioural change,
users’ awareness, users’ activation

Air pollution
transport

related

Solid waste

to Users’ awareness, users’ activation, users’ concern

Users’ awareness, users’ activation

Sustainable consumption of Users’ awareness, users’ activation
goods and services
Economic impact

Impact on users economic Impact on access to finance, impact
empowerment
entrepreneurship and income generation

on

Economic value generation by Cost-benefit and return on investments, new
the project
market opportunities, new business models,
competitiveness of the project
Impact
on
innovation

Political impacts

ICT

driven Product
innovation,
process
innovation,
organizational innovation, user-driven and open
innovation

Impact on civic and political Impact on citizens/users political awareness, civic
participation
participation, political participation
Impact on
institutions

policies

and Project’s capability to influence policies and
institutions, CAPS users impact on policies and
institutions

Table 12: IA4Si methodological framework: socio-economic impact assessment ((Passani et al., 2016, Chapter 3)

The social, environmental and economic impact areas of IA4SI are the most relevant for the SavingFood
project, since these are also the core areas of the project. The methodology and tools used within IA4SI are
available on their website: http://ia4si.eu/; and will be further investigated through the course of the
project to measure the impact. For now, these key areas are translated into the evaluation strategy by
including the relevant sub-indices or variables as possible evaluation questions in the self-assessment
methodology (See Annex II). During the course of the project, the IA4SI tools will be further investigated to
see if they are applicable to measure the impact on pilot level separately (and not only on project level as a
whole).
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Based on the projects’ objectives and the methodological framework for social innovation of the IA4SI
project, the following two groups of measures were identified to measure a successful implementation of
the pilots:
1) Group 1 - The operational aspects of the pilot implementation: This set of measures is linked with
several objectives of diverse work packages that link up to the eventual outcome of the four pilot
studies:
 Measure 1 - User recruitment strategy: monitoring and evaluating the different recruitment
channels and communication tools that are used to reach the different profiles (citizens,
farmers, donors, recipients, etc.), as well as the progress in amount of users directly involved in
the testing of the platform and awareness raising events (measure 8), and the diversity of
profiles.
 Measure 2 - User engagement strategy: monitoring and evaluating the engagement tactics and
their effectiveness in engaging users in the awareness raising events and other activities.
 Measure 3 - User support and training: monitoring and evaluating the interaction on the
SavingFood platform to see if assistance is necessary through training and support tools (either
online or offline guidance).
 Measure 4 - Implementation of user requirements: monitoring the translation process
between user requirements of pilots and the technical implementation, monitoring additional
user requirements of pilots, monitoring the refinement of user requirements, monitoring the
technical delivery in time with pilots’ awareness raising campaigns, etc.
 Measure 5 – Community effects: Monitoring and evaluating the newly established
collaborations among citizens, donors and recipients, logistic companies, farmers and
recipients, etc., monitoring the geographically regions that are engaged, and see to what extent
there are community effects among the pilot communities in terms of knowledge sharing,
spreading the word, bringing along a friend, signing the SavingFood pledge, etc.
 Measure 6 – Organisational innovation: monitoring and evaluating the effect of introducing a
new technology into the food redistribution organisation, effect on the structuring of activities,
effect on routinized processes, etc.
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2) Group 2 - Pilot key performance indicators: This set of measures refers to the ‘hard’ output of the
pilot implementation in numbers, derived from the overall project’s KPIs:
 Measure 7 - Amount of collected food: The increase in amount of food collected and
redistributed through SavingFood, in relation to the amount of food donated without the
platform.4
 Measure 8 - The participation level of different stakeholders: number of citizens, farmers,
donors and recipient organisations participating in SavingFood, and the percentage of newly
established connections.
 Measure 9 - The amount of events organised through SavingFood: gleaning events, and
general awareness raising events, and other activities.
 Measure 10 - Economic gains for donors: The economic gains for donors in terms of reducing
waste managements costs and revenue loss.
 Measure 11 - Economic gains for intermediaries: The economic gains for gleaning
organisations and food banks in terms of operational costs (transport, travel of volunteers and
storing facilitates)5
 Measure 12 - Economic gains for recipients: The economic gains for recipients in terms of food
expenditures.
In the following tables, some concrete target numbers are listed for measuring the pilot performance. The
first table defines the indicators on project level, the second table on pilot level:
Key performance indicators - Project level

Target goal

Number of users directly involved in the testing of 3500 users
the platform
Number of participants in awareness raising 1000 participants per pilot
events
Number of food donors and welfare organisations Min. 300
engaged through the platform
Number of citizens reached through the 10.000
awareness raising and dissemination activities
Number of individuals and organisations signing 1000
the SavingFood pledge
Amount of food donated through the SavingFood Min. 50% increase
platform in relation to the amount of food
donated without the platform
Table 13: Key performance indicators on project level – (DoW, project objectives – PART B, p.5-8).

4

Boroume measures the collected food in amount of portions (calories), HFA in kgs.
This impact is not applicable for Boroume, as there is no storing facility and transport is done by recipient
organisations.
5
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Boroume pilot targets

HFA pilot targets

Min. 800 participants

Min. 700 participants

Min. 150 donors

Min. 100 donors

Min. 200 recipient organisations

Min. 200 recipient organisations

Min. 10 gleaning days

Min. 10 gleaning days

Feedback UK pilot targets

Feedback Belgium pilot targets

Min. 1500 participants

Min. 200 participants

Min. 50 farmers

Min. 10 farmers

Min. 50 recipient organisations

Min. 10 distributors of harvested surplus food

Min. 15 gleaning days

Min. 7 gleaning days

Min. 4 UK regions (of which 2 not previously /
covered by Gleaning Network UK)
Table 14: Key performance indicators on pilot level (DoW, PART B, p.23-27).

In the following section, the evaluation tools for the process evaluation are described to collect results
about the above-mentioned measures.

31

3.2

Evaluation tools

In the following paragraphs, three evaluation tools are described to monitor and evaluate the pilot
implementation and the effects on its communities.

3.2.1 Process evaluation through self-assessment
Within the SavingFood project, the process evaluation will examine on an on-going basis whether the
current operations at pilot level are satisfactory, or if some corrective actions are needed. This evaluation
will provide information on how to improve the pilot processes as it progresses, and can determine
whether the pilots are proceeding as planned, and are meeting the stated goals and KPIs.
The process evaluation will follow a benchmarking approach – see Figure 5 (Ziaie, Wollersheim & Kremar,
2011). This means that at the end of each Living Lab test and evaluation cycle, a self-assessment exercise
will be set up “to benchmark” the processes among the pilots.
In the first stage, all pilot coordinators will be asked to self-asses their processes from a common set of
practices and elements based on the identified measures in section 3.1. In Annex II, examples of selfassessment questions are included per measure.
From these answers, best practices can be compared and identified among the pilots, which can be
discussed in-group or at consortium meetings. For instance, lessons learned about awareness raising
events, or matchmaking donors and recipient online (versus offline), or help each other out if something is
not going as intended. After each self-assessment, results will be collected and analysed by ViLabs, who will
identify, if necessary, some corrective actions. These corrective actions should lead towards a better
implementation of the pilots’ processes (e.g. a change in approach for recruiting users, or a different
approach for user support and training), and will be evaluated again in the next Living Lab cycle to see if
some operational adjustments have been take into account by the pilot coordinators. At the end of the
project, D5.4 will report on the final outcomes and realized impacts through the collected results of both
the Living Lab methodology and process evaluation.

Selfassessment

Collecting &
analyzing
data

Evaluation

Corrective
actions

Figure 5: The stages of the process evaluation following a benchmarking approach.
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3.2.2 The baseline scenario and monitoring tool
In order to describe and investigate the impact produced by the SavingFood project, it is necessary to have
a description or scenario that describes the situation without the project for the pilot communities. This
can be defined as a baseline scenario, or as a ‘no-investment scenario’.
For assessing the impact of the SavingFood project, a baseline scenario can be found in WP2 (current
scenario specifications). This scenario focused on the food redistribution processes without the SavingFood
solution, and could be further updated with some more ‘hard’ facts, such as number of users before the
start of the project, the usage of pre-existing technological solutions before SavingFood, etc.
Through the usage of a monitoring template with several indicators, the pilot leads could identify a change
of participating in SavingFood. The monitoring tool can be used on a frequent basis during the pilot
implementation (between M10 and M24).
An example of a monitoring template is provided in the table below:
Boroume
P1

P2

HFA
P3

P1

P2

Feedback UK
P3

P1

P2

P3

Feedback Belgium
P1

Number of users
participating in the
testing of the
platform
Number
of
gleaning events
Table 15: Example of a monitoring tool template for following pilots KPIs (for period 1 till 3).
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P2

P3

3.2.3 The logic model
To measure the final social and economic impact in the pilot communities, an input-output-outcomeimpact model will be followed. This is done by mapping the inputs, outputs, the outcomes and the impact
of the SavingFood project, this is also known as the value chain approach or the logic model. This approach
is also used by the IA4SI methodological framework.

Figure 6: The logic model (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2010).

Following Ebrahim & Rangan (2010) and Epstein & McFarlan (2011), the following items will be filled in into
the value chain:









Inputs: These are tangible and intangible investments made in a project, such as funding, expertise,
etc. For measuring the social and economic impact at the level of the SavingFood communities, we
need to look here to for instance the scenario specifications that were written in WP2, the specifics
of the NGO organisations and their operational strengths.
Activities: Activities refer to specific programs or actions that the project has undertaken. In the
case of SavingFood, this refers to the research, development and piloting activities performed.
Outputs: Outputs refer to tangible and intangible products and services that are the result of the
activities. This can refer to observable results such as papers or deliverables, software releases,
developed policy recommendations, etc. In SavingFood, this refers to the SavingFood solution that
will be created, the newly established collaborations in the communities, community expansion,
etc.
Outcomes: Outcomes refer to specific changes in behaviours affected by the delivery of the
services and products created by the project. This refers to short-time effect outcomes produced
by the project, while impact (the next item) refers to long-term effects. In SavingFood, this can
refer to the increase in amount of food collected, increased awareness and knowledge about food
waste, etc. Since the project only runs for two years, there might be an overlap in terms of
outcomes and impacts.
Impacts: Refer to benefits to the communities and society as a whole as a result of the project
outcomes. The impact is long-term or has a long-lasting effect of a specific action in the project. An
impact can be positive or negative. As mentioned, since SavingFood only runs for two years, it will
be investigated if behavioural change in participating in food redistribution processes can be
achieved on a short or medium period.

34

3.3

Planning and milestones

In the following table, an overview is given of each Living Lab cycle with the evaluation tools and measures
for monitoring and evaluating the successful implementation of the SavingFood pilots, with their
corresponding output.
The first internal evaluation exercise will be done in M14, when a first testing and evaluation has finished in
the pilots, the same for the second and the last period – after each living lab testing and evaluation. The
results will be reported in D5.2 and D5.3, with a possible additional update in M24:
Period

Evaluation measures

PERIOD I:

Monitoring and evaluation of 
the operational aspects of
the pilot implementation

Measure 1 to measure 6:
with a focus on user 
recruitment and engagement

March-April 2017

PERIOD II:
August-September
2017

Evaluation tool

Pilot
M14
coordinators of (D5.2)
Definition
of HFA, Boroume
baseline scenario and Feedback
Usage of the
monitoring tool

Check
of
formulated Self-assessment
corrective actions period I
exercise II

Full
end-to-end Check
of
formulated The logic model
evaluation
corrective actions period II
Monitoring and evaluation of
all measures: measure 1 to
measure 12
Table 16: Planning of the internal evaluation track.
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Output

Self-assessment
exercise I

Monitoring and evaluation
of all measures: measure 1
to measure 12

December 2017

Stakeholder
group

Pilot
M19
coordinators of (D5.3)
HFA, Boroume
and Feedback

Pilot
M24
coordinators of (D5.4)
HFA, Boroume
and Feedback

For these respective three periods, the following milestones were also identified:
Milestones period I
SavingFood platform up and running and launch of first pilot period: M14
Baseline scenario established: M14
Self-Assessment Exercise performed (measures 1 to 6): M14
Average 50% implementation scores
Table 17: Milestones period I- evaluation of pilot performance and KPIs.

Milestones period II
Corrective actions checked : M16
Saving Food iterations ready and launched :M16
Self-Assessment exercise performed (measures 1 to 12)
Average 70% of implementation scores
Table 18: Milestones period II – evaluation of pilot performance and KPIs.

Milestones period III
Final Saving Food platform delivered M21
Check of formulated corrective actions M21
Logic model and impact assessment done M24
Average 80 to 90% of implementation scores
Table 19: Milestones period III: evaluation of pilot performance and KPIs.

To define the completion of milestones, the following scale can be used:

Excellent or complete success: 90-100% pilot implementation scores
Good to very good implementation: 90-70% pilot implementation scores
Fair or moderate: 70-50% pilot implementation scores
Low or relatively poor: less than 50% pilot implementation scores
Table 20: Rating scale pilot implementation scores and KPIs.
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4 Evaluating the Behaviour Change Effect in SavingFood
This chapter describes the evaluation methodology for measuring the behavioural change effect in the
SavingFood pilots. The determinants of change at the individual level are identified through literature
review, and the deliverable explains how these determinants will be monitored and evaluated in
SavingFood.

4.1

Models of behaviour: determinants of change

As it will be explained in more detail in D2.5 ‘Engagement and behavioural change strategy’, the
SavingFood’s behavioural change strategy is based on three pillars: behavioural change theories, theories of
change and a framework for behavioural change.
o

o

o

The behaviour change model helps to explain specific behaviours by identifying the underlying
factors that influence them. There are many categories of behaviour change models based on
economic theory, or values, beliefs and attitudes, norms and societal factors.
Theories of change on the contrary explain how behaviour can be changed over time. In other
words, the first bullet describes current behaviour, and this one describes how to change from one
type of behaviour to another one. Theories of change build on models of behaviour to explain how
and when change happens.
Finally, frameworks for change are built around models and theories and provide a practical
approach to designing and implementing interventions (see: Darnton, 2008; Jackson, 2005)

Figure 7: Models of behaviour, theories of change and frameworks for behavioural change (Sweeney, 2009).

In the following paragraphs, several models of behaviour are explained that will be taken into account for
SavingFood (as a combination of theories will be used) as well as two theories of changes. For the
framework for change, we refer to D2.5 that will focus on the DEFRA model – with already an explanation
here of what this models entails.
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4.2

Models of behaviour

4.2.1 Models of behaviour - Information Deficit models
Before diving into socio-psychological models, information deficit models with respect to behaviour are
firstly explained. Information deficit models build on standard economic assumptions of rational choice in
which the role of information in determining behavioural outcomes is highlighted. Rational individuals
absorb information in order to make the ‘right’ decision. Information deficit models therefore state that
information generates knowledge and awareness, influencing and shaping attitudes, which then in turn
result in behaviour. However, while information can be a pre-requisite for certain behaviour and plays a
role in shaping it, the relationship between providing information and generating new behaviour is not
always so strong (Darnton, 2008b). Social psychologists have therefore taken into account other factors
that determine end-behaviour and the relationship between them (see next sections).
The SavingFood pilots will organise awareness raising events and use motivational videos to generate
knowledge and awareness about food surplus redistribution. For the behavioural change strategy, this
means that it should be evaluated whether the awareness raising events and motivational videos have led
to an increase in participation, and a distribution of information, knowledge and so awareness.

4.2.2 Models of behaviour - Socio-psychological models
Most socio-psychological models of individual behaviour are consistent with standard economic theory by
presenting behaviour as a decision making process. Most of these models are also consequentialist,
assuming behaviour to involve planning ahead, based on an outcome expectation. They however go
beyond this by investigating the origin of behavioural preferences. The resulting models thus incorporate a
wider range of influencing factors. At the core, these models present behaviour as the product of
deliberative processes (intention, and expected outcomes). The most used and known is the Theory of
Planned behaviour (Azjen, 1991) and it has also been applied in the domain of pro-social behaviour (charity
donation/volunteering) and various pro-environmental behaviours. However, other models and authors
working point out that this theory does not take into account all factors influencing behaviour or that it
does not always clarify key-concepts that have been proposed.
SavingFood does not aim to develop a new behavioural change model with respect to food redistribution.
To our knowledge, there exists no research yet which has applied behavioural change models to the area of
food surplus redistribution. Moreover, the domain of individual behavioural change models also has its own
debates, tends to be very specific and sometimes has a more general applicability and also empirical
research and their results are often contradictory or very context dependent. Following Darnton (Darnton,
2008), behavioural change models are ideas to work with by highlighting factors that are relevant for
working out a behavioural change campaign and evaluating the drivers behind the behavioural results.
Our review of behavioural change models and empirical research in pro-social and pro-environmental
behaviour that will be presented in more detail in D2.5 ‘Engagement and behavioural change strategy’
teaches us to identify a list of the following initial list of determinants that will be used in order to analyse
the drivers behind the behavioural change of the various actors targeted in SavingFood (volunteers, donors,
charities). These determinants were taken from the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Azjen,1991), Triandis’
Theory of Interpersonal Behaviour (Triandis, 1977), Model of Pro-environmental Behaviour (Kolmuss &
Agyeman, 2002), Value-Norm-Belief Theory (Stern, 1999), Needs-Opportunities-Abilities Theory
(Gatersleben & Vleck, 1998), Norm Activation Theory (Schwartz, 1975), Focused Norm Theory (Cialdini,
1990) , Self-Efficacy Theory (Bandura, 1977) and the Risks as Feelings Model (Loewenstein, 2001).
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Factor

Determinant

Definition

Intention

Intention

Indication of an individual
readiness to perform a behaviour

Attitude

Attitude (Theory
Behaviour)

Behavioural beliefs

Belief about outcomes (Theory of Subjective probability that the
Planned Behaviour)
behaviour will the given outcome

of

Planned The degree to which performing
the activity is valued negatively
or positively

Evaluation of outcomes (Theory of Evaluation of the outcomes of a
Planned Behaviour)
behaviour
Values

Values (Value Belief Norm Theory)

Biospheric values: the concern
for
the
quality
of
the
environment and nature for its
own sake (pro-environment)
Altruistic values: an interest for
the well-being of others (prosocial)
Egoistic values: an interest for
the self (pro-self)

Social Norms

Injunctive norms (Focused Norm The perception what most others
Theory)
approve or disapprove
Moral personal
Activation Theory)

norms

(Norm Feelings of moral obligation to
perform or not perform a certain
behaviour

Descriptive norms (Focused Norm The perception of what most
Theory)
other people do
Agency

Self-efficacy (Self-efficacy Theory)/ An individual perceived ease or
Perceived behavioural control
difficulty in performing the
particular behaviour

Habits

Habits (Triandis)

Situation behaviour sequences
that are or have become
automatic

Past behaviour
Affect

Frequency of certain behaviour in
the past
Affect (Triandis) (Risk as Feelings Emotional response/arousal to a
model)
behaviour
Table 21: Overview of socio-psychological factors.
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4.3

Theories of change

As will be explained in more detail in D2.5, the two theories of change we use as a starting point are
Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation theory (Rogers, 2003) and the Stages of change theory (Prochaska, Di
Clemente, 1992). They allow us to realise that the people that SavingFood will reach might be in different
stages of behaviour and mental states regarding the issue of food surplus redistribution and provide a tool
for segmenting our target audiences in meaningful segments. We use these theories for their conceptual
value of segmenting populations, not for their practical implications per se.
The Stages of Change theory (Prochaska, Di Climente, 1992) proposes a model of six stages by which people
have to pass to change their behaviour: pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and
maintenance. For each of these 5 stages, they identify the characteristics for each stage, a strategy to
measure the stage (a 6-months period), and the actions needed to move from one stage to the other.
Stage
Stage
1:
contemplation

Characteristic

Strategies for change to next stage

Pre- No intention to change behaviour in the Conscious
raising:
foreseeable future (usually 6 months awareness, knowledge
period), no awareness or hardly
Dramatic relief
developed awareness of the problem
Social Liberation

increase

Environmental re-evaluation
Stage 2: Contemplation

People are aware that a problem exists

Self re-evaluation: to realise that
the good behaviour is an integral
Are seriously thinking about overcoming
part of who they are
it
Knowing where you want to go but not
quite ready yet
No commitment yet to take action in the
next 6 months

Stage 3: Preparation

Combines intention and behavioural Self liberation: believing in one’s
criteria
capability to act and to commit
Unsuccessful attempts in the past

Helping relationships: find support

In the process of decision making and Counter conditioning:
intend to take action the next months
Stage 4: Action

Modify behaviour, experiences or Reinforcement
management:
environment to overcome the problem
rewards for positive behaviour;
punishment negative behaviour
Specific overtly modifications in life style
within 6 months
Stimulus control: reminders and
cues
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Stage 5: Maintenance

People work to prevent relapse to Reinforcement
management:
previous stage and consolidate the gains rewards for positive behaviour;
attained during action
punishment negative
Stimulus control: reminders and
cues
Table 22: Prochaska and Di Clemente Stages of Change Theory

Rogers’ Diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 2003) teaches how people pick up and adopt new ideas
and services. He distinguishes between 5 categories of people: innovators, early adopters, early majority,
late majority and laggard segment. It points to the role of ‘opinion leaders’ in spreading a new idea.
Adopter
target

Size

Timing Sequence of Motivation for adoption
adoption

Innovator

2.5%

First

Early
adopter

13.5% Second

Recognition of adoption object’s intrinsic/convenience
value from contact with innovators

Early
majority

34%

Third

Need to imitate/match and deliberateness treat

Late
majority

34%

Fourth

Need to join the bandwagon triggered by the majority
opinion legitimating the adoption object

Laggards

16%

Last

Need to respect tradition

Need for novelty and need to be different

Table 23: Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Theory

The theory is useful for SavingFood as we are presenting a new tool to a large audience as a way to start
saving surplus food. The usability aspects are already covered in section 2 of this deliverable. In this section
we focus on the behavioural implication of the model. In that sense, behavioural change planners use
Rogers’ theory as a way to categorize the audience into 3 segments and to provide the kind of interventions
needed to foster behavioural change:





The “show me” segment consisting of innovators and early adopters: need to get information or
education in order to show the desired behaviour
The “help me” segment consisting of the early majority and late majority: demonstrate some
interest in the behaviour or at least are not opposed to it. They need concrete behavioural
interventions to erase the barriers towards the desired behaviour.
The “make me” segment consisting of the laggards: are not interested at all in the behaviour and
most likely will never, unless someone forces them. Law or other means of enforcement are
appropriate means here.
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Both the Stage of Change and the Diffusion of Innovation theory thus point to identifying segments and can
be combined with the following table as a result.
Stages of Pre-contemplation
change

Contemplation

Preparation to take Action
action

Maintenance

Diffusion

Help Me
(Late majority)

Help me
(early majority)

Show me
(innovators/earl
y adopters)

Make me
(Laggard)

Help me
(early
majority)

Table 24: Segmentation categories of audiences in SavingFood

In the behavioural change strategy of SavingFood, we will use these three categorizations of ‘make me’,
‘show me’ and ‘help me’ in order to position the interventions foreseen. However, before we present these
in relation to the three types, we need to first explain the broad lines of the framework for behavioural
change that we will use in the project.
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4.4

Framework for behavioural change –DEFRA model

Our framework for behavioural change is the 4E-model developed by Defra (Defra, 2008), but added with
insights from the 7E-model (Brambust, 2015) that refines Defra’s 4E-model. The 4E-model was developed
by Defra for pro-environmental behavioural change interventions, but has meanwhile been applied to
other domains, among them food waste prevention actions in the UK (e.g. actions by WRAP on food waste
prevention on community level). In that sense, it has proven its effectiveness for the domain in which
SavingFood wants to be an intervention. The 4E- model revolves around 4 action areas, each consisting of a
package of measures or interventions:





To engage: measures aiming to get people involved
To enable: measures/interventions that provide people with a capacity to act (system-wise and
capacity-wise),
To exemplify: measures/interventions by - to demonstrate shared responsibility
To encourage: measures/interventions providing the right signals by incentivising/disincentivising

By using the 4E’s and make a package of interventions, this model states that it can be a catalysator of
behavioural change by breaking habits and kick-start a change (Defra, 2008). However, this framework does
always explicitly link these interventions to socio-psychological factors identified in psychosocial models of
behavioural change (Darnton, 2008a). The same reasoning applies to the 7E-model. For this reason we take
factors from such socio-psychological models into account in our evaluation.
The 7E-model is based on the 4E-model, but it refines into more concrete intervention areas. The 7E-model
works with three categories to which one or more of the 7E’s belong: to motivate, to support and to
experience (Brambust, 2015, p.65)
-

-

-

Motivate = reinforce motivation towards picking-up the behaviour
o Enthuse: make people enthusiastic by making it personal to them and create expectations
for the desired behaviour and its consequences (internal motivation)
o Encourage: show the potential benefit and reward (external motivation)
o Engage: show the social support; show that a group of people is behind the endeavour and
get people involved (if they can do it, I can do it too) (social motivation)
Support = provide opportunities for choosing and acting the desired behaviour
o Enlighten: provide information, clarification and knowledge on the issue/behaviour
o Exemplify: proof that you mean it by acting as an example and sharing responsibility
o Enable: lower the barriers by making the action possible in an easy, supportive, adaptable
way
Experience: highlight the positive benefit of the desired behaviour
o Experience: let people experience the desired behaviour in a positive way and accentuate
its purpose (wow, I want to experience this again)

Along these 7 E’s, concrete interventions will be deployed, although it is not uncommon that one
intervention can relate to more than one E. D2.5 ‘Engagement and behavioural change strategy’ identifies
the deployment of the 7E interventions and their tools for each of the type of actors in the SavingFood
constellation. We present here for the purposes of this deliverable the overview of the different
interventions and their objectives in relation to the 7E’s.
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Intervention

Role of intervention

Awareness raising events

Enlighten, Enthuse, Engage, Encourage

Motivational videos

Enlighten, Enthuse, Engage

Platform food surplus saving
(matchmaking, volunteering)

functionalities Enable

Badges

Encourage

Pledges/social media icon

Enthuse, Engage

Crowd sourced map

Enable, Engage, Enlighten

SavingFood Ambassador

Engage, Exemplify

Instruction sessions (training)

Enable, Enlighten

Food surplus saving events

Experience

Pictures/reports food saving events & output

Experience, Engage, Encourage

Calculation tool

Experience, Enlighten, Encourage
Table 25: Interventions of SavingFood and their role in 7E framework

As mentioned above, it will be necessary to position on a high level these interventions in relation to the
‘make me’, ‘help me’ and ‘show me’ segment.
As SavingFood has no means to enforce a certain behaviour, we nonetheless will try to reach out to the
‘make me’ segment, given that we are also an awareness raising platform, mainly via information provision
(enlighten).
An important part of our interventions will be targeted towards the ‘help me’ segment as it is here that
Saving Food will find citizens, donors, food recipient organisations that have a potential to change their
behaviour. It is in this segment that most of the barriers to SavingFood desired behaviours will probably be
situated. All the E’s will hence be mobilized here.
The ‘show me’ segment that is already performing food surplus redistributing behaviours (or behaviours
very similar to these) will be reached more with enlightening (providing the knowledge to participate),
enabling (providing the platform), enthusing (make a connection to their present concern/behaviour),
experience (give them or confirm their positive experience of food surplus saving) and exemplify (present
them as examples for others).
Make Me

Help Me

Show me

Enlighten

Enlighten,
Enthuse,
Engage, Enlighten,
Enable,
Encourage, Exemplify, Experience, Experience, Exemplify
Enable
Table 26: The three segments – behavioural change.
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Enthuse,

4.5

Behaviour objectives and target goals

For measuring behavioural change, one needs to know first what the behaviour objectives and target goals
are that need to be influenced, i.e. which specific behaviour do we want to influence, accept, modify,
abandon, reject, switch or continue in SavingFood?
There are three types of objectives in behavioural change campaigns (Lee & Kotler, 2013):






Behaviour objective: what do you want your audience to do? It is recommended to make up a list
of single, doable behaviours and to explain them in simple, clear terms. A prioritization can be
made to know where to spend most effort in the engagement and behavioural change strategy.
Knowledge objective: what do you want your audience to know? These objectives are mostly
related to statistics, facts and other information and skills that the target audience would find
motivating or important.
Belief objective: what do you want your audience to believe or feel? Belief objectives are related to
attitudes, opinions, feelings or values. It might be that a current belief needs to be changed, or that
an important belief is missing.

The overall purpose that we want to achieve with the behavioural change campaign is that a social
movement, with citizens, donors and food recipient organisations (soup kitchens, charities, …), is created to
save food surplus. To achieve this overall objective, specific target goals for the three above-mentioned
levels are identified:
Behavioural change campaign in SavingFood
Behavioural change Creating a social movement to save food surplus
campaign purpose
Focus
Creating synergies in communities among citizens, donors and food recipients
organisations through the SavingFood redistribution processes
Behavioural change
objectives:
Behaviour objective Consumers: Volunteer effort in SavingFood
Food donors: Linking up with the SavingFood community, and donate surplus food
Food recipient organisations: Linking up with the SavingFood community, and
request needed food via the platform
Knowledge objective Consumers: To have access to information about how to save food and avoid waste,
and how an individual can contribute to the process
Food donors: To gain access to information about how to save food, the benefits of
avoiding food waste, understanding the environmental impact of food waste
Food recipient organisations: to gain information on where to find the food they are
looking for; to know how to recruit volunteers for pick-up, to know how to make a
match with a donor, to gain information
Belief objective
Consumers: Increasing belief of self-efficacy in food waste reduction, increasing
awareness about food waste
Food donors: To believe in food surplus management practices and the power of
communities
Food recipient organisations: to believe in the food surplus management practices
and the power of communities
Target goals
Increase in synergies and rate of acceptance and participation among pilot
communities to reduce food waste (citizens: +20%, donors: +40%, recipients: +50%)
Table 27:The behavioural change campaign in SavingFood: purpose, focus and objectives.
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The behaviour objective is the primary focus in SavingFood, the knowledge and belief objective are
secondary, but nevertheless strongly related to the behaviour objective.
At this point in time, the above-mentioned objectives and goals should be considered as ‘draft behaviour
objectives and target goals’. The stated objectives and goals in the above table should in first instance be
validated by the pilot coordinators, and in the second place by the target audiences in these pilots. It is
possible that the stated objectives and goals need to be revised, as some might be not realistic, clear, or
appropriate. It might also be that over time, when e.g. the target audience is using the SavingFood
platform, they show a difference in attitude and that a new belief objective needs to be addressed. Since
these stated objectives and goals in the behavioural change campaign are the foundation of the evaluation,
it is crucial that the goals are updated along with the engagement and behavioural change strategy (D2.5:
M10, D2.6: M24).
An initial validation of the above-stated objectives and goals was done during the consortium meeting in
October 2016 (2-3/10/2016 in Southampton),a second iteration will be done through workshop with the
pilots in the next upcoming months before the testing starts.

4.6

Behavioural objectives

During the further delineation of the behaviour change campaign purpose and objectives, one must keep
the following elements into account for describing the behavioural change objectives and target goals (Lee
& Kotler, 2013):





Impact: To what extent will the specific behaviour make a relative difference in the overall purpose
of the behavioural change campaign?
Willingness: Has the target audience heard about food waste before? Has the target audience
participated in former food saving practices? How interested is the target audience in reducing
food waste through the collaborative power of the SavingFood platform?
Measurability: The defined behavioural change objectives and target goals should be measureable,
meaning that you need to be able to observe, record or self-report the behaviour.

The following list of single, doable behaviours was drafted to support the behavioural objectives. A division
is being made between “basic behaviour”, “medium behaviour” and “advanced behaviour”, with the
“advanced behaviour representing the most developed behaviour over time. As such, citizens or food
organisations can enter the SavingFood project from a minimum or basic level of awareness about food
waste, and enter the SavingFood behavioural change campaign with a “basic behaviour” that might change
over time through the chosen interventions approached (in 2.5) to an “advanced behaviour”.
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The following lists were validated with consortium partners, and will be validated in a next stage with the
target audiences, the list is specified for citizens and food organisations (donors, welfare organisations and
others) and split up for the behavioural, knowledge and belief objectives. A staged-approach is also taken
into account starting from a basic (make me) towards an advanced behaviour (show me). If there are
differences between the pilots partners HFA, Boroume and Feedback, then these are highlighted below the
table as not all organisations have the same food redistribution scenario:
Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens– behavioural objectives
Citizens

Basic behaviour (Make me)

Surf to the SavingFood website and visit pages
Watch an awareness raising video on the
SavingFood website
Follow SavingFood on a social media account
(of the local organisation, or project)

Medium behaviour
me)

(Help Register to the SavingFood website
Act as a ‘human sensor’: enter data in the
crowdsourcing map (e.g. suggest a donor, or
recipient in the neighbourhood)

Advanced behaviour (Show Participating in an awareness raising event
me)
(such as disco soups)
Volunteer effort: participate to a gleaning
event or farmer market event
Volunteer effort: participate in food donations
between donors, recipients, etc.
Bringing along a friend / new volunteer in
SavingFood
Obtaining a badge on the SavingFood platform
as a volunteer
Signing the SavingFood pledge as a volunteer
Table 28: Definition of single, doable behaviours for the behavioural objective
in the behavioural change campaign for citizens.

Participating in awareness raising events was perceived as advanced behaviour by HFA and Boroume, while
for Feedback this was perceived as medium behaviour. Furhtermore, Feedback also perceived the ‘humans
as sensors’ approach as advanced behaviour and the ‘obtaining of badges’ as medium behaviour.
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations –
behavioural objectives
Food organisations
(donors/charities/farm
ers/others)

Basic (Make me)

Surf to the SavingFood website
Watch an awareness raising video on the SavingFood
website
Follow SavingFood on social media account (of the local
organisation, or project)

Medium
behaviour (Help
me)

Register to the SavingFood website
Having a first contact with the SavingFood pilot partner
for information
Discovering the food waste calculator tool on the
SavingFood website
Checking the support material of how to use the
SavingFood platform
Make a profile on the SavingFood website and test
functionalities

Advanced
Participated in a matchmaking: online bridge between
behaviour (Make donor and recipient, and the food redistribution
me)
organisation
Following a training course of how to use the
SavingFood platform
Using the food waste calculator tool in the SavingFood
website
Obtaining a badge on the SavingFood platform
Signing the SavingFood pledge as an organisation
Organise or co-organise a SavingFood awareness raising
event (such as disco soups)
Table 29: Definition of single, doable behaviours for the behavioural objective
in the behavioural change campaign for food organisations.

Boroume perceives the ‘signing of the pledge’ as medium behaviour, as well as the participation in
matchmaking.
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4.7

Knowledge objectives

Before the target audience in the SavingFood pilot communities are willing, sometimes even able to act,
some knowledge (information or facts) needs to be made available. This information needs to be made
available to make up their mind that the effort (cost) is worth the gain (benefit) of participating in
SavingFood. Also here, a difference is being made between “basic”, “medium”, and “advanced”,
representing the basis or full knowledge range about SavingFood and knowing how to help in the social
movement of saving food surplus. The knowledge objectives are related to the behavioural objectives, from
the reasoning that basic knowledge is equal to what you start to learn, medium is what you learn by first
time and advanced is what you learn as a frequent user.
The following list of information/facts was drafted to support the knowledge objectives. This list will need
be further validated with consortium partners and the target audience:
Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens –
Knowledge objectives
Citizens

Basic knowledge (Make me)

Information about the objective of SavingFood
project
Information about food waste and food surplus
rescue in general

Medium knowledge (Help me)

Information on how to participate In
SavingFood (e.g. how to participate in a
gleaning or farmer market event, how to
volunteer as a driver, etc.)
Looking into the list of recipients, donors and
farmers in the neighbourhood – and so
knowing other actors on the platform
The quantification report: the amount of food
that is collected through SavingFood

Advanced knowledge (Show me)

Detailed information about the benefits of
saving food (e.g. helping people in need)
Statistics on food waste globally / locally

Table 30: Definition of knowledge objectives for the behavioural change campaign for citizens.
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations –
Knowledge objectives
Food
organisations
(donors/charities/
farmers/others)

Basic knowledge (Make me)

Information about food waste and food surplus in
general
Information about objectives of SavingFood project

Medium knowledge (Help Information on how to join the SavingFood
me)
community (e.g. register with a single account for
multiple users/branches of your store)
Information about the non-automatic matchmaking
on the SavingFood platform (e.g. criteria, support in
case of help, quality control, etc.)
Information about the practical, legal, logistical
aspects of donating food surplus
The quantification report: the amount of food that is
collected through SavingFood
Advanced knowledge (Show Statistics on food waste globally / locally
me)
Statistics on benefits of saving food (e.g. the amount
of money you will save) – through the usage of the
food calculator
Detailed knowledge about the benefits of saving food
Table 31: Table Definition of knowledge objectives for the behavioural change campaign for food organisations.
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4.8

Belief objectives

The following list of attitudes and beliefs was drafted to support the belief objectives. Also here, a
difference is being made between “basic”, “medium”, and “advanced”, representing the basis or full belief
when participating in the social movement of SavingFood. The belief objectives are related to the
behavioural objectives, from the reasoning that basic belief is equal to not yet participating or considering
it, medium is what you belief for first time and advanced is what you belief as a frequent user.
This list will need be further validated with consortium partners and the target audience:
Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens –
Belief objectives
Citizens

Basic (Make me)

Having a positive attitude towards SavingFood project
Having a positive opinion towards SavingFood project
Having a positive feeling towards SavingFood project

Medium (Help me)

Having a positive attitude towards participants of Saving
Food events
The belief that the behaviour of participants of
SavingFood will make a difference
The belief that the participants of SavingFood will
personally experience the benefits from participating in
SavingFood (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased
amount of beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers,
increased amount of collected food)
The belief that participants of Saving Food are able to
successfully participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality control,
logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.)
The belief that they are able to successfully participate in
SavingFood events (e.g. quality control, logistics, nonautomatic matchmaking, etc.)
Have positive feelings towards participants of SavingFood
Having a positive attitude towards their participation in
Saving Food events
Have the belief that SavingFood participants are turning
food surplus saving into a habit
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens –
Belief objectives
Citizens

Advanced (Show me)

The belief that the cost over time of participating in
SavingFood events will be worth it (e.g. hours of volunteer
effort)
The belief that their behaviour of participating in
SavingFood events will make a difference
Have the beliefs that participants of SavingFood are
responding to pro-social and pro-environmental values
The belief that they will personally experience the
benefits from participating in SavingFood events (e.g.
efficiency, cost savings, increased amount of
beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers, increased
amount of collected food)
The belief that they are able to successfully participate in
SavingFood events (e.g. quality control, logistics, nonautomatic matchmaking, etc.)
The belief that in participating in SavingFood they are
establishing a new social norm
Have positive feelings towards their participation in
SavingFood
Have the belief that their participation in SavingFood has
become a habit
Have the belief that their participation in SavingFood
responds to pro-social and pro-environmental values

Table 32: Definition of belief objectives for the behavioural change campaign for citizens.
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations –
Belief objectives
Food organisations
(donors/charities/fa
rmers/others)

Basic (Make Me)

Having a positive attitude towards SavingFood project
Having a positive opinion towards SavingFood project
Having a positive feeling towards SavingFood project

Medium (Help me)

Having a positive attitude towards participants of Saving
Food events
The belief that the behaviour of participants of
SavingFood will make a difference (people in need,
environment, economic)
The belief that the participants of SavingFood will
personally experience the benefits from participating in
SavingFood (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased
amount of beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers,
increased amount of collected food)
The belief that participants of Saving Food are able to
successfully participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality
control, logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.)
The belief that participants
establishing a new social norm

of

SavingFood

are

Have positive feelings towards participants of
SavingFood and not being perceived negatively by others
(e.g. staying anonymous on the platform, one to one
ratings, etc…)
Have the beliefs that participants of SavingFood are
responding to pro-social and pro-environmental values
Have the belief that SavingFood participants are turning
food surplus saving into a habit
Have the belief that participants of saving food are not
having negative consequences
Advanced (Show me)

Having a positive attitude towards participating in Saving
Food events
The belief that participating in f SavingFood will make a
difference (people in need, environmental, economic)
The belief that they will personally experience the
benefits from participating in SavingFood (e.g. efficiency,
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cost
savings,
increased
amount
of
beneficiaries/increased amount of volunteers/increased
amount of collected food)
The belief that one can participate successfully in
SavingFood (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-automatic
matchmaking etc…)
The belief that one is contributing to a new social norm
The belief that the cost over time of participating in
SavingFood will be worth it (e.g. online versus offline
modus operandi)
The belief that they will not be viewed negatively by
others by participating in SavingFood (e.g. staying
anonymous on the platform, one to one feedback and
ratings, etc.)
The belief that there will be minimal negative
consequences of participating in SavingFood
The belief that participating in SavingFood will become a
habit
The belief that SavingFood is appealing to their pro-social
and pro-environmental values
Table 33: List of attitudes for the belief objectives in the behavioural change campaign – food organisations.

Annex III provides a template for evaluation of these three objectives with users of the SavingFood project
and the wider community of citizens/food organisations.
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4.9

Behavioural change observable indicators

This section details results of observable output of the behavioural change campaign via the SavingFood
platform. A part of these measures have been already been mentioned in section of this deliverable
investigating user experience and acceptance of the platform and its functionalities, but here these
collected results will be analysed from the behavioural change perspective. Of course, the main lessons of
the former will also be taken into consideration when interpreting the results of the behavioural change
strategy and campaign as we can suspect that the platform user experience and acceptance will influence
the uptake of the tool on which SavingFood’s behavioural campaign depends as well.

4.9.1 Awareness raising events
Awareness raising events - Indicators

-

o Number of events organised in pilot
- Total number of persons registering for the events
- Total number of person participating at the events
- Total of new visitors to the events (so non-recurrent)
- Total of new visitors to the events (recurrent)
Number of people signing up as a new volunteer/donor/charity

4.9.2 Motivational videos
SavingFood’s motivational videos - Indicators

-

- The total number of views of the 8 videos
The total number of views for each of the videos
- Number of shares of videos
- Number of reactions to videos
- - The total number of views of the 8 videos

4.9.3 Platform visits and usage
There are two types of platform interactions:
-

Visits: exploring and consulting the SavingFood platform to find out more information about the
project, the pilots or the issue of food surplus redistribution
Usage: concretely using the platform for registering as an actor in the food surplus saving,
participating in events, providing data for the crowd sourced maps etc…
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Platform visits

Indicator
Number of unique visitors to the platform
- Country of origins of the visitors
- Average length of visit of the website (registered
and non-registered users)
- Most popular pages, number of visits, average
length
- Number of page views on crowdsourced map
- Number of events consulted/viewed
Table 34Observarable behaviour change indiciators: platform visits.

Platform usage
Registration

Indicators
Total number of registered users on the saving food
platform
Number of registered users pro pilot
Number of registrations started but not finished on
the saving food platform (total/pilot)
Number of new donors registered via the platform
(total/pilot)
Number of new charities registered via the platform
(total/pilot)
Number of volunteers registered on the platform
(total/pilot)

Crowd sourced map

Indicators
Number of entries in the crowdsourced map
(total/pilot)
Number of qualitative entries (total/pilot)
Number of times feedback is processed to
crowdsourcers (total/pilot)
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Platform usage
Platform usage

Indicators
Number of food surplus matching made (total/pilot)
Number of food surplus transactions successfully
realised (total/pilot)

Pledges/social media profile token

Indicator
Number of social
(total/pilot/actor)

media

profile

Number
of
pledges/commitments
(total/pilot/actor)
Events creation and participation

tokens

signed

Indicators
Number of events created via the platform
(total/pilot)
Number of registrations for the events via the
platform (total/pilot)
Number
of participants
(total/platform)

of

the

events

Amount of food surplus saved (total/pilot)
Number of pictures uploaded (total/pilot)
Number and type of badges awarded by the
platform (total/pilot/actor)
Amount of food surplus saved

Indicators
Amount of food surplus saved (total/pilot)
Type of food surplus saved (total/pilot)
Economic and environmental gain (calculation tool)

Table 35Observable behaviour change indiciators – platform usgae.
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4.10

Monitoring and evaluating the behavioural change

This chapter describes how the behavioural change will be measured through some chosen evaluation
tools, following a mixed-method approach, prior-, during and post the behavioural change campaign.

4.10.1 Mixed method approach
To analyse the behavioural change effect in SavingFood, a mixed method approach was chosen.
A mixed method approach means that a combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies will be
used, and the approach is ideal for validating and exploring research questions (such as in behaviour
change). In a mixed method approach, either the quantitative or qualitative part can have a higher weight,
or an equal weight. In any way, the sequence and priority of quantitative and qualitative tools are
determined, and it is decided in beforehand which evaluation tools will work exploratory or explanatory
(Creswell & Clark, 2007).
Surveys are increasingly used to obtain data on behaviour change research. Surveys can be set up in a
variety of ways, through telephone, electronic, etc., but in general rely on the self-reporting data of change
in behaviour. The usage of surveys has several drawbacks: the social desirability bias, lack of correlation
between the behaviour pre and post, the memory effect of the survey method, and the rebound effect (a
change in behaviour is countered by a change in other behaviours).
The quantitative results can be further contextualised through qualitative evaluation methodologies. The
qualitative information will prove a way to provide more in-depth feedback about barriers, motivations,
feedback for further platform adaptation or design, unintended consequences, etc.
In SavingFood, the usage of surveys is key in the evaluation of the behaviour change, with additional focus
groups and interviews to gain in-depth results about the statistical results. The usage of surveys will be
implemented following an experimental pretest-posttest design. A pretest-posttest design is ideal to
compare participants groups in SavingFood, and to measure the degree of change as a result of the
behaviour change campaign. In this design, two groups are used, one group is given the ‘treatment’ (or
here, will participate in SavingFood and in the awareness and engagement activities), and another group
receives no treatment (or here, a particular group in SavingFood that will not participate in the awareness
and engagement activities). Statistical analysis (through the usage of t-tests) can determine if there is a
significant effect in filling in the questionnaire. For this purpose, the questionnaire will be intentionally kept
short, with a maximum of 15 items to fill in.

Table 36Experimental design (retrieved from: http://www.southalabama.edu/coe/bset/johnson/lectures/lec9.htm).

58

During the Living Lab test and evaluation cycles, it is opted to let participants fill in the questionnaire
min.times, to maximum 3 times. Participants are required to fill in the questionnaire upon registration (i.e.
before the intervention), and after a certain usage event on the SavingFood platform or specific
participation in the awareness raising events of SavingFood (i.e. after the intervention). One additional
questionnaire will be send out as a long-term follow up.
There are certain drawbacks of using this experimental approach. One difficulty is the validity of the profile
of the selected participants for the experimental group and the control group. For the research purposes of
D2.5 “Engagement and behavioural change strategy”, a first survey was released that measures the
awareness, knowledge and current behaviour of respondents. When splitting up the participants, or when
releasing the post-intervention survey, one must assure that the initial profile of the survey of D2.5 is on
average comparable on measures as ‘awareness’, ‘knowledge’ and ‘behaviour’.
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4.11

Planning and milestones

In the following table, an overview is given of three Living Lab test and evaluation cycles along which the
behavioural change campaign will run. For each Living Lab cycle the evaluation tools and measures are
listed, with their corresponding output. The behavioural campaign will start in M14 as then the first version
ready for deployment in the pilots will be ready.
It is recommended to follow a gradual approach for running the campaign: the focus of the first two Living
Lab cycles should be on testing the campaign and identify its achievements and shortcomings. Therefore in
Month 20 an update of the behavioural change campaign is foreseen in order to have a reliable campaign
for the final phase of the project (period III):
Period

Evaluation measures

Evaluation tool

Stakeholder
group

PERIOD I:

Monitoring the knowledge,
behaviour
and
belief
objectives
Monitoring
the
direct
observable behaviour and
output
Monitoring the interventions

Control group
Self-report surveys
Qualitative
interviews
Logging

Pilot
M14 (D5.2)
coordinators of
HFA, Boroume
and Feedback

Adaptative and corrective
actions if needed
Monitoring the knowledge,
behaviour
and
belief
objectives
Monitoring
the
interventions
Monitoring
the
direct
observable behaviour and
output

Control group
Self-report surveys
Qualitative
interviews
Logging

Pilot
coordinators of
HFA, Boroume
and Feedback +
communities

Full
end-to-end Behavioural change strategy
evaluation
update implemented
Monitoring and evaluating
the knowledge, behaviour
December 2017
and belief objectives
Monitoring and evaluating
the interventions

Control group
Self-report surveys
Qualitative
interviews
Logging

Pilot
M24 (D5.4)
coordinators of
HFA, Boroume
and Feedback +
communities

January/February
2017

PERIOD II:
June/July 2017
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Output

M19 (D5.3)
M20
Update
behavioural
change
strategy
(D2.6)

For these respective three periods, the following milestones were also identified:
Milestones period I
SavingFood behavioural change campaign launched: M13
Monitoring of campaign undertaken (monitoring knowledge, behaviour and belief objective, direct
observable behaviour, interventions): M14
Success score: moderate implementation
Table 37: Milestones period I- behavioural change campaign.

Milestones period II
Saving Food behavioural change campaign launched and adapted if needed: M17
Monitoring & updated behaviour change strategy (M19-20)
Success score: good to very good implementation
Table 38: Milestones period II – behavioural change campaign

Milestones period III
Final behavioural change campaign launched: M21
Evaluation of total campaign and identification of drivers of behavioural change M24
Success score: very good implementation score
Table 39: Milestones period III: behavioural change campaign

To define the completion of milestones, the following scale can be used:

Excellent or complete success: minimum 80% of population changed behaviour
Good to very good implementation: between 60% and 80% of population changed behaviour
Fair or moderate: between 40% and 60% of population did change behaviour
Low or relatively poor: less than 40% of population did not change behaviour
Table 40: Rating scale for behaviour change.
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5 Conclusion: Overview of Evaluation Tools, Timing and
Measures
This deliverable presented the evaluation methodology for the SavingFood project with three evaluation
tracks which are summarized in the following table:
Living Lab cycle

PERIOD I
01/10/2016 –
8/02/2017
(M10-M13)

PERIOD II:
01/04/2017–
1/08/2017
(M15-M18)

Living Lab Methodology

Internal
evaluation
methodology
Qualitative
evaluation Self-assessment
instruments: testing tasks exercise I
with
after-scenario
interview,
observation, Definition
of
interviews, etc. with mostly baseline
internal consortium partners scenario
and friendly users
Monitoring tool
THIRD PLATFORM ITERATION
Mix of qualitative and
quantitative
evaluation
tools: focus group with all
actors on the platform,
followed by survey – focus is
still on qualitative input ;
with internal and external
users

Behavioural
change analysis

Output

Behaviour
D5.1
Pilot
change
evaluation
questionnaire at report – period
registration
1 (M14)

Self-assessment
exercise II

Behaviour
change
questionnaire
Update of the after post-event
monitoring tool

D5.2
Pilot
evaluation
report – period
2 (M19)

Checking
the
formulated
corrective
actions
FOURTH PLATFORM ITERATION

PERIOD III:
31/09/201731/12/2017
(M19-M24)

Mix of qualitative and Logic
model: Behaviour
quantitative
evaluation end evaluation change
tools:
participant of impact
questionnaire
observation, followed by
after post-event
survey – focus is on
quantitative input; with
Analysis
of
internal and external users
control group

D5.2 Behaviour
change analysis
and
project
evaluation
(M24)

For each evaluation track, a literature research was conducted to identify the relevant measures, with
accompanying evaluations tools, planning and definition of milestones. Starting from January 2017, the
pilot implementation and this evaluation framework will start to enrol. Following the living lab
methodology, first, an internal testing will occur with consortium partners, followed with a limited amount
of friendly users and then scaling up towards a large user base. Depending the status of the platform, it will
be necessary to be flexible in the implementation of the evaluation tools and the types of questions that
can be asked. WP5 and WP4 will also need to take the behaviour change into account, and realize that
there might be a correlation between the user satisfaction and perceived usability of the platform, the
intention to use it, the motivation to participate and the eventual behaviour objectives that can be
reached. The SavingFood platform will only be tested and evaluated for one year, so the usage of the

motivational tools (such as the cost calculation tool, the videos, and the awareness raising campaigns) will
also be essential in establishing behaviour change. For more information about the behaviour change
campaign, we refer to D2.5 – that will present the first baseline scenario of awareness, knowledge and
attitudes of current and new volunteers and also of food organisations in the pilots through a conducted
questionnaire and interviews in summer 2016. Based on those results, engagement tactics will be defined
that will be plotted on the different segments that were identified in this deliverable: show me, help me,
make me. After each living lab test and evaluation cycle, the behaviour change analysis will do an exercise
to see if a change has occurred (post-event), in a quantitative and qualitative way.
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Annex I: Template – Topic lists of questions for capturing user feedback
Measure

Items

Perceived ease of use

The SavingFood platform is easy to use
The SavingFood platform is simple to use
The SavingFood platform is user friendly
I can use the SavingFood platform without instructions
Using the SavingFood platform is effortless
The SavingFood platform needs more introductory explanations
Learning to find my way around the SavingFood platform is a problem
Using the SavingFood platform for the first time is easy

Measure
Perceived
(PEU)

Items
usefulness The SavingFood platform helps me to be more effective in matching donors
and recipients
The SavingFood platform is productive in finding volunteers, donors or
recipients
The SavingFood platform and related functionalities are useful for
matchmaking / organising events
Matching donors with recipients / finding volunteers saves me time when I
use the SavingFood platform
The SavingFood platform does everything I would expect it to do
The SavingFood platform makes the things I want to accomplish easier

Measure

Items

Attitude (A)

Using the SavingFood platform is very enjoyable
Overall, using the SavingFood platform is a pleasant experience
My attitude toward using the SavingFood platform is very favourable
I have fun using the SavingFood platform
I would recommend the SavingFood platform to others
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Measure

Item

Intention (I)

I intend to use the SavingFood platform as a routine part of my job
I intend to use the SavingFood platform at every opportunity
How often did you use the SavingFood platform during the past testing cycle?
I would like to use the SavingFood platform on an on-going basis

Measure

Items

User profile (UI)

Gender
Age (categories or birth year)
Education level (or discipline)
Job sector
Profession
Country of residence

Measure
Information
(IS)

Items
satisfaction

How satisfied are you about the completeness of the data in the
crowdsourcing map / event / food donation?
How satisfied are you about the accuracy of the data in the crowdsourcing
map / event / food donation?
How satisfied are you about the format of the data in the crowdsourcing map
/ event / food donation?
How satisfied are you about the currency (up to date) of the data in the
crowdsourcing map / event / food donation?
Overall,
I
would
give
the
information
donation/crowdsourcing map a high mark

from

event/food

Overall,
I
would
give
the
information
from
donation/crowdsourcing map a high rating in terms of quality

event/food
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Measure

Items

System satisfaction (SS)

How satisfied are you about the reliability of the system?
How satisfied are you about the flexibility of the system?
How satisfied are you about the ease of integration of the system?
How satisfied are you about the accessibility of the system?
How satisfied are you about the timeliness (response time) of the system?
All things considered, I am very satisfied with the SavingFood platform

Measure

Attribute

Information quality Completeness
(IQ)

Items (likert scales)




Format





Accuracy





Currency




The event provides me with a complete set of
information
The event/food donation produces comprehensive
information
The event/food donation provides me with all the
information I need
The information provided by the event/food
donation/crowdsourcing map is well formatted
The information provided by the event/food
donation/crowdsourcing map is laid out
provided by the event/food donation/crowdsourcing
map is clearly presented on the screen
The event/food donation/crowdsourcing map produces
correct information
There are a few errors in the information I obtain from
the event/food donation/crowdsourcing map
The information provided by the event/food
donation/crowdsourcing map is accurate
The event/food donation/crowdsourcing map is up to
date
The event/food donation/crowdsourcing map is always
up to date
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Measure

Attribute

Items

System quality (SQ)

Reliability





The SavingFood platform operates reliably
The SavingFood platform is stable
The operation of the SavingFood platform
dependable




The SavingFood platform is easy to access
I can easily access the SavingFood platform from my
mobile phone
The SavingFood platform makes the information easy
to access

Accessibility



Flexibility





Integration




Timeliness





is

The SavingFood platform can be easily adapted to meet
new needs of food redistribution organisations
The SavingFood platform can easily adjust to new
demands or conditions
The SavingFood platform is versatile in addressing
needs as they arise
The SavingFood platform easily integrates data from
different food redistribution organisations
The SavingFood platform effectively stores data from
different food redistribution organisations
It takes too long for the SavingFood platform to
response to my actions
The SavingFood platform provides information in a
timely fashion
The SavingFood platform returns answers to my
requests quickly
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Annex II: Template – Topic list for self-assessment exercises
Pilot measure

Example of questions

Self-assessment questions for measure 1 – user Q1: What is the division between the amount of
recruitment strategy
recruited user and number of eventually
participating users in the past living lab cycle?
Q2: Do you expect that the testers of the past living
lab cycle will also participate in the next one?
Q3: Please clarify the reasons for which you think
that users will (not) participate in the upcoming
activities?
Q4: Which means did you use to recruit your target
users?
Q5: Which types of user profiles were addressed to
participate in the past living lab cycle?
Q6: Please give a specific description of the average
participated user in the past living lab cycle?
Q7: Which network did you address to recruit your
users?
Q8 (rating scale): I cancelled one or more testing
activities in the past living lab cycle because of too
little participants
Q9 (rating scale): I sent out more reminders on
average to motivate the users
Q10 (rating scale): I invited people without the right
profile to reach the requirement amount of
participants
Q11 (rating scale): I did not have any problems at all
to recruit users for the living lab experiments
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Pilot measure

Example of questions

Self-assessment questions for measure 2 – user Q1 (rating scale): The user in my pilot made
engagement strategy
intensively use of the SavingFood platform in the
past testing cycle
Q2 (rating scale): The SavingFood platform plays a
crucial role now in the connection of actors in my
pilot
Q3 (rating scale): I can see that there is a lot of
interaction between users of my pilot on the
SavingFood platform
Q4 (rating scale): I can see that actors in my network
are more closely connected through the SavingFood
platform
Q5: In your opinion, what is the main motivation
currently for users to subscribe to the SavingFood
platform?
Q6: In your opinion, what are the main barriers or
motivators right now to join the SavingFood
community?
Q7: Did you reward (in any kind of way) the users
for their contributions in the evaluation activities of
the project?
Self-assessment questions for measure 3 – User Q1: What tools were provided to the users so as to
support and training
offer support and training?
Q2: According to your opinion, which training and
support tools are the most preferred by users?
Q3: According to your opinion, to what extent did
the user make extensive use of the provided
support and training tools?
Q4: How many face-to-face contacts were organized
(e.g. workshop, events) to support and train the
users?
Q5: In your opinion, are the current support and
training tools adequate enough?
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Pilot measure

Example of questions

Self-assessment questions for measure 4 – User- Q1: Which user requirements were requested to be
driven innovation
translated into the technical implementation?
Q2: In your opinion, where all these user
requirements translated into the technical
implementation?
Q3: (rating scale) I can see that the user
requirements were translated very well in the
technical implementation
Q3: In your opinion, are there user requirements
that are refined compared to the previous technical
implementation phase?
Q4: Was the technical delivery in time with the start
of awareness raising events and pilot launch?
Self-assessment questions for measure 5 – Q1: How many new donations were done via the
Community effects
platform?
Q2: How many new connections between donors
and charities were set up?
Q3: How many new citizen registered to the
platform?
Q4: Did the pilot attracted participants (donors,
charities,
volunteers)
from
new
regions/communities?
Q5: In your opinion, do you see a discrepancy
between donors & recipients that contact you and
ultimately register on the platform?
Q6: In your opinion, do you see a discrepancy
between the citizens registering as volunteers and
their effective participation in the pilot?
Q7: Do you notice an increase in crowdsourced data
by citizens (citizen as sensor)?
Q8: Do you notice an increase in pledge signs?
Q9: Do you notice a change in badges?
Q10: In your opinion, are badges, pledges and the
crowdsourcing tool understandable and easy to use
for citizens?
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Self-assessment questions for measure 6 – Q1: In your opinion, did the use of the platform
Organisational innovation
caused a change in the way your organisation
internally works?
Q2: What change has been caused in the internal
organisation of your organisation?
Q3: In your opinion, did the introduction of the
platform caused a change in structuring your
redistribution activities?
Q4: What was the change in structuring your
redistribution activities?
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ANNEX III: Behavioural change self-report template

Citizens
Measure

Items

Pre-platform behaviour, Did you before hearing of SavingFood ever participated in one of the
concern and motivation following activities:
(segment)
- redistributing surplus food to a charity in my neighbourhood
- redistributing my personel surplus food to friends/neightbours
Behaviour
(segment)

objectives Which of the following activities did you perform in the context of SavingFood
during this campaign phase?

Knowledge objectives

-

Attend an awareness raising event

-

Visiting the website to get more information on SavingFood

-

Watching an awareness raising video

-

Enter data in the crowdsourced map

-

Register to the SavingFood website

-

Attend a food surplus saving event

-

Help one of the pilots at supporting match making donors-charities

-

Act as an SavingFood Ambassador

-

Signing the SavingFood Pledge

Do you think that SavingFood provided you with
-

Knowledge and understanding of the objectives of SavingFood?
Yes/no/partly

-

Knowledge and understanding of the problematic of food surplus
rescue? yes/no/partly

-

Sufficient knowledge on how to participate in food surplus saving
events (e.g. how to participate in a gleaning or farmer market event,
how to volunteer as a driver, etc.)? Yes/no/partly

-

Skills on how to locate/identify donors, charities and farmers in your
neighbourhood? Yes/no/partly

-

A good overview of what food is wasted via the quantification report?
Yes/no/partly

-

Detailed Information about the benefits of saving food (e.g. helping
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people in need)? Yes/no/partly
-

Belief objectives

Knowledge and understanding of statistics on food waste globally /
locally? Yes/no/partly

In general to what extend do you think the SavingFood project is good/bad?
In general to what extend do you associate the SavingFood project with fun
or risk?
In general, to what extend do you think the SavingFood project is interesting
–not interesting
In general, to what extent do you consider the participation of the food
surplus volunteers as good/bad?
In general, to what extend do you belief that the participants of SavingFood
are making a difference?
In general, to what extend do you belief that the participants of SavingFood
experience benefits from their participation? (e.g. efficiency, cost savings,
increased number of beneficiaries, increased number of volunteers, increased
amount of food saved?)
In general, do you think that the participants of Saving Food are not
encountering problems which prevent them from participating?
In general I belief that participants of Saving Food are able to successfully
participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-automatic
matchmaking, etc.)
I belief that participants of SavingFood are establishing a new social norm
My feelings towards the participants of SavingFood are positive/negative
I belief that participants of SavingFood are responding to pro-social and proenvironmental values
I belief that SavingFood participants are turning food surplus saving into a
habit
I belief that the cost over time of participating in SavingFood events will be
worth it (e.g. hours of volunteer effort)
My participation in Saving Food events would be good/bad
I belief that my participation in Saving Food is making a difference (social,
environmental, economically)
I belief that I will personally experience the benefits from participating in
SavingFood events (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased amount of
beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers, increased amount of collected
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food)
I belief that I can successfully participate in SavingFood events (e.g. quality
control, logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.)
I belief that in participating in SavingFood I am creating a new social norm
I have joy with my participation in Saving Food
I hope that my participation in SavingFood is turning into a habit
I belief that SavingFood responds to my pro-social and pro-environmental
values

Food organisations
Measure

Items

Pre-platform behaviour, Did you before hearing of SavingFood ever did the following behaviours
concern and motivation
Behaviour objectives

Which kind of activities did you perform in the context of SavingFood?
-

Surf to the SavingFood website

-

Watch an awareness raising video on the SavingFood website

-

Follow SavingFood on social media account (of the local organisation,
or project)

-

Having a first contact with the SavingFood pilot partner for
information

-

Register to the SavingFood website

-

Using the food waste calculator on the SavingFood website

-

Follow a training course, or check the support material of how to use
the SavingFood platform

-

Act as a ‘human sensor’: enter data in the crowdsourcing map (e.g.
suggest a donor, or recipient in the neighbourhood)

-

Make a profile on the SavingFood website and test functionalities

-

Participated in a matchmaking: online bridge between donor and
recipient, and the food redistribution organisation

-

Obtaining a badge on the SavingFood platform
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Knowledge objective

-

Signing the SavingFood pledge

-

Organise or co-organise a SavingFood awareness raising event (such
as disco soups)

Did the activities of SavingFood provide you with
Knowledge and understanding about food waste and food surplus in general?
Yes/no/partly
Knowledge and understanding of the objectives of SavingFood project?
Yes/no/partly
Clear Information on how to join the SavingFood community (e.g. register
with a single account for multiple users/branches of your store) Yes/no/partly
Clear Information about the non-automatic matchmaking on the SavingFood
platform (e.g. criteria, support in case of help, quality control, etc.)
Insights and understanding of statistics on benefits of saving food (e.g. the
amount of money you will save) – through the usage of the food calculator?
Yes/no/partly
The quantification report: the amount of food that is collected through
SavingFood
An understanding of statistics on food waste globally / locally? Yes/no/partly
A detailed knowledge about the benefits of saving food ? Yes/No/partly

Belief objectives

In general to what extend do you think the SavingFood project is good/bad?
In general to what extend do you associate the SavingFood project with fun
or risk?
In general, to what extend do you think the SavingFood project is interesting
–not interesting
In general, to what extent do you consider the participation of the food
surplus volunteers as good/bad?
In general, to what extend do you belief that the participants of SavingFood
are making a difference?
In general, to what extend do you belief that the participants of SavingFood
experience benefits from their participation? (e.g. efficiency, cost savings,
increased number of beneficiaries, increased number of volunteers, increased
amount of food saved?)
In general, do you think that the participants of Saving Food are not
encountering problems which prevent them from participating?

77

In general I belief that participants of Saving Food are able to successfully
participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-automatic
matchmaking, etc.)
I belief that participants of SavingFood are establishing a new social norm
My feelings towards the participants of SavingFood are positive/negative
I belief that participants of SavingFood are responding to pro-social and proenvironmental values
I belief that SavingFood participants are turning food surplus saving into a
habit
I belief that the cost over time of participating in SavingFood events will be
worth it (e.g. hours of volunteer effort)
My participation in Saving Food events is good/bad
I belief that my participation in Saving Food is making a difference (social,
environmental, economically)
I belief that I will personally experience the benefits from participating in
SavingFood events (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased amount of
beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers, increased amount of collected
food)
I belief that I can successfully participate in SavingFood events (e.g. quality
control, logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.)
I belief that in participating in SavingFood I am creating a new social norm
I have joy with my participation in Saving Food
I hope that my participation in SavingFood is turning into a habit
I belief that SavingFood responds to my pro-social and pro-environmental
values
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Annex IV: Evaluation of Interventions: qualitative report
The evaluation of the behavioural change interventions as such will be done in a qualitative way as it will be
important to find out the specific drivers and barriers behind their usage/non-usage. This qualitative
assessment will be done via interviews with specific platform users and along the following 4 dimensions:
-

Does the intervention work in relation to the role it has in the behavioural change campaign? In
other words: does it remove or helps to remove the barriers it is supposed to intervene on
What are the strong points of the intervention according to the users?
What are the weak points, if any?
What are suggestions for improving the effectiveness of the intervention?

Below one can find an outlook of an evaluation table
Interventions

Extend to which Strong points
objectives
are intervention (+)
perceived to be
met?
(barrier
removal)

Motivational videos

Enlighten =
Enthuse =

Badges

Encourage =
Experience =

....
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of Weak points of Suggestion for
intervention (-)
improvements

