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1 Executive Summary
This deliverable presents the conceptual and methodological framework of the SavingFood project. The
clarification of key concepts and the presented methodology serve to provide the necessary background for
setting targets and identifying important points of attention for the different activities that will take place in
the project. The document does not intend to provide final answers on the various points raised. We refer to
the deliverables of the work packages for final reporting. The conceptual and methodological framework is
more providing an orientation point and a consolidation moment resulting from the first months of the
project and as such an important milestone for the future work. As our project moves in phases with
iterative deployment of the platform, many issues might indeed be picked up again and be more elaborated
based on lessons learned.
The document is organised along four main axes, each representing a separate chapter: (1) the mission and
vision statement formulation and identification of project stakeholders, (2) key insights necessary for the
project with respect to online networks, collective awareness, social innovation, citizen engagement and
online participation tools, (3) an analysis of currently existing online food surplus redistribution platforms
and (4) an outline of the Living Lab process that will guide the interaction between testing and technological
development in order to provide a solution that helps to foster collective intelligence and awareness and
behavourial change, besides the platform the 2 other main outputs of this project.
Chapter 2 provides the mission and vision statement of the project and the stakeholders of our project. The
mission and vision statement serves as high-level point of focus or point of orientation for all the different
activities that are still going to be undertaken in the project. The identified list of stakeholders that was
already presented in the first version of this deliverable did not only inform the user requirement gathering
done in M3 and M5, but will also guide the engagement strategy towards broader communities and actors in
the pilot stage of the project. This engagement strategy will be delivered together with the behavioural
change strategy in M10.
Chapter 3 discusses and clarifies concepts in relationship with the CAPS projects (social innovation, digital
social innovation, collective intelligence, collective awareness) and online networks effects that will serve as
a background and inspiration for the various research and development activities within SavingFood. The
literature on CAPS point out that the outcome of SavingFood should be more than a product, but also a new
bottom-up process that will ensure that no relevant groups are left behind and positive behavioural change
can take place within actors not involved in food surplus activities yet. Secondly, the notions of collective
intelligence and collective awareness mean that our endeavour is not only developing a solution that might
work well for the pilot organisations as such, but that our final solution should also allow that all involved
actors get a better understanding of the problematic of food surplus saving and that those non-involved
(citizens, but also broader stakeholders such as local, national political actors and sector organisations) yet
can get clear and transparent information on the issue in order to become aware and get triggered to
perform action. The literature of network effects allows us to learn that SavingFood will not only play upon
the benefits of ICT in relation to managing changes in demand and supply relationships (or in our case, assets
and needs) but also that our pilots as hubs will have an important role to play within the local network of
actors and with other small-scale food surplus networks and their hubs that will emerge due to the project
activities. Finally, some negative impacts of ICT are touched upon: ICT access and digital literacy, privacy and
big data and slacktivism/clicktivism in an online context. These points reminds SavingFood of the possible
pitfalls one can easily overlook when engaging actors and eventually evaluating and interpreting the project
data. Engagement strategies and ways to overcome barriers in citizen participation are identified next. They
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will be inspiring for tackling these five negative impacts. Finally, a discussion of badges and crowdsourcing
follows and highlights how SavingFood will investigate their use in the project in order to be beneficial for
food surplus redistribution. It identified the relationship of the project with respect to these two
developments – SavingFood will not gamify the food surplus and it will tap into the wisdom of the crowd by
allowing citizens to be human sensors of food surplus – and prescribes already some issues that needs to be
taken into consideration in order to be effective when further developing these tools in the next month of
the project (a clear design of badges that should motivate by fostering reputation/affirmation and a sense of
group identity and a concern in crowdsourcing with respect to privacy and quality concern as well as a
feedback systems to honour participants). The insights gathered in this chapter will as background inform in
particular our engagement and behavioural change strategy (WP2) and the choices to be made with respect
to the technological development of features of our platform and the capturing/measuring of data (WP3).
Chapter 4 dives deeper into the analysis of existing platforms for food surplus redistribution that have similar
or parallel aims with our project. As SavingFood is a CAPS project, this analysis was not inspired by a desire to
‘distinguish’ ourselves from these platforms (nor to become a new competitor), but more to look for
opportunities to collaborate and mutually reinforce each other. The analysis served as inspiration for the
questions we asked in the user requirement gathering (M3 and M5) and in the past month it enabled us to
get in contact with these platforms during two webinars. These webinars enabled our project to learn that
current platforms are very recent but also are facing, in order to scale up beyond the current involved
community, similar challenges as the pilot organisations that are going to use the SavingFood platform. In
that sense, SavingFood is seen as an opportunity to collaborate for four main reasons. First SavingFood offers
functionalities that current platforms are not offering yet (gleaning and farmer markets) or due to limited
financial resources can become an alternative if current platforms are financially and technically difficult to
maintain. Secondly SavingFood can help to recruit volunteers not only for the pilots but also for these
platforms (and vice versa). Thirdly SavingFood, due to its research component, allows grasping insights into
interventions such as badges, pledges and crowdsourcing and the specific drivers of various people with
respect to these interventions. Such insights might be helpful for these other platforms in order to plan
‘expansion’ in an informed way. Fourth SavingFood is an opportunity to form a group where best practices
and lessons learned between these various platforms can be shared. The webinars thus informed the design
of task 6.1 ‘scaling and exploitation task’ where it has been decided to include these platforms into the
Sustainability Working Group.
Chapter 5 finally delivers the Living Lab project methodology that provides a high level view on the pilot
development and deployment and the way user involvement and testing in WP4 interact with the
technological development track in WP3. A slight modification was necessary with the initial planning
provided in first version of this deliverable in Month 2 (D2.1). Due to the current state in the technical
development process, it has been decided by the consortium during the last project meeting in
Southampton (3-4 Octobre 2016) that the closed group phase only starts in M10 with a test of mock-ups
with a group of friendly users and the open group will only start in month 14 and will consist of two cycles
(M14-M17 and M19-M24). The consortium believes that this planning will allow the creation of a platform
that supports the creation of collective intelligence and collective awareness as well as a behaviour change
with respect to the issue of food surplus redistribution. The Living Lab strategy deployed here will serve as
input for the engagement and behavioural change strategy with respect to planning interventions and
engagement strategies (WP2) as well as the pilot operations plans and activities (WP4).
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2 Introduction
This deliverable is part of WP2 and Task 2.1 ‘Conceptual and methodological framework’. The purpose of this
task is to lay the foundation of the conceptual and methodological framework of the project and provide key
background information on four aspects that were deemed critical for the project and that will inform the
various activities undertaken in the project. The document does not intend to provide final answers on the
various points raised, therefore we refer to the deliverables of the work packages: it is more providing an
orientation point and a consolidation moment resulting from the first months of the project and as such an
important milestone for the future work. As our project moves in phases with iterative deployment of the
platform, many issues might be picked up again and be more elaborated.
The document is structured as follows:
Chapter 2 provides the mission and vision statement of the project and an identification of the main
stakeholders. This work was undertaken in the beginning of the project and the work done in the past month
has not given rise to a change on these domains. The definition of the mission and vision statement gives the
project a high level focus point that informs all the activities and a certain common ground to find a
consensus when choices need to be made during the lifespan of the project. The identification of the
stakeholders informed the user requirements gathering exercise in M3 and M5 by providing a framework for
the kind of people to attend the workshops. In a near future, in M10, it will provide a framework for
identifying the actors needed to be involved in SavingFood when the engagement and behavorial change
strategy will be elaborated.
Chapter 3 presents a literature review of key aspects with respect to the “network effect”, collective
intelligence and awareness, social and digital social innovation and various positive and negative aspects of
network effects of ICT in the field of social innovation. It provides the project with clear objectives and
opportunities that ICT offer and from which SavingFood wants to benefit but it also identifies important
pitfalls to be aware of working with digital social innovation. The second part of this chapter focuses on
engagement strategies for citizens in the field of social innovation and in particular on two online tools that
SavingFood has planned to develop in order to motivate and engage citizens in new ways to food surplus
redistribution: online badges and crowdsourcing (citizen as sensor). It ends with highlighting the research
contributions SavingFood will make with respect to these two interventions for the area of food surplus
redistribution. This chapter informs in particular work packages 2 (engagement strategy), 3 (choice in
functionalities that will be developed for each iterative cycle) and 6 (data protection).
Chapter 4 deals with current online food surplus redistribution platforms. It is not written from a motivation
to distinguish SavingFood from these platforms and perform as a new competitor, but in the spirit of the
CAPS project, it was written to identify area’s for collaboration and alleys for mutual reinforcement. The first
part of the analysis informed the user requirement gathering (WP2) but also served as an important input for
two webinars SavingFood organised with some of the platforms. These webinars, as one will read, not only
highlighted that these platforms are confronted with similar challenges that lie at the core of our work as
well, but also identified concrete potentials for collaboration: cross-promotion for each other food saving
events, looking for ways to coordinate each other strong points (especially around gleaning and farmer
markets) and sharing best practices and experiences on a regular basis. This chapter informs in the next
months especially the sustainability work in work package 6.
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Chapter 5 finally updates the Living Lab strategy that was proposed in the first version in M2 (D2.1) with
respect to the planning of the closed and open group in light of the current state of technological
development of the platform and the alignment that was needed between the various project partners. The
initially planned closed group between M7 and M10 moves to M10 to M13 and will consist not a first
testable platform but of mock-ups of the SavingFood interface that will be evaluated by a group of friendly
users. The open group now moves from M10 to M14 and will consist of two cycles (M14-M17 and M19 to
M24) instead of 3. A first version of the platform will be released in M14 and a second version with new
features in M19. This new timing will allow that the project will not only produce a sound technological tool
that meets the requirements and needs of the various users, but also that this platform will foster the
behavioural change strategy of the project.
The document ends with a conclusion of the main lessons learned from these four chapters and how they
will be reflected in the near future of the project in the various WPs’ and relevant tasks.
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3 Mission and vision statement and stakeholder
identification
This section details the definition of the mission and vision of the project and the first identification of key
target audiences, user types and stakeholders of the project. This exercise was performed during the WP2
timeslot at the Kick-off meeting in Thessaloniki on 17th January 2016. On the one hand, the reaffirmation of
the goals of the project as described in the DOW was the focus of the discussion. This exercise provides the
first building blocks for capturing the relevant background information for the project and enabling the
selection of users for the requirements analysis and pilot participants and setting pilot objectives.
During the exercise the partners were asked to reflect on the following two points: what would you like the
project to do after it ending and who will be its users/stakeholders?

3.1

Mission and vision formulation: context

Fighting food waste is today getting an increasing importance on a global, European and national scale.
Indeed, the awareness is growing that food waste has not only a negative economic and environmental
impact, but also that it has a profound social impact: while approximately the third of the food produced in
the world each year is being wasted, at the same time nearly a billion people are not able to cover their daily
needs in food (FAO, 2013a). This is not only a problem in the developing world, but also in the developed
world. Food waste appears in all stages in the food supply chain, but in the developed world the major site of
food waste occurs in the later stages, at the level of households, catering, retail and manufacturing. In this
situation, the FOA suggest as best solution, next to preventing/reducing food waste altogether, to re-use
food within the human food chain either through finding secondary markets or donating extra food to feed
vulnerable members of society (FAO, 2013b).
This latter activity is commonly known as «food redistribution», «food rescue» or «food donation»: the
practice of collecting edible surplus food that would otherwise go wasted and give it to charity organisations
that feed people in need. Redistribution has currently been performed via two approaches: on the one hand
redistribution from food supply chain donors via redistribution centres such as food banks who store it and
further distribute it to end users, mostly charities and on the other direct redistribution from actors in the
food supply chain to charities which acts more in a local setting. The redistribution practice includes all
activities from the gate of the donor to the end user: collecting, transportation, storage, distributing and
usage (Hansen et al, 2014; Moller et al, 2014).
The major actors in food redistribution are currently the food banks and local food rescue charities. Recently
also gleaning – the practice of collecting edible crops or fruits that won’t be harvested anymore by farmers –
emerged as a new activity. While these initiatives are certainly effective, a lot of barriers hinder their
efficiency today such as the difficulty in communication between potential donors and charities, the
difficulty to organise transport to collect food or the management and recruitment of volunteers (see two
recent feasibility studies of the EU-project FUSION on gleaning – Woolley et al., 2015 - and surplus
redistribution – Butski, M. Et al, 2015 - which will be further discussed in the update of this deliverable). It is
within this context that Saving Food2.0 wants to play a critical role and has develop its mission and vision
statement.
With mission statement we understand a short statement that has four qualities (Angelica, 2011, p.6):
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Breadth: it is an umbrella sentence that encompasses all the services and activities of the
organisation
Durability: it must be long lasting, setting the goals over a quite long timeframe.
Challenge: It must constantly challenge the members of the organisation and guide the outcomes
and the means
Distinction: it must show the distinctiveness of the organisation from similar initiatives.
Within the specific context of the project, the criteria of ‘durability’ is of course limited by the funding period
of 2 years. Nonetheless, since sustainability and replicability of the platform is one of the objectives of the
project, we can claim that the project’s rationale encompasses a long term dimension.
The vision statement sketches the desired future of the organisation in a few lines. It should answer the
question: “How would the world look like in a time-span of 3 to 5 years?” The vision statement consists
therefore of a few outcome statements with a general description of the strategy to achieve these outcomes
(Angelica, 2011, pp.7-8).

3.2

Mission Statement

SavingFood strives to reduce food waste and fight hunger by creating a Collective Awareness Platform that
will raise public awareness to the extend of the problem and make the redistribution of food surplus to
charities that support people in need more efficient and effective.

3.3

Vision Statement

Moving forward from existing food redistribution channels (both online and offline), Saving Food2.0 seeks to
create a social movement around food redistribution in order to reduce food waste and fight hunger. By
bringing together the food waste battling community, citizens, the scientific and the technological
community, SavingFood will offer a complete, sustainable and flexible platform that allows and encourages
all stakeholders in the food chain - farmers, big food companies, retailers, small shops, civil society
organisations, charities and citizens – to interact and connect with each other and to deliver food surplus to
the most needed in society. By leveraging on the collaborative power of social networks, on crowdsourcing
applications and open data sources, SavingFood fosters the creation and sharing of knowledge that will
activate the collective intelligence of people and lead to highly cooperative behaviours towards food surplus
redistribution and enhanced lifestyles. Finally, by providing an easy replicable design of its platform,
SavingFood can easily be adopted by other actors in Europe so that it will be a powerful catalyst for the
transformation of society towards a more sustainable future.

3.4

Key target groups and stakeholder identification

SavingFood aims to help four key groups – donors, intermediaries, recipient organisations and volunteers –
by means of an online platform in order to foster large scale collaboration between food donors and
recipient organisations based on knowledge sharing and make collection of surplus food and leftover crops
efficient and scalable. The following table was established, based on the discussion at the Kick Off Meeting,
presenting the main concerns, the main design challenges and the potential benefits that SavingFood for
each of the target groups has to generate.
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User Type

Main Concern

Foodbank

Foodbanks
work
mainly with big
supermarkets,
surplus from other
smaller players get
lost

Design challenge

Benefit

Direct Matchmaking modules More diverse range of donors in
that allow of diversity of the network and sources of food
donors to charities known to surplus
Foodbank
Better, effective and efficient
Managing modules so that procedure for big donors
volunteers can help with
Better matchmaking with local
Complex
logistics logistics and transport
charities and their needs
and infrastructure
More volunteers involved in
for big donors
redistributing activities
Pool of volunteers better used in
light of availabilities and abilities

Grassroots Food
surplus
Redistribution
initiatives

Often
Manually Create modules for more Increasing diversity in donors
management,
efficient managing
and sources of food surplus
closing windows of
Create
tools
for Number of donations matched
opportunity
allowing/supporting
direct with charities grow
Tension to work matchmaking
More volunteers to assist in
with large donors,
market left over food collection
often overlooking
and food redistribution
other
smaller
Better use of pool of volunteers
sources of food
and their availabilities and
waste or markets
abilities

Gleaning Group

Manually
coordination, hence
reducing window of
opportunity for food
collection
Lack of real time
information
for
transportation and
weather conditions,
affecting gleaning
day

Implement modules that
helps
planning
and
monitoring of farms and their
produce
in
order
to
systematically
predict
gleaning opportunities

More farmers can be contacted
and more gleaning days can be
organised
Increase
participation
of
volunteers in gleaning activities

Better ‘use’ of pool of
Implement modules that
volunteers
and
their
allow managing volunteers
availabilities and abilities
on short notice
Efficient organisation of gleaning
Allow consultation of data on
transport and weather that
Given short time increases the flexibility of
notice, volunteers gleaning organisation
are informed late
and sometimes not
available
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Charity

Donor
(retail,
shops,
supermarkets,
restaurants)

Citizen/volunteer

Not always aware of Efficient match making with
all available food donors in function of needs
surplus in their
Connect charity with group
neighbourhood
of citizens that want to
Transport problems collect

Charity can find appropriate
donors
and
better
plan
collection and redistribution

Does not always Efficient match making with
know how and interesting
charities
in
where to donate the function of needs of latter
surplus
Find an efficient transport
Difficulty
in solution
transport
of
donation to charity

Donor knows which charities are
interesting to give its left food

Is sensitive to issue, Create motivational videos to
but does not always join
movement
and
know that he can information via platform
act/help
Interactive
crowdsourced
If
willing
to map allowing to find food
volunteer, does not surplus
initiatives
in
always know how to neighbourhood and allowing
volunteer
to
report
on
new
opportunities
for
food
If
volunteering,
redistribution
volunteers possess
information that is Act as human sensors and
not
always SavingFood campaigners
transmitted
to
organisation

Can find more easy food
redistribution initiatives in his
neighbourhood and is able to
contact these.

Charity is assured that people
will volunteer for logistics

Donor can better plan and
prepare the donation (time
period, quantity, ...)
Involvement of volunteers and
charities assures donor that his
donation will be transported

Feels more satisfied that his
information about possible food
surplus is registered
Works together with other
citizens in neighbourhood to
collect & redistribute food,
leading
to
more
social
interaction and cohesion
More welfare organizations
located in their neighbourhood
can receive donations and
support more people in need of
food

Table 1: Key target groups SavingFood

Besides these user types, also the following wider stakeholders for the SavingFood project were defined and
the potential benefits the platform would generate for them:
Stakeholder

Potential Benefit

Other food redistribution Will get access to an easy replicable solution for running their own food
initiatives in Europe
redistributing activities
Policy makers (local, national, Get insights into enablers and barriers for food surplus redistribution, will
European)
get policy recommendations towards fostering the uptake of such
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initiatives
Statistical Agencies

Can get data on food surplus donations and redistribution, allowing a
better picture of the activity in food waste/saving problematic

Other EU Project working on Provide valuable insights and lessons learned around food waste
Food Waste
redistribution, exchange of best practices
Research

Providing data, concrete results and research opportunities in order to
investigate and understand this phenomenon; New data for investigating
food waste problematic; Stimulate future development of tools for
helping food redistribution

Media

Help to inform, make aware and persuade people of food redistribution
activities in Europe, in national or local context

Food Safety Authorities

Allowing Food Safety Authorities to gather insights into food redistribution
and learn lesson regarding problem of safety of food

Funders

Food redistribution depends on funding and SavingFood can convince
funders about the benefits of investing/sponsoring these initiatives

NGO’s

NGO’s working on other pro-social and pro-environmental matters can get
inspired to also implement food redistribution initiatives in their activities
Table 2: Wider stakeholders of SavingFood solution and their envisioned benefit
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4 Saving Food & Collective Awareness platforms
In order to live up to its mission statement defined in the previous chapter, SavingFood will work within the
Collective Awareness Platforms for Social Innovation (CAPS) program funded by the European Union. The
following chapter highlights some of the key concepts underpinning CAPS and relate them to SavingFood and
how we will work with this concepts in practice. In particular, this should allow us to highlight some crucial
aspects for our project – social innovation, collective awareness, collective intelligence, network effects and
participation tools - and present the approach we take to them.

4.1.1 Social Innovation, Collective Awareness Platforms and
network effects
Collective Awareness Platforms: definition
CAPS or Collective Awareness Platform for Social Innovation is used and promoted by the European Union
since 2012. It facilitated new projects aimed at facilitating social innovation by using ICT. For the EU, CAPS
are ICT-systems leveraging the emerging ‘network effect’ by combining open online social media, distributed
knowledge creation and data from real environments (Internet of Things) in order to create awareness of
problems and possible solutions requestions collective efforts, enabling new forms of social innovations. The
CAPS are expected to support environmentally aware, grasroots processes and practices to share knowledge,
to achieve changes in lifestyle, production and consumption patterns, and to set up more participatory
democratic processes. As such CAPS must in a grasroot way deliver an increasing awareness among
everyone that they can play a role to ease sustainability problems for our society (EU, Digital Single MarketCollective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social Innovation, 2016) .
This definition focusses around four key notions: collective awareness, network effect, social innovation and
grassroot manner. We expand below on each of them in order to situate the objectives of SavingFood in
relation to these notions.
Social Innovation and digital social innovation
Social innovation is increasingly seen as a way of compensating for insufficiencies of both state and market
to address societal challenges such as for example climate change, widening inequality or, in the case of
SavingFood, food surplus waste. Social Innovation is defined by Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan as new
ideas (products, services or methods) that meet simultaneously social needs and transform social
interactions promoting new collaborations and relationships. They have two benefits for society: they are
good for society and enhance the capacity of a society to act (Murray, Caulier-Grice & Mulgan, 2010).
Social innovation in this definition has as an innovation two components: it is both a product and process
innovation. The product/service is generated by at the same time proposing a new way to develop this
product/service. The innovation is social in two ways: as mentioned as an outcome – a solution that allows
society to act – but also as a process since society should be engaged in developing the solution (Arnania,
Badii et al., 2014). Besides stakeholders, citizens should be engaged and included in the process of change
(Bellini, Passani et al., 2016).
Social innovation is not equal to social change though. Social change appears on the level of everyday and
can be negative or positive (in the case of SavingFood the decrease of food surplus getting wasted from
human consumption in a local) (Arnania, Badii et al., 2014). The definition of Philip, Deiglmeier & Miller
clarifies therefore explictly the goal of social innovation: it refers to positive innovation, meaning that it is
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more effective, sustainable or just than existing solutions (Philip, Deiglmeier & Miller, 2008). Social
innovation in this definition as a concept embodies thus the desire for a better, more equal and fairer world.
It is in other words a means that wants to contribute to social change resulting in social and environmental
benefits for present and future generations and the planet and to a more equal distribution of resources.
This means also that social innovation should be approached from a case-by-case base (Bellini, Passani et al,
2014).
Although social innovation has received an increasing attention the past years, as a term it is not new. It
emerged after the French Revolution and grew in the 19th century, although with other connotations –
referring to radical socialism and reform. The decrease of its usage had as an effect that the notion of
innovation was increasingly connected with technology. When ‘social innovation’ emerged again from the
1960’s onwards, advocats of the notion contrasted it with technological innovation that was seen as
following a more technical rationale (strictly technical knowledge) and neglecting the social dimension. Two
intertwined developments have again blurred this contrast. On the one hand the increasing
acknowledgement of the role of users as co-creators of technological development both in academic (Pinch,
1985) and innovation circles (Chesbourg) led to the ‘open’ innovation paradigm where development is no
longer restricted to the lab but is the result of the involvement of various stakeholders who share risks,
knowledge and benefits. Not only firms but also governement and research centres are now developing
solutions in a collaborative way with the emergence for example of Living Lab and co-creation methods.
From a social innovation perspective, this means that social innovation endeavors engage citizens, civil
society, research centres and governments (Arnania, Badii et al, 2014).
Secondly, the rise of digital technologies and their acclaimed power to connect, mobilise and empower
people has led to increasing endeavours of grassroots organisations, social entrepreneurs, civil society
organisations and hackers to provide individuals and communities with new tools to help shape their
environment and move social innovation beyond the boundaries of disciplines, profession and geography
(Arnania, Badii et al, 2014; Bellini, Passani et al, 2016). Indeed, the label of Digital Social Innovation has been
coined as a new research/action area to investigate the potential of digital technologies for enabling,
supporting and multiplying social innovations beyond face-to-face communities and work for the social good
on a larger scale. With the aid of new ICT Digital Social Innovation thus proposes new ways of collaboration,
creation and knowledge and online resource sharing (The Young Foundation, 2010). Examples of Digital
Social Innovation are for example Change.org that allows users to launch campaigns as means of political
participation or Gotea, a Spanish network for crowdfunding and distributed collaboration for fostering the
independent development of creative and innovative initiatives that wants to contribute to the common
good, open code and free knowledge (Arnania, Badii et al, 2014). By using networks and technology to
involve a wide range of people and addressing sustainability issues, CAPS can thus be considered as a branch
within digital societal innovation ( Anania & Passani, 2014; Bellini, Passani et al, 2016).
Network effect, collective intelligence and collective awareness
The network effect refers to the notion that the value of a network, product or service depends on the
number of adopters using it. The more users a network gathers the more valuable it becomes as each user
brings its knowledge into the network. A challenge for CAPS projects is to play on such network effects by
joining forces with other communities and multiply the potential of grass-roots initiatives accross social
networks. At stake are the potentialities of collective intelligence and collective awareness (Sestini, 2012).
Collective intelligence builds upon the knowledge that each actor can bring in a network. A large network
connecting people thus offers in this way also new ways for collaborative solution finding for the social good
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(Sestini, 2012). The notion of wisdom of the crowd and collective wisdom has been coined in this context as
well (e.g. Surowiecki, 2004). The conviction is that the Internet allows to mobilise and coordinate the
knowledge, skills and creativity possessed by large groups of individuals and combine them into a greater
whole (Arnania, Badii et al, 2014).
Collective intelligence can be labelled in two main approaches (Catalyst, 2015): an aggregate approach and a
co-creation approach. The first one is the most diffused and builds upon aggregation of intelligence from
connected but isolated individuals. Machines captures online contributions of users and aggregate them to
produce improved understanding of the environment and to make thus better informed decisions. Youtube
or Amazon works on such principles to trace users preferences and improve their service by relating these
traces to profiles and provide better offers. Also some forms of crowdsourcing works mainly on this
principle: a task is assigned to dispersed people who provide their contribution based on which a system
then aggregates them in meaningful results that would not be achievable by an organisation or person alone.
Although some of these efforts have had important results, the drawback of such systems is that they leave
no space for co-creation of users and are not oriented towards awareness and understanding of societal
issues. In order to avoid effects such as group thinking or ‘madness of the crowd’, such systems stimulate
that users act in isolation from each other in order to avoid social influences. The co-creation approach of
collective intelligence has its roots in the work of Levy (Levy, 1994) who states that collective intelligence
emerges when human interactions, augmented by the use of ICT networks, directly contributes to social
knowledge and converts in the mutual recognition and enrichment of individuals. The core of the CI lies,
although enabled by technology, in the human motivation, engagement and contributions to the process. It
requires higher levels of engagement and awareness of participants in the collective intelligence endeavour
than in the aggregated approach. Within digital social innovation, such co-creative collective intelligence
approaches have to be supported by tools that allow for levels of awareness raising and engagement of
users that can be labelled as co-creation tools where the aim is to find common building ground and
collaboration in order to make intelligible choices between different proposed solutions.
It is this latter broad sense of collective intelligence that CAPS embrace, adding here, due to its technological
component, and following Bruno Latour (Latour, 2004), the role of non-human actors such as for example
data from sensors or open data in the process of collective intelligence formation. In order to make
collective intelligence possible on a large scale, two factors are important: people should be provided with
communication tools in order to be able to act and awareness about the issue for which collective
intelligence is invoked should be generated. In that sense, awareness platforms are central to the CAPS
vision. (Sestini, 2012, Arnania, Badii et al, 2014). Platforms are not understood as closed systems of profit
driven ICT-development, but as infrastructures for action in the face of societal challenges. They are
supposed to underpin participatory practices and therefore are to be considered as socio-technical solutions
that encompasses various technologies such as websites, forums, social networks, collaborative forums,
deliberating tools, data visualisations etc...Key here are open platforms with a ethical management of
personal and social data, together with their open availability. The social networks, collaboration
functionalities and direct contact with the environment and the potential they have to spread information to
many users are supposed to raise awareness, «being the understanding of the activities of others, which
provides a context for your own activity.» (Arnania, Badii et al., 2014, p. 10) In order to raise awareness, not
only the information delivery is key but also the quality of delivery and filtering of information will be
important: one should overcome filtering strategies based on marketing principles (see for example Parisier,
2011) and find new transparant and understandable ways to do so (Arnania, Badii et al., 2014).
Grasroots manner
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At the core of the CAPS finally stand grasroots and bottom-up approaches. Social innovation has led to the
emergence of new grassroots actors such as citizen collectives or social movements that become the point
of reference in issues where the welfare state retreated, is acting less, or never acted (Bellini, Passani et al.,
2016). Tapping into the grassroots-ecosysteem around sustainability issues can avoid to arrive with a onesize-fits-all solution imposed either from the market or the state and allows for more authencity and hence
greater potential for CAPS platforms to be adopted, used and refined (Sestini, 2012). The bottom-up
approach is also necessary from the viewpoint of what are supposed to be the ultimate beneficiaries:
citizens. Indeed, the societal challenges that CAPS are dealing with require that people that are affected by
or involved in such challenges could participate and benefit from their participation. In that sense, the
collaborative aspect already highlighted in the notion of collective intelligence, the requirement of platforms
to allow participatory action and the social innovation idea meet here in the logical outcome that CAPS
should contribute that people can shape their own political program. In other words, CAPS are more than
just finding technological solutions or building communities, they are part of the everyday life situations of
the people they target (Arnania, Badii, 2014; Sestini, 2012; Bellini, Passani et al, 2016).
This emphasis on grassroots and bottom-up processes is also important with respect to the increasing
multiple usage of the notion of social innovation by public-private partnerships that use it as an instrument
for innovating the welfare state and making it more efficient. Most often, while they subscribe to the
definition of Murray et al (Murray, Mulgan & Caulier-Grice, 2010), their performance depends to the extent
to which they include various social actors in the process and to what extend these have the power to codesign the solution as well. By referring to grasroots and bottum-up processes in CAPS, it is clear that citizens
should be engaged in different activities ranging from sharing of resources, collaboration and decision
making. The grassroots manner approach thus puts participation, engagement, empowerment, co-design,
bottom-up, sharing in the spotlight (Bellini, Passani et al., 2016, Sestini, 2012, Arnania, Badii et al, 2014;
Anania & Passani, 2014).
How do those four notions now relate to SavingFood? In SavingFood grassroots organisations will stand at
the core of the system. Indeed, the 4 pilots that will be deployed in Belgium, Greece and Hungary will start
from the current work of grassroots organisation Bouroume and Feedback and HFA. It is from their angle
that SavingFood wants to create a bottom-up new approach to food surplus redistribution and feeding the
hungry that will harness the collaborative power of ICT. By providing at its core an online map that connects
as a virtual hub all stakeholders and actors with respect to food surplus redistribution and their activities, not
only a new product will be created by involving all these players in the creation phase (via workshops, codesign session) but also a new more efficient process will be designed that allow to remove current barriers
from each of the different actors and drive positive behavioural change on a personel and collective level:
storage problems and complex logistical systems will be removed by playing on proximity and need and asset
management while information from other sources will enhance these interactions. Besides engaging
already members of current communities, the platform will allow citizens to easily join SavingFood and
enable to provide relevant information on food donors in an easy way, hence tapping into the wisdom of the
crowd. Finally, the collective intelligence in food surplus redistribution created by the constant interaction of
many actors will also contribute to collective awaireness raising: engaged actors will get more insights into
their activities while non-engaged actors will get a good and transparant view on the situation of food
surplus waste and redistribution in their pilot country.
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4.1.2 Dynamics of online networks in social innovation
In order to discuss the dynamics of online networks and their relation to the SavingFood project, we built
here upon the output of the TEPSIE Project (Millard, J., Nielsen N.C. & Thaarup, R.K, 2013) that investigated
the role of communities and online networks in social innovation and the role that online networking tools
play.
1. Taxonomy of online networks enabling social innovation
6 major types of online social networks can be discerned. They are ideal types, meaning that in practice a
social innovation network can combine one or more of these functions. We present here the idealtypes,
their characteristics and concrete examples of these idealtypes.
Type of online networks

Characteristic

Example

Content creation

Enable communities to provide access or filter content as part Wikipedia,
of a service or iniative

Issue identification

Collect and share peer produced and crowdsourced data from Ushahidi
communities in order to uncover or identify issues and (crowdmapping),
societal challenges
Fix My Street

Matching
needs

assets

to Matching used/unused/underused assets or physical Landshare,
resources with needs (tasks, land, goods, accommodation, Boroume, Time
time, ...)
Exchange

Matching
needs

finance

to Aggregate individual or other forms of diverse funding Kiva, Kickstarter
through microfinancing, crowdfunding to meet a social need

Solving problems

Online networks matching problems with problem solvers, OpenIDEO
building upon co-creation or crowdsourcing

Action on problems

Enable communities to undertake both offline and online Avaaz,
action and support to a given cause or social need
Change.org

Figure 1: Types of online social innovation networks (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C., Thaarup, R.K.)

As can be seen in the third column, TEPSIE ranked Boroume operations as a ‘matching assets to needs’
platform. In essence SavingFood, building upon the operational model of Boroume, can thus be seen as such
a kind of platform. Nonetheless, one can argue that by the incorporation of the crowdsourced online map
and the pledge function (pleging to commit action to save surplus food and feed the hungry via
redistribution), SavingFood will also work as an issue-identification and action on problems platform.
2. Strategies for using online networks
Online networks can be organised along 4 strategies (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C. & Thaarup, R.K., 2013) that
can be matched on a quadrant consisting of a top-down axis and bottom-up and a centralised-decentralised
axis :
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Figure 2: centralised-decentralised & bottom-up - top-down strategies (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C. & Thaarup, R.K., 2013)

Hierarchical networks: centralised (all decision made and resources distributed and controlled from
this level at this level) and topdown
Rule based networks: decentralised and top down via local institutions being positioned in an overall
framework with significant authority and resources devolved, plus local leadership and decisionmaking authority within the rules
Non-rule-based networks: decentralised and bottom-up, highly autonomous and independant
organisations either cooperating or not cooperating
Coordinated networks: bottom-up and centralised, id est centralised coordination of bottom-up
initiatives.
Within this quadrant, we can position SavingFood close to coordinated networks. The pilots will indeed be
the central hubs that facilitate and coordinate the food surplus redistribution.
3. Online networks and the impact of ICT
The impact of ICT on networks with a particular focus on social innovation has been discussed by Millard,
Nielsen & Thaarup (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C.& Thaarup, R.K., 2013). We discuss these impacts here and
highlight how they relate to the SavingFood project.
a. The non-networked and networked world
Millard, Nielsen & Thaarup (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C. & Thaarup, R.K., 2013) depart here from the traditional
view that individuals make so-called rational choices and decisions based on their own interest. This belief
has been underpinned by a Gaussian distribution. However, based upon the work of Simon and Ormerod,
they state that human behaviour is skewed, with a high frequency of a very small number of outcomes and
long tail of a huge number of different outcomes with a slowly decreasing frequency. Such non-Gaussian,
long-tail or power-law outcomes where 80% of the outcomes relies on 20% of causes, are the results of
networks and their effects in human behaviour. The creation of such a power-law depends on three
mechanics: a preferential attachment, meaning that something gets popular because it is simply popular, a
two-step process of opinion leaders influencing others members in the network, and thirdly a fitness model
based on the ability to attract links in a network where a fit agent get more link than a less fit agent.
b. economic and social impact of ICT on networks
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The impact of ICT is on network formation is on the one hand on the relationship between supply and
demand and on the other hand on social capital. Regarding supply and demand, the following factors can be
discerned. Although the language might sound economically and commercial, as will be shown later, we
rather use this in a more general way. ICT have the power to extend the long tail in the offline world even
further in the online world by reducing barriers such as transportation cost. Secondly, as already pointed out
and one of the drivers behind CAPS, is the potential of the Internet to reach out to a huge number of people
in (almost) real time makes that suppliers of a service can connect to larger audiences, while demand can
now also be pooled together on a wider scale. Thirdly the Internet allow to erase the need for physical stock
or at least physical stock can be dispersed and managed more centrally. Fourth, ICT make it possible to
better personalise and tailor products to customer needs. Fifth, searching for pricesely the right product or
service that fits needs becomes at least easier and possible. Finally, users and suppliers can better identify
and exploit the assets, expertise and knowledge which was previously dispersed, leading to user-driven and
co-created solutions.
These six consequences of ICT on network formation are present in our way of thinking in SavingFood: by
providing a network that connects all stakeholders, SavingFood expects to :
-

-

generate long tail effects by incorporating not only those donors and charities that due to their
available surplus or food needs will use the platform extensively but also those donors or charities
that may rather infrequently have a need to interact on the platform. While otherwise they would
maybe not be contacted, they now can be taken in the loop when opportunity arises.
Pool together all actors (recipients/donors/volunteers) on a larger scale
Erase a need for central storage of food but manage food at the place of donors.
Provide a better insights for both donors and charities on what each other precisely offers/requests
so that supply of surplus food and demand for surplus food can be performed in a more valuable
way for both

As mentioned, ICTs are also having an impact on networks with respect to social capital as defined by
Putnam (Putnam, 2010, Putnam, 2007) which relates to connections between individuals and social
networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that grows from them. ICT plays a role in three
dimensions of social capital: bonding social capital that relates to relationships between members of a
network who are similar in form (families, closest friends, closely-knit communities), bridging capital that
relates to connections to people that are dissimilar in a certain reasonable fashion (sex, age, education) and
bridging social capital that relates to connections with those that exert formal power over someone such as
the government. Although evidence is contrary, with some claiming that the Internet works to reduce
bonding capital and increasing bridging capital and hence see it as a chance to enhance civic involvement,
other have warned that on the contrary that bonding social capital can be increased by ICT, leading to a
pursuit of one own interest and the expence of the public interest (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C. & Thaarup, R.K.,
2013).
For SavingFood this highlights an important concern when developing our network. Although SavingFood is
community and locally based, it should make sure that in its engagement of actors via its network not a
single group will emerge that will only pursuit its interest in terms of picking out certain saving food events
(regarding citizens) or particular donors/charities, but also will stay open to participate in any event that is
offered or give/receive from any donor/charity. Working on both weak (making sure that people are open to
other experiences) and strong ties (making sure that a community feeling runs through the pilot at local
level) will thus be important, with keeping in mind that both are in balance.
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c. critical mass and type of networks
If one wants to spread a social innovation digital network in society on a large scale such as in the case of
SavingFood, one needs to attrackt a lot of users. At a certain moment, one needs in other words a ‘critical
mass’ of users which can trigger change in the sense that adoption becomes self-sustaining and that the
efforts of the network will have its societal impact. This reminds that CAPS and SavingFood will not
automatically result in beneficial practices for society: what is needed are users. The project can design a
platform that might fit all needs and requirements of users and have all functionalities present that are
capable to raise collective awareness, but users won’t register and provide data as they see that the benefit
is not strong enough or only envisionable on the long term. This is the so-called collective action or free-rider
paradox which states that any rational self-interested individual will not take part in collective action when
he believes that other parties are defecting. He or she will spend as a committed person a lot of efforts but
will ultimately stop if he sees others are not active or cheating (Oliver, P.E & Marwell, G., 1988).
By working with already established communities in each pilot, SavingFood wants to overcome or at least
minimize the risks of such effects. Nonetheless, as the aim is to increase the current communities involved in
food redistribution, our engagement tactics and strategies will be important as well as the SavingFood
awareness raising campaigns.
d. type of networks and the role of ICT
Having discussed the role of networks and the impact of ICT on network formation, it is now time to relate
these insights to the types of networks that can be discerned in society and how ICT impact them. According
to Millard, Nielsen and Thaarup (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C. & Thaarup, R.K., 2013), one can distuingish three
types of networks:
Random networks: they have little structure and to have randomly short and long links between agents as
well as random number of links each agent has. It is difficult to see how a specific innovation or change can
be deliberately spread or scaled in such a network, unless the change is contageous. Viral change through
ICT is an example here. Bridging with weak ties is an important factor. The extent, amount and pattern of
change is however difficult to predict. ICT can be used to monitor and build up the critical mass.
Scale-free networks: such networks are characterised by most agents having few and short links, plus a few
agents prominent in some way who have many and longer links and who can be seen as ‘hubs’. Because of
their longer and numerous links, they tend to have an influence on the other agents. Scale free networks are
characterised by the network process of two-step, typically with direct copying (copying someone specific)
that is relatively slow as links are directed to the hubs and thereafter to the agents linked to the hub. ICT can
help here to build critical mass by targeting the hub influencers. Regarding social capital, scale-free networks
seem to rely on both bonding with strong ties and bridging with weak ties. ICT can help here both to
strengthen the existing strong ties between the members but also establishing via the hub agent new links
with other hubs via weak links.
Small-world networks: these networks consist of agents that have mostly small number of links at short
distance. There may be a small number of agents with longer links but, unlike in the scale-free networks,
these agents don’t differ from the other and therefore can’t be recognised as hubs. Effecting change in such
networks is difficult as all agents, due to the absence of hubs, must be persuaded at the same time. The twostep process is possible, but plays first on the level of the whole group and then the individual members.
Change is more or less the product of direct copying between members. Small-world networks are mostly
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characteristed by bonding social capital with strong ties and ICT can help here to enforce existing ties so that
groups members appropriate the technology in order to better reach their goals.
The ambition of SavingFood should be to become a scale-free network. It is build around the notion of the
pilot organisations to be the hubs that facilitate the bridges between organisations but on the other hand, as
SavingFood wants to become a global movement and save surplus food not only in the pilots but on a larger
scale, it must also create ties with other networks that might take up the solution.
4. Value chain of digital technologies
As a closing point, we like to stand still to the extent to which digital technologies are used in the value
creation of a social innovation, in the case of food the food surplus donations and the feeding of people in
need. Differences are apparant between different areas in which social innovation initiatives have emerged.

Figure 3: Value Chain of digital technologies (Millard, J. & Carpenter, G., 2014)

For example, in social innovation initatives within the sharing economy, to which to an extend we can
categorise SavingFood, digital technologies seem only to be mobilised for the first three steps: creating
content (such as data, information, analysis of needs), identifying unmet social needs (such as charities in
need of food) and matching assets to needs (what assets are available to meet unmet social needs). The
solution SavingFood is building clearly places it in those three first steps in the value chain. The following two
steps in the value chain are what can be realistically done and collecting and taking action to meet social
needs.
SavingFood will use digital technologies to cover the fourth phase, identifying solutions, by enabling the
matchmaking to happen and let donors (or the gleaning coordinator in the case of gleaning) and charities fix
a rendez-vous via the platform. The final step, taking action to meet social needs, will be still necessary a live
physical operation as it involves a clear saving food event where donors and charities (and their volunteers)
interact.
5. Negative consequence of the use of ICT: Privacy, Digital Divide, (big) data, and challenges for activism
Right now we have more or less drawn a rather positive image of network effects. However, in order to
grasp network effects, it is important to take into account several concerns flowing from uses of ICT that
projects in the field of digital social innovation – and hence CAPS – will have to consider. Millard, Nielsen &
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Thaarup (Millard, J., Nielsen, N.C., 2013 & Thaarup, R.K., 2013) distinguish five area’s of attention for digital
social innovation:
A first basic effect is what is labelled as the digital divide and the problem of access to the Internet and
internet/media literacy. Internet, pc’s, laptops and mobile phones might be widespread in the EU, this does
not mean that all people still possess ICT or, if they do, have acquired all the skills to use and understand
applications well (for example elderly people). From a digital social innovation point, the problematics of
digital divide and digital literacy not only thus involves the urge to instruct people on how to use the
Internet, but also on how to use it for the social good. Moreover, it involves paying attention to engagement
strategies that allow people with less developed skills or no access to path the process of technological
development and social innovation as well. In this way, one can tackle or at least moderate one possible
dangerous effect of online networks: the fact that those engaged in online participation are often already
engaged via other channels and ICT will just reinforces their dominance, leading to either an elite or digital
mob that prevent other viewpoints to be taken into account.
Secondly, the respect of online privacy and personal data protection is an area of concern. On the internet,
every user leaves its digital trail and digital tools are capable to collect data about our online behaviour.
While this indeed can lead to a better service offering, nonetheless not only certain businesses (e.g.
Facebook) want to exploit these data by pushing further the limits in privacy protection, but also
governments have shown to not refrain from collecting personal data or breaching privacy laws (e.g.
Wikileaks).
Closely related to this development is the issue of ‘big data’ and the huge amount of data that the Internet
generate. Although Big Data tend to promise to analyse a huge amount of data and provide insights into
various patterns of human behaviour on a level never seen before, one should always keep in mind how
these big data are generated. Big data is generated by people being equipped with ICT and only those that
are involved in the activity being tracked. As Freaner states recently on the website of Marketsforgood, ‘Big’
does therefore not mean ‘representative’ or ‘comprehensive’: before taking decisions based on big data, it is
therefore to consider if any group has been marginalised in the data gathering and what consequences this
has for the societal value of the collected information (Freaner, J., 2016).
Fourthly, an effect of the Internet is the risk of fragmentisation and enclavisation based on narrow personal
internest. Facebook, Google, Amazon and other Internet giants are, under the label of personalising our
online experience, actually creating filters in the way we encounter, learnd and come to understand the
world. Information that does not confront one’s worldview won’t be displayed in your search results or
timeline. (Parisier, 2011). As such, the Internet might it make easier to find and join groups we already like
instead of encountering alternatives that might challenge our assumptions and ideas.
Finally, the internet has also effects with respect to activism. Online (social) media can indeed be helpful for
grasroots organisations to easily and cheaply spread messages and rally people to their cause. It is thus no
wonder that NGO’s and other social organisations are increasingly making use of such media to let online
petition signs, share calls to action, or putting avators and dedicated tokens in personal profiles.
Nonetheless, critical voices have warned for what they label as ‘slacktivism’ (e.g. Morozov, ): the Internet
requires hardly any effort and showing online support for a cause merely substitutes for more substantive
actions than complementing them. In other words, the online activitist do not necessarily turn into activist
demonstrating on the streets nor do they have a great impact on the agenda. In order to overcome
tendencies of reducing such debates to simplistic oppositions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ activism/activists as well as
in order to graps the interaction between online and offline activism, Zuckerman (Zuckerman, 2013)
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designed a quandrant of activistic activities according to two axes: the vertical axe thin/thick and the
horizontal axe symbolic/impactful. Thin participation refers to activities where people are asked to show up
or do not more than a pre-defined action. Thick participation on the contrary demands activity, ideas and
creativity of people. Symbolic activity refers to actions that ally one to a certain cause, but it does not include
mechanisms for creating change. Impactful on the other hand means that mechanism for creating change
are present. As such Zuckerman makes a distinction between thin-symbolic, thin-impactful, think-symbolic
and thick-impactful actions. Thin-symbolic actions can be for example slacktivism and clicktivism, thinimpactful is voting; Thick symbolic actions were for example those of the Occupy Movement since its main
aim was to make people aware of the impact of the crisis than to really provide levers of change. A thick
impactful action was for example the creation of a redistribution center within Occupy Sandy that allowed
members to move from symbolic to impactful actions by actually going to the area’s hit by the hurricane and
provide relief. While it is thus easy to label online activity as thin and symbolic, it blinds often the cases were
digital activism can be thick and symbolic or even impactful. Zuckerman provides the example of the Planned
Parenthood organisation. Stripped of its funding, the organisation managed to set up a platform where
people could share their stories about how the service had provided them support. The thousand stories
collected managed to put pressure to get its funding back (Zuckerman, 2011).
These five points provides SavingFood with important general reflection points concerning the involvement
of users. Task 2.3 that will design an engagement and behavioural change plan will have to make sure that it
will identify channels of recruitment that not only reach out to communities/individuals already to a certain
extend engaged in food saving or closely related behaviours but, more important, have the capacity to reach
out to a wide variety of actors present in the neighbourhoods where the pilots will run. It will also have to
look for solutions on how issues of digital literacy can be tackled in order to ensure here the largest
participation possible. Secondly, connected to these engagement activities, from a societal evaluation point
of view (WP5), our project should be aware of the kind of data it assembled – are they indeed representative
for the area’s where they are running or is there a biasis with respect to one actor/group? – in order to make
meaningful statemens about users’ behavioural drivers of food surplus redistribution. Thirdly, as SavingFood
will rely to an extend on social media what concerns motivating and recruiting new participants, the points
of filtering and slacktivism will be needed to be taken into consideration when designing the engagement
and communication plan: how can we set up such mechanisms that our social media channels won’t be
filters for the SavingFood-users or how can we break down current filters of citizens non of the pilot partners
are engaging yet? How can we make sure that online users won’t turn into slacktivist but actually will be able
to make a significant contribution to the action?
With respect to the concern of online privacy, T3.1 is dedicated to investigating the ethical and privacy issues
concerning the platform, the pilots and the project in general. SavingFood is committed to comply to existing
data protection regulations.

4.1.3 Citizen engagement and (online) participation tools
If CAPS should ultimately benefit people at large and especially those concerned by the societal challenge at
end, engagement of citizens and stakeholders is key. The questions that arise are then the following: What is
actually citizen engagement and citizen engagement in social innovation in particular? How can one
stimulate it and which tools seem to be effective and appropriate for social innovation? After having
answered these questions, this section will discuss in more detail two online tools that SavingFood will
develop and investigate and that are innovative in the field of online platforms for food redistribution:
badges and crowdsourcep map.
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4.1.3.1

What is citizen engagement?

There are many contrasting definitions for citizen engagement. Some of them describe engagement
processes; others specify outcomes, and finally, some do both (Powell & Colin, 2008). The two contexts in
which citizen engagement is most frequently discussed are public participation, in which individuals are
engaged in the various structures and institutions of democracy; and ‘civil’ or ‘social’ participation where the
engagement happens as part of activities related to the community and other informal associations (Davies,
Simon, Patrick, & Norman, 2012). Broadly speaking, citizen engagement encompasses a wide variety of
“activities, which involve people in the structures and institutions of democracy or in activities which are
related to civil society – such as community groups, non-profits and informal associations (Davies & Simon,
2013).
From a governmental point of view, both public participation and citizen engagement differ from traditional
forms of interaction between governments and citizens. This is because instead of one direction, the
interaction moves in two directions, as a dialogue. Citizen engagement emerges from people’s growing
concern with the government’s current practices and the attempt to improve the legitimacy of decisions
(Pattie, Seyd & Whiteley, 2003). Furthermore, citizen engagement emphasizes the sharing of power,
information, and a mutual respect between government and citizens (Pattie, Seyd & Whiteley, 2003). Finally,
citizen engagement or public participation activities usually involve working together towards a common
goal; hence, they are often strongly connected to a social mission (Davies and Simon, 2013).
Citizen engagement (or, participation) is always voluntary. Though its attractiveness can be increased by
different means (incentives), it can never be forced. In addition, citizen engagement always involves an
action of some sort by citizens, no matter how active (e.g., making a donation or taking part in a
demonstration) (Davies et al., 2012).
Reflecting on the above-mentioned definitions and examples of citizen engagement, we propose the
following working definition for citizen engagement in SavingFood.
Citizen engagement is defined here as a process that can run in two directions. On the one hand, it refers to
citizens expressing their concern with institutional (e.g., governmental) practice, and acting upon it
voluntarily, from within the group or community they belong to. On the other hand, it can refer to
institutions or project consortia reaching out to citizens to transparently involve them into decision-making
processes. When this process goes both ways, based on mutual respect and in the mutual interest of the
organizations and citizens involved, the success of those decision-making processes becomes a joint
responsibility.

4.1.3.2

Types of citizen engagement in social innovation

Whereas citizen engagement can take place in diverse contexts and situations, in SavingFood we are mainly
interested in the engagement of citizens in the development of social innovation processes, services and
solutions.
Davies et al. (2012) typology of citizen engagement in social innovation presents a rare attempt to
systematically and comprehensively capture existing methods of citizen engagement in social innovation.
Based on a review of existing typologies, they distinguish the following types of citizen engagement, each
making a specific contribution to social innovation:
1. Understanding individual needs and problems: This encompasses methods to get individual citizens
to provide innovators with a deeper understanding of their needs. Through these methods,
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innovators will have access to personal knowledge of citizens they would otherwise not have access
to. These methods are qualitative in nature and time-intensive. Therefore, they mostly involve only
small numbers of citizens. Also, due to the intimate nature of these deliberations, they are best had
face-to face, offline.
2. Understanding larger patterns and trends: This combines those citizen engagement methods and
activities that help understand the scale of a problem, and to explore larger patterns of need and
trends. They engage large groups of people in contributing information, feedback and opinions on
specific issues or assessing a new service or product. With the emergence of online platforms,
citizens are able to contribute their feedback and experience not only in a reactive form, as was
typically the case, but also in a more proactive and continuous manner.
3. Co-developing solutions: This group consists of methods in which citizens take part in developing
new solutions or proposals. Typically, the engagement process is involving, iterative and tests are
carried out in practice. Because of their deliberative and highly interactive nature, these methods
tend to be applied with smaller groups of citizens, offline. They bring citizens’ experiences and
judgement about what works right into the centre of the way solutions are designed, based on the
argumentation that most complex social issues are about human interaction and, therefore, must
be developed and accepted by the relevant individuals and communities.
4. Crowdsourcing solutions: This is concerned with the ways to engage large numbers of citizens in
developing and contributing ideas to social innovations. The growth in this area goes hand in hand
with the emergence of open innovation-thinking in the private sector. Like the previous type, it is
assumed that users should be listened to as the experts on particular issues. In addition, it is
grounded in the belief that many diverse perspectives have a greater potential in bringing about
diverse solutions. Both online and offline approaches can be considered to reach a representative
group that includes also those with access to or familiarity with ICT tools.
Davies et al. (2012) differentiate these types based on the number of participants involved and whether the
emphasis is more on enabling citizens to provide information about their current experience or facilitating
their contribution of new ideas and future solutions.
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Figure 4: Typology of citizen engagement in social innovation (Davies et al, 2012)

4.1.3.3

Drivers of citizen engagement

Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley (2003) examined three different theoretical models that each provides a specific
perspective on what drives citizen engagement: a rational choice model, theorization on social capital and
civic voluntarism. They explain how according to the rational choice model, people are more likely to
participate if there are selective benefits for them to be received either by participation in the process itself,
from the results of participation or by being part of the group that participated, relative to possible costs.
From this perspective, they may also be inclined to participate because they consider it their duty or the
right thing to do within their community.
Drawing from Putnam’s social capital model (Putnam, 2000 & 2007), according to which joining and taking
part in local organizations helps foster civic attitudes such as a sense of trust in others and vice versa (1993,
in Pattie, Seyd & Whiteley, 2003), Pattie and colleagues point to the role of being established in one’s
neighbourhood and whether one feels at home there. For instance, those who are already settled in an area
are likely to have had more opportunities to build social capital than those who are recent arrivals. This social
capital encompasses not only civic attitudes (e.g., trust, reciprocity and helpfulness), but also civic
engagement and social interaction between citizens (Stolle and Howard, 2008). Pattie and colleagues note
that this social capital needs to be nurtured to flourish, and can whither away if neglected.
Finally, the authors consider civic voluntarism. This model bases itself on the socio-economic model of
participation according to which the resource rich - the better educated, more affluent and more middle
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class people - are more likely to participate (Verba et al., 1995; Brady et al., 1995; Parry et al., 1992, in Pattie,
Seyd & Whiteley, 2003). In addition, the more people feel they can make a difference on the outcome of the
decision, the more likely they are to engage in political action. Also, being politically active and identifying
with a political party or group should encourage civic engagement. Finally, Verba et al. (1995, in Pattie, Seyd
& Whiteley, 2003), stress the importance of mobilization. This means that above all, people prefer to be
asked to engage. Even politically interested and overall motivated individuals may still not participate if they
have not been asked to cooperate and/or they have not been made aware of the importance of their
involvement and, hence, mobilized.
In sum, looking at three alternative theories, Pattie and colleagues (2003) find that perceived benefits of
involvement, being involved in associations and informal networks, having access to resources, and being the
subject of mobilization can positively determine citizen engagement.

4.1.3.4

Barriers to citizen engagement

Powell and Collin (2008), who focus on citizen engagement in science and technology development, identify
a number of weaknesses in the organisation and execution of many of these exercises. Firstly, their goals are
rarely clearly articulated and the communication processes vary considerably. In addition, they argue that the
used strategies often poorly match the goals of engagement. Furthermore, in their view, most engagement
projects fail to include processes that link citizens’ recommendations, concerns and questions to actual policy
processes or decision makers. The authors note this is often related to the short duration of the initiative and
point out that often the sole focus is on disseminating the outcome of the engagement process.
There can be additional barriers to engagement that go beyond the organizer’s side. These refer to factors
that actually precede the engagement activity and prevent people from participating in the first place.
Certain methods and activities can be too cumbersome for the envisioned participants (e.g., young parents
having difficulty to organize a babysitter to be able to participate in a focus group; people not having enough
money for a bus ticket etc.) or other barriers related to physical access, transportation or poor communication
(Sheedy, 2008).
In those engagement activities where people from multiple backgrounds and professions come together, all
parties need to be willing to engage. Powell and Collin (2008) signal that, under those circumstances, not
only citizens can prove to be a challenge. Some scientists are not particularly enthusiastic about interacting
with citizens, as they have no experience or training in engaging with citizens. In fact, the variety of questions
from citizens in open discussions might intimidate scientists who as the “specialists” are not accustomed to
discussing issues outside of their field, let alone stating that they do not know the answer to some of the
citizens’ questions. Facilitating effective citizen engagement is a skill and carries within it tacit knowledge
that can only be gained through experience (Powell, & Collin, 2008).

4.1.3.4.1

Overcoming barriers

Because of the variety of reasons why engagement is sought (from organizer and citizens point of view) and
ways to engage, it is difficult to draw up an all encompassing plan that will work as a recipe for all citizen
engagement activities. However, some general guidelines have been proposed (Rowe & Frewer, 2005;
Powell & Collin, 2008; Sheedy, 2008). A summary of these guidelines is given in the table below according to
what stage they are relevant: before the engagement activities, during, following or in general.
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Planning and recruitment

Benefits: People need to be persuaded of the existence of benefits
emerging from involvement
Perceived impact: People need to be able to see that their actions are
likely to have an effect, at least some of the time.
Citizen mobilisation: People need to be asked to participate (especially
effective when done by those close to them)
Engaging existing communities: Working with existing grassroots
initiatives and groups, engagement can take less effort. When people
are already engaged in a community, they are more likely to do so in
their areas of interest and bring some of their networks with them.
Dialogue: Communication should be as reflexive, two-way, and
transparent as possible. Involved citizens should have a say in the
projects’ goals, their purposes, who will be involved, and what kinds of
processes will be used.
Clear goals: The goals should be clarified, both for the organizers as well
as for the citizens.
Training for citizens: Citizen engagement projects should include
capacity building, incentives, and training for citizens.
Training for sponsors: Engagement projects should include training,
incentives, capacity building and“hands-on” training in citizen
engagement and community organizing for scientists, academic and
government engagement organizers.

Actual engagement phase

Flexibility: Engagement projects must be as open-ended as possible
and organizers and institutions must be willing to accept and be
responsive to outcomes of the engagement projects, not just the
outcomes they or their funders want.
Match: The activities and methods chosen must match the target user
group engaged and the targets set for the engagement activity.

Follow-up

Knowledge mobilisation: Ensuring the input gained from citizens is
registered and put into action. This needs to be planned.

Overall/institutional

Systematic, regular engagement: Existing shorter-term mechanisms to
initiate citizen engagement (e.g., citizen roundtables) should be
incorporated as regular events within institutions. This will require ongoing, systemic institutional support and incentives for organizers,
scientists, and citizens.
Support and methods for long-term, profound engagement: Institutions
need to develop and incorporate new mechanisms that go beyond
short-term exercises and involve citizens longer-term in decisionmaking processes.
Funding: Government and other funders should provide substantially
more funding to support citizen engagement projects, to provide
support and incentives for all parties from sponsors to citizens to
engage in the types of projects described above.
Integration in democratic process: On a broader societal level, citizen
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dialog and input into decisions about scientific and technological
developments must be ingrained into all of our democratic processes.
Table 3: Overcoming barriers in citizen engagement

In sum, barriers to engagement might emerge from the organizers side (e.g., vague or undefined goals, weak
communication strategy, mismatch of engagement goals and engagement strategies as well as processes to
link citizen input to actual policy processes) but also from structural barriers on the citizens’ side (barriers
relating to physical access, communication or financial situation) (Sheedy, 2008, Powell and Collin, 2008). In
addition, bringing together different types of participants (e.g., laymen and professionals) can become an
issue that can only be tackled with trained facilitators of engagement activities (Powell & Collin, 2008).

4.1.4 Online participation tools
In SavingFood, two particular online motivation and participation tools will be implemented in order to
stimulate and maintain the engagement of actors (donors, charities and citizens) with respect to food
surplus redistribution: badges and a crowdsourced map.

4.1.4.1

Badges as gamification elements

Over the years, many initiatives in the commercial sector have taken up the idea of using game elements to
incentivise, motivate and retain users for their services. A widespread first example of gamification was
Foursquare. Gamification can be defined as «the use of game elements in non-game contexts» (Detering,
Dixon et al., 2011, p. 2). The most common game elements are points, leaderboards and badges. SavingFood
will investigate the use of one feature used in gamification, being badges and rating, for the case of food
surplus redistribution. Indeed, badges will be awarded to donors, charities and volunteers for their
involvement in food surplus redistribution via the platform.
We discuss here first the socio-psychological roles and the design of badges before turning to insights from
the literature that investigated the effectiveness of gamification.

4.1.4.1.1

Insight from literature on badges gamification

Acclaimed role of badges
From a social-psychological point of view, Antin and Churchill distinguish five roles badges can play in an
online environment (Antin, J. & Churchill, E.F., 2011, pp.2-3)
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a) Goal setting: badges can play a role as goal-setting device. They challenge the users to meet the
mark set by them. It is best to set the mark just out of the comfortable reach of someone.
b) Instructions: badges can provide instructions about what types of actions are possible on the
platform. This function is especially important to indoctrinate new users but also silo’d users (users
only focussing on one part of the game or platform) to diversify their activity
c) Reputation: Such badges provide information on the basis of which reputations can be assessed.
Badges are an encapsulation of a users’ interest, expertise and past interactions and can substitute
for direct experience. They can hint to casual or fanatic membership of a community, or to the
trustworthiness and reliability of persons.
d) Status/affirmation: Badges can be motivating as status symbols: they allow to advertise one’s
achievements and communicate past achievements without showing off. The status function is
derived from the expectation that others who see the badge will look more favorable upon the
owner of the badge. More difficult achievements will lead to more status. The affirmation function
allows an individual to see past milestones towards success. The interplay between status and
affirmation is important as it can influence the engagement of an individual but also a group.
e) Group identification: badges communicate a set of shared activities that bind a group of users
together around shared experiences. Achieving badges can can provide a sense of solidarity and
increase positive group identification through the perception of similarity between an individual and
the group.

4.1.4.1.2

Design of badges

Designing badges is a task that requires keeping in mind some crucial characteristics of badges with respect
to their design. Hamari and Eranti (Hamari & Eranti, 2011) provided a framework for designing and
evaluating game achievements. They highlight that designing achievements in badges should keep in mind 3
elements: the signifier, the completition logic and rewards. Each of these elements can consist of
components. The signifier element refers to the visible parts of the achievement and can consist of a visual, a
name and a description. The completition logic is the foundational logic of the achievement and can consist
of 4 components: a trigger (an action invoked by the user or the system), a multiplyer (how many times the
trigger it has to be triggered), the condition and the pre-requirements. The reward element displays the
reward the player unlocks with the achievement. It can consist of an in-game reward (new assets in the
game), an outgame reward (rewards that are external to the game, such as for example a coffee in
Foursquare) and achievement reward (a new stage in the total achievement stages). A good achievement
badge has at least one element of every component present.

4.1.4.1.3

Does gamification works? Do badges work?

Although gamification is a kind of buzzword and despite its proclaimed effect, there are currently not much
studies undertaken that dive more into their effect and answer the question wether gamification actually
work. As Hamari (Hamari, J., 2013; Hamari, j. & Koivisto, J. 2013) notes, the literature on gamification is still
dearth with this respect. He therefore undertook himself some studies to the effect of badges on online
services and a review of studies done so far into the effect of gamification in general. What do his studies
learn us?
Hamari et al. (Hamari, J., Koivisto, J. & Sarsa, H., 2014) undertook a review of gamification studies that
claimed to dive empirically deeper in the behavioural or psychological effects of gamification. Most
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quantitative and qualitative studies report on some positive aspects regarding motivation and enjoyment
and behavioural consequences, but only a small number reported only postive results. Gamification does
seem to work in other words, be it moderate. The novelty aspect seem to play a role in certain studies.
People might be attrackted to gamification because of its novelty and the resulting excitiment or curiosity to
explore such feature. A novelty effect can thus generate a behavioural change. Nonetheless, the novelty
effect does not always last and more longitudinal research would be needed to check if this behaviour turns
into more sustainable forms. On the other hand, removing the gamification because of a novelty effect
might have a negative consequence on people that were involved in it. Studies focusing on the effects of
gamification in a learning context showed that gamifaction might lead to negative outcomes, such as an
increase in competition.
Regarding his own research into a badging system in an online utilitarian platform called Sharetribe, Hamari
(Hamari, 2013, 2015a, 2015b) came to the following conclusions in an experimental setting:
The mere implementation of gamification does not lead to an increase in user activity. What seems to be the
case is that users who are actively monitoring their badges and those of others, seems to have an increase in
activity. Social influence seem to play an important role in the uptake of gamification: commitment to
common goals as well as being part of a community where people are exposed to each other and get
feedback or comments might be a good pre-condition for the uptake of gamification.
Nonetheless, Hamari made some interesting observations in these studies:
The nature of the platform can be important for gamification to succeed: Sharetribe is actually an ecommerce platform and so the question is wether utilitarian platform are less likely to benefit from
gamification attempts than more hedonistic sites. Is the involvement thus more affective or
cognitive?
The usage pattern of the platform: Sharetribe is based on sporadic use and it might be that this is
not a good pre-condition for users picking up the gamification attempt
Although it still needs to be further explored, also the role of socio-demographic characteristics of
users is important as well as their previous experience with games and play.
Finally, Anderson et al (Anderson et al, 2013) in an attempt to desing a model that helps predict the best
placement of badges in an online Q&A community, noted that users tend to increase their activity towards
the badge when they are in the neighbourhood of the badge boundaries, being the field of actions the badge
represents.
Given the paucacity of studies into the effects of gamification still today, the insight that gamifying itself
seems only to potentially attract a limited number of people and still many drivers are unknown or
underinvestigated, as well as that the actions of participants in SavingFood are required to come from mainly
voluntarism/altruism as a main driver and not from a desire to ‘getting badges’ or other rewards as a main
driver to distinghuish themselves from other participants (although in good gamification designs the awards
are connected to more noble outcomes), it was decided by the consortium to not gamify the SavingFood
experience as such, but to use only the potential of badges as a way to reward and motivate participants,
given the socio-psychological roles that are attributed to them by Antin & Churchil (Antin, J. & Churchil, E.,
2011) and the insight that social influence (Hamari, 2015b) and in particular communities, where people are
exposed to each other closely, are a positive factor for picking up gamification elements.
The badges in SavingFood are thus meant to reward donors, charities and volunteers based on performed
activities within the pilot operations and in such a way the pilot food surplus redistribution organisation
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hopes to acknowledge their efforts and collaboration in saving food surplus. Moreover, by providing badges,
SavingFood hopes to generate three other effects that flow from the socio-psychological roles of badges and
be helpful for sustaining motivation for food surplus redistribution activities:
By indicating a sense of status, citizens, donors or charities wishing to join SavingFood can identify
the owners of badges and take them as point of reference for joining or getting more information
about their experiences within the project.
By pointing to affirmation, badges will allow participants to sense a feeling of personal success, in
this case a sense of being succesfull in saving surplus food.
By indicating group identity, the badges, which are all designed in shapes of vegetables and fruits,
can help to shape a kind of collective identity and relate to shared experiences of a whole
community.

4.1.4.1.4

Contribution of SavingFood to food surplus redistribution

By thus incorporating badges for the actors on the platform, SavingFood is quite innovative in investigating
the role and potential of this feature in the context of food surplus redistribution. Our project thus wants to
answer the following questions as well at the end :
-

-

What is the best design for badges in the context of food surplus redistribution? An initial design for
the badges and the criteria for designating them have been presented in D6.2 ‘Donors motivational
material’. Our testing of the platform will allow to make adjustements/adaptations if necessary.
Are all participants attrackted by badges and which effects (reward, status, affirmation, group
identity) can be generated by them? If only a part is really motivated by them, what are their
characteristics?

4.1.4.2

Crowdsourcing and mapping (crowdmapping)

Besides investigating the potential of badges as a reward mechanism for the context of food surplus rescue,
a second innovative line of SavingFood is the investigation of the use of crowdsourcing for gathering data
about potential donors and potential charities

4.1.4.2.1

Need and objectives of the crowdsourced map

At the heart of SavingFood will be an online map that allows to make bridges between donors and charities.
Its initial information will be based upon current information from the pilot organisations (Boroume,
Feedback and HFA) but added during the platform tests with information coming from citizens (citizens as
human sensors). By thus making use of the intelligence of citizens, SavingFood aims to increase this potential
number of donors and charities that might be willing to participate and hence hopes so to make more
donations of surplus food possible and provide donors and charities with a richer ‘eco-system’ of possibilities
in respect with matching needs and assets.
Besides this general aim of getting more information to allow more donations to happen, four other reasons
were also identified to explore crowdsourcing in food surplus redistribution:
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(a) Given the limited resources of food redistribution initiatives, tapping into the wisdom citizens
(citizens as «food surplus sensors») might complement the efforts of pilot organisations to increase
the number of contacts of food donors.
(b) By providing this feature, citizens who - due to personal constraints - are unable to volunteer
specifically at a food surplus saving events or at the pilot organisation (helping to make bridges), can
now have a new way to volunteer for the project as well.
(c) For citizens that already engaged in a further stage in food surplus redistribution, they now get an
other opportunity to expand their level of volunteering beyond attending events or helping with
administrative tasks (matchmaking at pilots offices, labelling and packing food etc...)
(d) Finally, getting a broader overview of food surplus locations and possible charities can on the one
hand make citizens and other actors more aware of the issue of potential food surplus waste in their
neighbourhood and hence be an extra trigger to act and get involved with SavingFood.

4.1.4.2.2

Defining the SavingFood map as a crowdsourcing enterprise

The emergence of new digital technologies and their widespread adoption has made it easier to reach out to
a larger group of people in order to work collaboratevely to solve a specific problem. Over the years various
many crowdsourcing initiatives by a variety of actors (civil society, business, government) in many fiels have
been deployed. It has become a concept that encompasses many practices. Consequently, also defining
crowdsourcing has led to a variety of proposed definitions for the concept, often leading to presenting some
examples as paradigmatic, while other authors present the same examples as opposites. Estelles-Arolas and
Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevera reviewed this variety of definitions in order to come an exhaustive and
encompassing definition for crowdsourcing that allows to identify the basic characteristics of crowdsourcing:
Crowdsourcing is a type of participative online activity in which an individual, an institution, a non-profit
organisation, or company proposes to a group of individuals of varying knowledge, heterogenity and number,
via a flexible open call, the voluntary undertaking of a task. The variety of the task, of variable complexity and
modularity, and in which the crowd should participate bringing their work, money, knowledge and/of
experience, always entails mutual benefit. The user will receive the satisfaction of a given type of need, be it
economic, social recognition, self-esteem, or the development of individuals skills, while the crowdsourcer will
obtain and utilize to their advantage what the user has brought to the venture, whose form will depend on
the type of activity undertaken. (Estelles-Aroles, E & Gonzales-Ladron-de-Guevera, F., 2012, p. 197)
The advantage of this definition is that it allows us to identify eight components of crowdsourcing and their
defining elements. The eight indices and their constituting elements are presented in the first and second
column, the SavingFood approach towards each of them, if appropriate, in the third column:
Indices
1

A clearly
crowd

Elements

defined Knowledge
Heterogenity
Number

SavingFood’s approach
SavingFood will require a basic form of knowledge from
participants about what constitutes food surplus and
charities.
Heterogenity: no differentiation in gender, age, region
for the participants
Number: SavingFood does not limit the number of
participants.
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2

A task with a clear Objective
goal
Level of complexity
Subtask

In SavingFood, the participants will be looking for
potential new donors and charities and notify the food
surplus redistribution organisation
The level of complexity is the task is medium as it first
requires making sure it is food surplus and secondly
providing the information to the food
surplus
redistribution organisation
Subtask: SavingFood first needs to be sure that it is food
surplus so a crowdsourcer will be asked first to look for
confirmation from the potential donor that it is surplus.

3

The recompense by Excentric
the crowd is clear
motivation:
Monetary,
recognition

SavingFood projects the following intrinsic recompenses
for people acting as sensors with respect to food
surplus/charities :

Intrinsic: SavingFood plays on intrinsic motivation, no
Intrinsic motivation: special monitory reward is planned. Recognition in the
sense of being acknowledge at awaireness raising
Egoism:
Develop
events will be investigated.
creative skills, have
fun
Altruism: helping people in need to get food
Collectivism: Share Egoism: developing a skill to notify food redistribution
knowledge, become organisation, having ‘fun’ to map
part of community
Collectivism: share knowledge with food redistribution
Altruism:
doing organisation and become a member of a community.
good to others
Principilism: do justice by giving people in need food
Principilism: comply and hence be part of the pro-social and prowith one’s feeling of environmental objectives of the SavingFood movement
justice/norms

4

The crowdsourcer is Any given entity For each pilot, the crowdsourcer is the participating
clearly defined
that
has
the grassroot organisation: Feedback in the UK and Belgium,
resources to do so
Bouroume in Greece, and HFA in Hungary

5

The compensation to Knowledge
and
be received by the talent
crowdsourcer
is
Ideas
clearly defined
Added
value:
profits, product and
service innovation

Knowledge and talent: increase database of the pilot
organisations, get more knowledge locally about
sources of food surplus and get acquinted with a new
feature

Online
assigned Outsourcing
process
of processs
participative kind
Problem-solving

Problem-solving process: finding and collecting all food
donors and charities in pilots

6

Added
value:
efficient
service
donors/charities/redistribution organisation
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for

process
7

Uses an open call of Truly
open
variable extent
everyone

to The call will be open to everyone

Open to a particular
community
Open
call
controlled
8

Uses the Internet

but

Complete an e-mail address or online form on the
platform to provide the tip of food surplus/charity
besides

Besides the 8 defining components and the way SavingFood will approach its crowdsourcing activity, a
second point of attention relates to the management of the crowdsourcing activity both from the viewpoint
of engagement as from the viewpoint of quality control and privacy concerns specific in the case of food
surplus redistribution.

4.1.4.2.3

Quality control:

Although crowdsourcing works on the principle that ‘two heads are bettern than one’, it is not unthinkable
that participants can bring in a lot of information that is actually more ‘noise’ or of little relevance. Within
the crowdsourcing literature, there is still discussion as regards the quality of the feedback, especially when
it comes to issues that require a complexity of information (Zhao, Y & Qinghuy, Z, 2014). In the particular
case of SavingFood, an extra dimension adds here since the project will rely on citizens for ‘soft’ sensing,
being the fact that SavingFood won’t rely on hard objective data but on input from citizens about potential
donors and thus rely on their subjective observation and capacity to observe in a correct and reliable way.
Moreover, the issue of quality is also one on the side of the crowdsourcer: the organisations setting up such
a endeavour must also be capable to absorb the information provided by the citizens (Zhao, Y & Qinghuy, Z,
2014). SavingFood will thus implement an internal process of quality control in light with the resources
available of the pilots.
Setting up a quality control process starts from three seperate but intertwined dimensions: how can the
citizen provide qualitative input, which procedure is put in place to assess the quality of the provided data
and finally to decide whether to show the data on the map and how can the quality control mechanism be
improved? (Zhao, Y & Qinghuy, Z, 2014).
On the crowdsource participant side, providing an easy tool to contribute data in a clear way will be key.
SavingFood will allow entries via phone, mail and if possible via an online form. This form will have crucial
points to complete in order to be considered as useful by the pilot (location, type of food, type of donor,
contact...) but also to what extend he/she is sure that he’s dealing with food surplus as such and if he/she
got already in contact with the donor. The latter will be considered as desirable because the food surplus
redistribution organisation should be sure that it is food surplus that is eligible for donation. Therefore, if a
crowdsourcer reports that She/he had no contact with the donor or charity before notifying the food
redistribution organisation, the latter will communicate to the crowdsourcer the ways on how to get in
contact with donor/charity and make requirements about it. If that is not possible to do by the crowdsourcer
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and the tip is reliable, the food surplus redistribution organisation will try to establish the contact if contact
details are provided. The same considerations apply to charities as well: a certain check by the crowdsourcer
should be done in order to make sure that the charity is indeed looking for surplus food. In general,
SavingFood will also in its awareness raising activities have attention to the aspect of learning its volunteers
on how to detect potential locations of food surplus and charities in a qualitative way.
On the side of the crowdsourcer, three methods of quality control are often put in place by organisations
that decide to run a crowdsourcing campaign: a) experts within an organisation evaluate the data with or
without a sort of formal evaluation metrics, b) popular rating/voting mechanisms by the public or text mining
techniques and c) involve a third-party that evaluate the crowdsourced feedback (Zhao, Y & Qinghuy, Z,
2014). In SavingFood we will impliment quality control by experts within the organisation given that there is
a need for a check if the food surplus tip is actually food surplus. This quality check is also necessary from a
privacy point in case it is a food surplus situation and after contacting the owner. As the food surplus
redistribution organisations depend on the good will of donors and charities, it would be dangerous to
publish publicly the collected data without a consent from these actors. As experiences from our three food
surplus organisations learn us, some donors also like to stay anonymous.
In order to improve the quality control throughout the project’s lifespan, each pilot cycle will be used to
assess the system put in place and corrective actions will be undertaken to meet demands both from
participants and crowdsource initiators.

4.1.4.2.4

Engagement and motivation of crowdsourcing participants

Besides the quality control, another important axe of crowdsourcing is making sure that our project will find
people that are motivated to able to crowdsource data on donors and charities and keep their engagement
on-going.
When communicating about the potential to crowdsource for SavingFood, the task description will
meticiously communicated in order to provide a clear goal and objective for participants. As mentioned, easy
channels to tell the tip about food surplus locations and charities will be established by the platform. Thirdly,
however, in order to keep the engagement and motivation ongoing, SavingFood will provide outputs of the
crowdsourcing to the general public. This will have two forms. On the one hand, as mentioned, when
consent given, donors/charities will be inserted on the crowdsourced map. On the one hand, given that
maybe not all tips will be displayed on the map and in order not to disappoint those participants that due to
reasons only or for the majority provided tips that can’t be published on the map, on regular moments
crowdsourcers will get a special newsletter where is communicated what their activities are meaning for the
food surplus redistribution organisations. In this way, SavingFood will honour their efforts and give them a
sense of special role within the food surplus redistribution movement. Finally, the public awaireness raising
events in the pilots can be seen as a means to publicly reward and honour the SavingFood crowdsourcers.

4.1.4.2.5

Contribution of SavingFood to food surplus redistribution

By thus exploring the potentialities of crowdsourcing in a context of food surplus redistribution, our project
wants to formulate an answer to the following questions:
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-

-

What is the added value of crowdsourcing for generating maps for food surplus redistribution
initiatives?
What is the best process and method to set up a crowdsourcing campaign in this area?
Which citizens are attracted in particular by crowdsourcing in this field? What are there main
motivations? And which strategies work best to keep people engaged with providing tips about
potential food donors and charities?
Does a map contribute to a better awaireness in the general public about the issue of food surplus
redistribution in their locality and does it help to stimulate their participation in the food surplus
redistribution
movement?
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5 Analysis of online food redistribution platforms
5.1.1 Food redistribution models and typology of initiatives
After reducing the amount of unnecessary produced food at the source, if food surplus remains at different
stages in the foodlife cycle, the food recovery hierarchy places food surplus redistribution as the 1 st most
preferred option in order to save food. Over the years many initiatives have emerged that aims to collect and
work with food surplus in order to give this food a second life instead of getting it composted, reworked in
animal food or thrown in the landfill.
Currently two main models of food surplus redistribution can be distinguished:
-

-

Indirect Food redistribution: In this case, food is donated by donors to an organisation that has a
central storage function and where this food is then given to charities or organisations that serve
people in need of food. Typically these organisations are food banks or organisations that play roles
relatively similar to food banks.
Direct redistribution: In this case the food surplus is given directly by the food surplus donor to the
recipient. Two forms of donations can be distinguished:
o Peer-to-peer donations between individuals
o From donors to charities: here food redistribution organisations play the role of a
communication hub between donors and charities in order to facilitate the donation.

In SavingFood we focus on direct redistribution and the donations from food donors to charities. Around
Europe, many initiatives have popped up over the years, with two of our three pilot organisations (Feedback,
Boroume) as good examples. Recently, some online platforms have emerged that try to take benefit of ICT to
play their role as communication hub. In this chapter we focus on those initiatives in the European Union
that have an online platform in order to make direct food donations possible, both peer-to-peer and donorcharity.

5.1.2 Focus: online food redistribution platforms
In order to be able to position the SavingFood solution within the current landscape of food surplus
redistribution initiatives, this part of the conceptual and methodological framework is dedicated to make a
detailed analysis of the characteristics of these platforms. At the Kick off meeting in Thessaloniki it was
agreed to start with an analysis of a preliminary group of existing online platforms that pilots see as currently
interesting practices since they can inform the concept and idea generation of the SavingFood platform and
the user requirements and needs exercise. In particular, it was interesting to know what functionalities they
offer, who they connect and how, how they display the actors to the public and if they employed certain
techniques for influencing behaviour.
Based on input from the project pilot organisations and an exploration of the online inventory of social
innovation initiatives of the EU-project Fusions, the following initiatives were selected: Planzheroes (UK),
FareShare (UK), FoodCloud (IRE), Schenkingbeurs (BE), FoodWe (Be), Phenix (Fr), BringFood (IT), Zero (PT),
Refood (POR), FoodShare (GER).
However, a detailed analysis of these online platforms was not always possible as some of them require a
subscription that is strictly connected to a specification of your preferred role as a donor, a charity or a
volunteer. In the case of FoodWe registration still depends on a specific approval by the organisation. The
degree of visibility of these solutions thus varied. Where possible, we retrieved extra information by reading
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their FAQ-section, watching video’s on Youtube or read reports where these organisations were mentioned,
such as for example the Fusion project.
In May and June 2016, webinars were organised with some of these platforms in order to get more
information about their operations but also to discuss with them the challenges they faced in setting up their
platform and in engaging users. At the end of these talks, also possible collaborations with the SavingFood
project were envisioned. Regarding the characteristics, the webinars learned us that our initial analysis in
D2.1 is still valid. The outcome of the discussion regarding their initial challenges and potential ways to
collaborate with us are reported in the second part of this chapter.
The analysis of the online food surplus platforms focused on the following aspects:
-

Model of redistribution
Web or mobile service delivery
Target groups
Method of matchmaking
Procedure of registration
Displaying of amount of food saved
Use of interactive maps and information displayed
Ways to influence behaviour

5.2

Model of redistribution

When it comes to redistributing food donations to charities, the online platforms enable either direct
redistribution or indirect redistribution. Only FareShare in the UK has both models but the direct
redistribution is currently only operating for Tesco supermarkets via their FareShareFoodCloud application
that was launched in February 2016. It seems that new initiatives in Southern Europe – Zero Desperdicio and
Refood in Portugal and Espigoladores in Catalunya – are currently preferring more indirect modes online that
reflect their offline model of indirect redistribution of meals based on donations and that are collected by
individuals to community centres where the donated food is cooked or divided in parcels for families. The
other initiatives in UK, Ireland and Belgium all seem to prefer to use digital technology to foster direct
redistribution.
Two initiatives – BringtheFood in Italy and Foodsharing in Germany/Austria - are combining direct
redistribution to charities with a peer-to-peer approach whereby individuals can share leftover food with
their fellow citizens. For Foodsharing this is on the one hand connected to a hierarchical system: peer-topeer sharing is the first step for citizens wanting to join the movement in a cycle of growing expertise and
assigned responsibilities (Foodsharer – Foodsaver – Company Coordinator and Food Saving Coordinator). On
the other hand, peer to peer sharing is connected to the organisation of essenkorben (food baskets) en
freiteiler (fridges) where citizens can leave food they don’t consume and other can pick it up. In
Bringthefood, a citizen can choose to either donate to another citizen or to a charity. Both can claim the food
the citizen announces on the platform. Other known peer-to-peer food saving solutions are OLIO (UK),
Leftoverswap (UK & USA) and Ratatouille (IT). As for this exercise we stuck to solutions that share similar
goals as SavingFood, we will make an analysis of these platforms in the next version of this deliverable in
Month 9.
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Donations to charities

Peer to Peer

Platforms

Direct redistribution Indirect redistribution (still an Gleaning
(straight from donator intermediary operation for
to charity)
storage before distribution)

Planzheroes (UK)

X

FareShare (UK)

X

Phenix (Fr)

X

Foudcloud (IR)

X

X

Bourse aux dons - X
schenkingsbeurs
(BE)
Foodsharing (GER)

X

X

BringFood (IT)

X

X

FoodWe (BE)

X

Allwin (Swe)
Zero
(PT)*

Desperdicio

X

Refood (PT)*

X

Tafel.de (Ger)*

X

Espigoladores
(Esp)*

X

X

Table 4: Method of redistribution

5.3

Web or mobile service delivery

The majority of digital redistribution tools are still only web-based. Even a recent initiative as the
Schenkingsbeurs in Belgium (launched 2015) is still only present on the web. Two initiatives have an app:
FoodCloud in Ireland works with a mobile application where one can also register as donor & volunteer &
announce food. The same applies for BringtheFood in Italy, but here also charities can register. FareShare
announces on his website the launch of its app – FoodCloud ShareFare – in February 2016.
Organisation

Web platform

Mobile Application

Planzheroes (UK)

X

?
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FareShare (UK)

X

X (iOS)

Phenix (Fr)

X

-

Foodcloud (IR)

X

X (iOS)

Bourse aux dons – Schenkingsbeurs (BE)

X

-

Foodsharing (GER)

X

-

BringFood (IT)

X

X

FoodWe (BE)

X

-

Zero Desperdicio (PT)*

X

-

Refood (PT)*

X

-

Tafel.de (Ger)*

X

-

Espigoladores (Esp)*

X

-

Table 5: web or mobile delivery of service

5.4

Target Groups

Which specific groups are targeted by these online solutions? Although logically all of them target donors
and charity organisations, they also target volunteers, with the exception of Schenkingbeurs-Bourseauxdons
in Belgium and BringTheFood. For the latter, it is logic given the emphasis on citizens sharing food. For
Schenkingbeur-Bourseauxdons.be this can be explained by the fact that it is aiming to work on a large scale –
whole Belgium – and thus see matchmaking as such more important than the issue of volunteers who can
assist in the redistribution itself between donor and charity. Some of the solutions (Planzheroes, FareShare
and Espigoladores) also target directly funders and provide straight links to options on how to give money to
support the redistribution group (one time, regular money donations).
If we look more closely at who is actually taken into account, we learn that in the target group of donators
most of these applications are focussing on «urban» settings and actors: supermarkets, retailers, local shops
and restaurant are mentioned as the most common targeted donors. Farmers are only mentioned in
FareShare (UK) and Espigoladores (Cat). Schenkingbeurs-Bourseauxdons in Belgium has the largest inventory
of potential donor categories, including gardeners. Still, we can see that targeting farmers is still not a
common practice for these online redistribution platforms.
Regarding volunteers, we can detect that they all are recruited for four major tasks: collecting the surplus
food and transporting it to the charity (or from the charity to the end user of the food), detecting new
sources of surplus food, campaigning and fundraising or administrative tasks.

Initiative

Donors

Recipients

Volunteers

Funder

Planzheroes
(UK)

Supermarkets

Local charities

Food mover

Give
money

Food propagandist (spread the
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Restaurants

word)

Cafés

Food building relationships (help
making matches)

Shops

Vehicle owners

Catering companies
FareShare
(UK)

Supermarkets
retailers
Manufacturers
Growers

Fundraiser

and Local
charities Volunteer at Centre
close to centres
Spread the word
Local charities in
Transporter
direct match

Donate
one
time/conti
nuous
Fundraiser

Packers
Phenix (Fr)

Big
and
small Associations (not Concerned citizen can give tips
companies, stock
specified)

Foudcloud
(IR)

Retailers

Bourse aux
dons
schenkingsbe
urs (BE)

Farmers, Distribution Local charities
(supermarkets, small
shops), horeca and
catering,
food
production, gardens
and orchards

n.a

Charities
with Food Cloud Rescue drivers: driver
Food
Safety or navigator
Management and
Training
n.a.

n.a.

On occasional or
systematic
basis
(regular)
Foodsharing
(GER)

Supermarkets
shops

and Charities

Foodsharer (peer to peer)

Individuals

Foodsaver:
collecting
at
individuals and business and
distributing to people or charities

Individual
citizens
(peer-to-peer)

Company-coordinator
Botshafterin: coordination and
finding of new partners
BringFood
(IT)

Stores, restaurants, Charities
mensa’s
individuals
Individuals

n.a.

n.a

FoodWe (BE)

Supermarkets, stores

n.a.

n.a.

Charities
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Allwin (Swe)
Zero
Desperdicio
(PT)*

Supermarkets,
Charities
and Individuals: Collecting Food
cantines,
individual people
Distributing Food
restaurants,
in need
Administration & operational
commercial centres,
tasks
hotels
Collectivities:
NGO’s, institutions, organisations
helping with transport or finding
infrastructure

Refood (PT)*

Restaurants

Individuals

Individuals:
Collectors
Packaging
Distributing

Tafel.de
(Ger)*

Supermarkets
shops

and Individuals

Collector
Transporter
Distributer
Administration

Espigoladore
s (Esp)*

Shops, supermarkets, Individuals
farms

Yes, but not specified

Donator

Table 6: Target groups

5.5

Method of matchmaking

How does the matchmaking happen between donor –charity and/or – volunteers on these platforms?
Planzheroes, Schenkingsbeurs-Bourseauxdons and BringFood work with a notification system, FoodCloud
Ireland works via a text message that is generated by the donor via the FoodCloud App, hence charities don’t
need a smartphone. In the three cases, the first charity who reacts, can claim the donation and the donor
can see who claimed it. Then an appointment can be made between the two parties.
The initiatives of Zero Desperdicio, Refood, Tafel and Espigoladores don’t specify this and it thus seems that
they still make the match manually with the aid of signalisation by volunteers or by registration where details
are requested from the donor about days and hours of possible food surplus donations.

Organisation

Way of matchmaking

Characteristic

Planzheroes
(UK)

Donor registers donation online
charities get Direct online: notification system
notification -> charity claim it
volunteers and
transporters in charity community get notification
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to pick up and transport
FareShare (UK)

Donor: contacts FareShare Centre via telephone Indirect with online support
or form => donor brings food to Centre => Vans
bring food to charities

Phenix (Fr)

Not consultable on website

Foodcloud (IR)

Donor registers donation online => Text message Direct online: text message
to local charities => First charity to take offer gets
it => Donor can see who picked up

Bourse aux dons
–
schenkingsbeurs
(BE)

Occasional: Donor registers donation online Direct online: notification
(product category, product, kilo, durability,
temperature
of
stockage,
transport &
temperature) => Notifications to charities to
inform which products are needed, type of
transport available, storage capacity and
conditions => First charity to claim it, gets offer
and makes agreement for pick-up

Direct online

Systematic: operations worked out in specific
software not displayed online (indication type of
regularity – daily, monthly, weekly; Date of pickup; Durability, transport conditions; agreements)
Foodsharing
(GER)

Donor registers donation, display of pick-up on Direct online
map, recipient can find and claim

BringFood (IT)

Donor: provides info (type, what, quantity, Direct online
portions), recipient can find in list view or map
view around his position details and claim it and
make arrangement.

FoodWe (BE)

Not consultable online

Not retrievable because not part of
public pages of website

Zero
Desperdicio
(PT)*

Matchmaking seems to be ‘manually’

Manually

Refood (PT)*

Matchmaking seems to be ‘manually’

Manually

Tafel.de (Ger)*

Matchmaking seems to be ‘manually’

Manually

Espigoladores
(Esp)*

Matchmaking seems to be ‘manually’

Manually

Table 7: method of matchmaking
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5.6

Procedure of registration

We investigated the registration procedures for the target audiences with respect to the Internet sites of
these initiatives. For Tafel in Germany and Espigoladores in Catalonia, registration is more an inquiry of
possible interest. People are requested to send an email (Espigoladores) or complete a pdf (Tafel) to get in
contact. Also for Refood in Portugal registration consist in expressing a general interest since all parties are
asked to get in contact via the same contact form.
In the other initiatives, donors, charities and volunteers each have a separate registration procedure.
FareShare provides direct communication options (phone or mail) for each of the parties. For the other
solutions, the type of information besides the address and contact consists of specifications regarding the
nature of donations, the need of charities and the availability of volunteers. Zero Desperdicio in Portugal,
who does not make a direct match via digital way, ask the most detailed information.
Organisation

Registration procedure and information

Planzheroes
(UK)

Donor: complete registration form (name & contact, best time, frequency and seize of
donation) + sign and send donor agreement
Charity: complete registration form (name & contact details, charity number and
number of beneficiaries)+ sign and send charity agreement
Transporter: registration form (name & contact; Type of transport regarding
temperatures of vehicle)
Volunteer: complete registration form (name & contact) & invitation for Planzheroes
explanation meeting
Donation: link to online banking interface

FareShare (UK)

Donor: Contact FareShare Food Team
Charity: contact form for centre/FoodCloud for direct pick-up
Volunteer: contact regional centre by mail or phone
Donation: link to bank account, fundraising tools, FairShare Virtual Food Drive

Phenix (Fr)

Volunteer: just a form to tip an interesting place
Others: not specified on website, contact phone

Foodcloud (IR)

Web: Donor: Google form (contact/type of food/delivery time/frequency of
donation/expiry date)
Web: Charity: Google form (contact/
Web: Volunteer: application form via Google Form (contact & information on which
role they wish to perform, when available days and morning/evening, wishing to
receive notifications for ad-hoc situations)

Bourse aux dons Occasional Donor: online registration form (region, type of activity, contact details,
–
how do you know platform) & signing charter of quality
schenkingsbeurs
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(BE)

Systematic Donor: online contact form
Recipient: online registration form (region, name of organisation, contact details, how
do you know platform) & signing charter of quality

Foodsharing
(GER)

Online registration module: Foodsharer (name, contact, picture and juridical
statement)

BringFood (IT)

Donor: registration form with name, contact, picture, legal requirements
Peer: idem
Charity: idem

FoodWe (BE)

Could not retrieve due to non public part of website

Zero
Desperdicio
(PT)*

Donor: online registration (type of activity; Contact details address, website,
telephone; Type of kitchen, quantity of food, Price, working hours, closing day, Holiday,
best collection period, packaging, become a partner, preference for organisation to
donate to, data sharing agreement for ZeroWaste and for Internet display purposes)
Intermediary: online registration form (type of organisation and focus of the activity
and people, address, number of places (less than 10, to 50, to 100), opening hours,
quantity of food that is needed, own counter, transporters, storage capacity, approval
of data-sharing of beneficiaries with ZeroWaste and for Internet display purposes)
Individual Volunteer: online registration form (name, contact, type of volunteering –
administration, events, collecting-transporting, availability of days and hours for
volunteering, own car, substitute available)
Collective Volunteer: idem as for individual

Refood (PT)*

Donor, volunteer, recipient, partner: online contact form to get in

Tafel.de (Ger)*

Donor, volunteer, recipient, funder: registration via a pdf form and get in contact

Espigoladores
(Esp)*

Donor, volunteer, recipient: get in contact via email and phone
Funder: bank account
Table 8: Procedure of matchmaking

5.7

Ways of displaying amount of saved food

The most common way to display the output of the food redistributed, the most common way is to display
the quantity expressed in kilograms. Nonetheless, initiatives are also displaying the number of meals that
they have generated. FoudCloud Ireland is so far the only one that also relates the saving of food with the
environmental dimension by mentioning the amount of CO2 saved.
Organisation

Way of displaying saved food

Planzheroes (UK)

n.a.; launched in 2015
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FareShare (UK)

7.791 tonnes of food, 2135 charities, 16.6 million meals

Phenix (Fr)

Not mentioned

Foudcloud (IR)

885 tons donated, 1.88000 meals given, 2738 tonnes of CO2 saved

Bourse aux dons – Not mentioned (launched in 2016)
schenkingsbeurs (BE)
Foodsharing (GER)

Schon 3.474.472 Kilo gerettet! (Already 3474472 kilo’s saved!)

BringFood (IT)

646488 kg donated and counting!

FoodWe (BE)

90 ton

Zero Desperdicio (PT)*

2455828 meals served

Refood (PT)*

Meals

Tafel.de (Ger)*

n.a.

Espigoladores (Esp)*

81561 kilos de alimentos recuperados (81561 kilos of food recuperated)
Table 9: Ways of displaying saved food

5.8

Use of interactive maps and information

This information was difficult to pin down hard and is mostly based on video’s and presentations of the
projects we found online. Planzheroes seems to be the only organisation that uses an all encompassing map
that displays all actors. The other initiatives only display donors and or community centers/tafels and the
contact details. Schenkingbeurs on the other hand only displays a map of charities. Only for the platforms
that also provide peer-to-peer food sharing opportunities, the place of the actual food to be donated is
detailed.
Organisation

Map display and info

Planzheroes (UK)

Interactive map with donors, charities, volunteers and transporters

FareShare (UK)

Map with centers

Phenix (Fr)

Not consultable due to need for registration

Foudcloud (IR)

No all-compassing interactive map
All Donors on integrated google map/on map on mobile app

Bourse aux dons – Map with charities (contact and type of charity, requested food, transport options,
Schenkingsbeurs
storage options and conditions)
(BE)
Foodsharing (GER)

Map with Essenkorben and Freiteiler (location, contact, expiry date of gift, quantity,
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type)
BringFood (IT)

Map with offers in neighbourhood, quantity, number of portions, expiry date of offer

FoodWe (BE)

No access to Internet

Zero
(PT)*

Desperdicio No all-compassing interactive map
Donors and intermediaries displayed individually on integrated Google Map with
basic contact info and address

Refood (PT)*

No

Tafel.de (Ger)*

Map with Tafel locations and contact details

Espigoladores
(Esp)*

No
Table 10: Use of interactive maps

5.9

Ways of influencing behaviour

As a final part of our analysis of online food redistribution systems, we undertook a first scan of initiatives
that these platforms use to influence the behaviour of their users/visitors towards the food waste problem.
In 7 platforms, a special section is dedicated to raising awareness and providing information on the amount
and importance of food waste in the specific country where the initiative is running. Out of this seven
however, only one connects the local/national food waste situation to a more global or European perspective.
Infographics are used to reinforce the message. Apart from such a dedicated section, newsletters are most
used to disseminate results of work and spread testimonials. Providing skills and capabilities in order to
inform people about how they can implement concrete action, is done mainly by video’s or by providing a
map with the place and contact details of the organisations.
What is striking is that all the initiatives have a strong social media presence. It thus seems that it is mainly
via these media that call to food saving actions are announced, information (news, actions, ...) about the
food waste issues is disseminated and contacts with other food redistribution organisations abroad or in the
own country are maintained.
Specific tools to influence behaviour are not present based: only in Bringthefood and FoodCloud can a donor
get an overview of the total amount of food he/she donated/saved. Reminders about food donated are also
sent. In this way, one can be triggered to improve his/her efforts in saving food that otherwise would go
wasted. But these numbers are not publicly displayed as a means to maybe enforce competition for
collecting as much food as possible in a community.
In the Month of April, SavingFood undertook a deeper-analysis of the social media activity of the platforms.
We noticed that only 3 of them – FoudCloud Ireland, FoodSharing and ReFood – very actively used social
media from three angles: (a) recruitment for food saving events and highlighting results of such actions or
the contribution of persons (mainly donors and volunteers) involved, (b) spreading general knowledge and
news on food waste and food surplus redistribution (change in legislation, amount of food wasted globally or
national level based on published studies or news articles) and (c) providing tips and tricks to deal with food
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waste at home. FoodCloud Ireland was the only organisation that had a regular publishing strategy in the
sense that one could detect that specific items were only posted on regular days, especially those under
point (c) on Friday. It thus seem that although social media channels are indeed seen as a way to get known
and recruit people, but a good social media strategy will be key in order to also build a good and
longstanding community around the social media accounts. It is of course impossible to deduce a tendency
to clicktivism as we could not deduce from pictures or other information if there is a wide gap between likes
and shares and offline activist action. As mentioned in the previous section of this deliverable, SavingFood
will be an importunity to also find ways to deal with such a phenomenon and reduce the danger of
slacktivism.
Organisation

Functionalities

Planzheroes (UK)

Awareness & knowledge: web: no specific information page about the food waste
problematic; Newsletter; Testimonials, video
Skills & capabilities: no specific information page about skills; video
Social sharing of service page: twitter, facebook, instagram, pinterest, linked-in

FareShare (UK)

Web: Awareness & knowledge: information about food waste; newsletter with
stories about results, volunteers and other partners; video’s; testimonials
Skills & capabilities: Online map with FareShare centers; Video’s
Social media page: Twitter, Facebook (call to action, information, awareness raising,
attitude)

Phenix (Fr)

Social media page: Twitter, Facebook (call to action, information, awareness raising,
attitude)

Foodcloud (IR)

Awareness and knowledge: Web-page: information on the foodwaste on global and
Ireland scale; Newsletter; testimonials
Skills & capabilities; Find business-donors on map
Social media page: Facebook, Twitter, Youtube, Linkedin, Google Plus (call to action,
information, awareness raising, attitude)
App: Personal overview of number of donations, food donated (kg), Meals
equivalent, GHG saving, Financial Saving

Bourse aux dons – Awareness & knowledge: information on food waste in Belgium & benefits for each
schenkingsbeurs
partner on participation (donor-recipient organisation)
(BE)
Skills and capabilities: find charities on map; video
Social media Sharing of service page: Facebook, Twitter, Google Plus
Foodsharing (GER)

Awareness & knowledge: on website: information on food waste issue
Skills and capabilities: map with donations, how to-video
User feedback on donation
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BringFood (IT)

Application: Number of donations & kilo’s saved
Social media individual sharing of donation and collection (Facebook, Twitter);
Social media page (Facebook, Twitter) (call to action, information, awareness
raising, attitude)

FoodWe (BE)
Zero
(PT)*

Not consultable;

Desperdicio Awareness & knowledge: information on food waste in Portugal on website & use of
song text for movement
Social media use: Facebook, Youtube (call to action, information, awareness raising,
attitude)

Refood (PT)*

Awareness and information:
Website: information & Video & photo’s
Capabilities & skills: video
Social media use: Twitter, Facebook, Youtube (call to action, information, awaress
raising, attitude)

Tafel.de (Ger)*

Awareness and knowledge: information about food problematic and Tafel Video
usage
Capabilities and skills: maps with Tafel location

Espigoladores
(Esp)*

Social media sharing: Twitter, Facebook, Youtube (call to action, information,
awareness raising, attitude)
Table 11: ways to influence behaviour

5.10 Enablers and barriers for online food redistribution platforms
and collaboration with SavingFood
SavingFood project conducted in May and June 2016 two online webinars with some of the food surplus
platforms mentioned above: FoodWe (B), FoodCloud (Ir), Pflanzheroes (UK), Olio (UK), SchenkingsbeursBourseauxdons (B). Apart from these actors, Frooly from Finland joined the webinar and two gleaning
initiatives: Sur+ from the Netherlands and Les Glaneurs from France. Both of these initiatives are currently
having plans for making a gleaning platform. The other platforms mentioned in the previous section were
also invited to the webinar, but we didn’t get response to our invitation.
The aim of these webinars was threefold: (a) introduce the SavingFood project, (b) looking for potential ways
of collaboration and (c) getting insights into challenges these organisations face and how they tried, are
trying or wish to face these. The answers here are provided in an anonymous way and focus is on points (b)
and (c) of the online webinars.
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5.10.1 Encountered challenges and strategies to tackle them
Which challenges in setting up their platform did these organisations encounter? The reported challenges
were situated on 3 levels: engaging the various actors, resource management and keeping engagement
ongoing. We should keep in mind that the present online platforms were relatively new and hence are
1. Engagement of actors (donors, charities, volunteers):
In general, finding interested actors with respect to donating food is as such not very difficult, if a
good promotion and communication plan is present that is able to identify them directly or indirectly
via intermediares such as for example sectoral organisations. However, the main barrier is to be able
to set up a reliable and trustful donation process: donors need to be sure that a charity will pick up
the surplus at a agreed time and one should be able to know what is required as food. In that sense,
donors are able to prepare the donation and adapt it to needs. Due to their size, resources in staff
and food surplus output, supermarkets are easier to engage to a platform than small businesses
(hotels, restaurants, small shops, ...) that can have their specific requirements regarding the surplus
food (size, kind of food) and available staff to prepare and follow-up the transaction. When thus
making your platform, it is important to not only be able to match a donor with charities but also
have a clear view on the operational process of donation itself and the requirements from donor and
charity side. With respect to farmers, the two platforms targeting this segment of donors testified
that working with an intermediary who monitors the farm is necessary: most farmers are not keen
on working with ICT or don’t have the time to follow-up on possible food surplus themselves and
take actions to donate it. A dedicated person that establishes an offline trustful and reliable relation
with a farmer and that for the farmer handles the platform to arrange donations, collection and pickup is necessary. Finally, they noticed a difference between type of farmers: bio-farms seems to be
more eager to participate or show interest than more traditional farmers. For the latter, connecting
with a sectoral organisation that is willing to help to inform about food donations or ways to cope
alternatively (secondary markets for example) with food surplus is an added value.
In general, the platform operators stated that charities are more difficult to convince to engage
towards an online solution. First, charities are not always used to incorporate ICT in their operations
and someone will be needed to take care of the platform or at least take the leadership in managing
the platform interactions. Secondly, because of depending on volunteers and their availability for
certain operations, a charities’ staff presence for some activities depends on availability and this can
fluctuate. Thirdly, charities themselves should also have a clear vision on what food they need and
how they will process donations. One should avoid a Although an online platform can with specific
functionalities mediate on such factors (for example specifying possible time of pick-up or need of
quantity and type of food), still internal offline characteristic’s of charities need to be tackled as well.
With respect to volunteers, the main challenge is of course to identify in an engagement plan
appropriate media channels (social media and local community pages work well) and intermediares
(for example local action groups working on sustainability) that allow you to find a necessary start
bases of interested volunteers. The difficulty is not as such in finding ‘interested’ people to
volunteer, but to make the engagement meaningful to be continuous as well as to provide training in
food redistribution. With respect to the latter platform organisations therefore organise training
sessions, while with respect to the former, one platform started to experiment with an ambassador
functionality.
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Finally, the online platforms also advised to start at local level and start small scale in order to have a
meaningfull critical mass that allows to get first insights in setting up processes and learn and adapt
but also to make sure that the platform gets used. It is a critical step before wanting to scale up to
cover larger geographical areas.
2. Resources:
Some platforms also mentioned that resources (both personell and financial wise) are crucial. In the first
place, having a platform is one thing, but it comes with a cost to maintain it technically but also to
eventually adapt it based on learned experiences. Secondly, a matchmaking platform also demands that
someone in the organisation can follow-up processes continuously. Roles of volunteers are crucial here
as well to support the food redistribution organisation if necessary.
3. Ambassador network in neighbourhoods:
As mentioned, the main challenge that platforms stated is not only to find interested people to
volunteer but also to keep the engagement ongoing after an initial sign up of people as a volunteer.
Above we already mentioned that training/information sessions are organised as a means to inform
people but also to foster engagement by letting volunteers meet each other offline and discuss about
their experiences. One platform is currenlty working with an explicit ambassasor system. Ambassadors
here are local representatives making advertisement in the neighbourhood and providing an information
relay between the organisation and various interested actors. Although set up recently, awarding people
a certain status in the food surplus redistribution operations seems to work in fostering engagement, but
it requires also highlighting the role of such people to the outside world via other means such as
providing profiles/portraits of ambassadors in blogs, newsletters or social media posts.
What we thus learned from these two webinars was that the involved online platforms have worked hard to
get a critical community using the platform and are now investigating ways to make the process more
effective and widespread in their countries/regions based on the learned experiences. In that sense, the
challenges they highlighted in our webinar for the future of food redistribution are running parallel with
those that SavingFood wants to tackle based upon the established work of our three pilot organisations
(Feedback, HFA and Boroume):
- Which (online) engagement and behavioural change strategies can work to engage more donors and
charities in order to increase food surplus donations and how can this process between donation and
charities’ need be made more efficient and effective via a platform so that people in need of food get the
right food they need?
- Which (online ) engagement and behavioural change strategies can work to engage more citizens as
volunteers into different roles connected with food surplus redistribution (citizens as sensors of surplus food,
citizens as volunteers to help at food saving events, citizens providing administrative/logistic support) and
can be fruitful to reach out to those citizens/communities that might be sensible to the issue but are not
participating yet?

5.10.2 Potential for collaboration between SavingFood and the
existing (and soon planned) online platforms:
All platforms acknowledge that tackling redistributing food surplus demands no stand alone approach but
that rather all different approaches should try to come a kind of integral approach where benefits of each
other can be combined and the initiatives reinforce each other mutually. Especially SavingFood project
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members and the pilots came to the conclusion at the webinar that in order to engage and scale up, from a
citizen/volunteer point of view it will be beneficiarry if she/he knows that he can execute his commitment to
save food surplus via different means (peer to peer donation of own food, helping to collect and redistribute
food between donors and charities). Also engagement wise, for one initiative it is good to know that it can
tap into the ‘pool’ of engaged citizens/volunteers from an existing food surplus/waste organisation. With
respect to food donors and charities, given sometimes the different nature of the food donation or
requirements of needed food (large, small, kind of food), an increase in the opportunities of where a
business can donate or a charity can find a food donation is beneficial. Finally, given the challenge of
resources mentioned above, looking for ways to mutually reinforce each other is a way to use each other’s
resources in a more efficient and effective way.
Secondly, in order to find answers regarding engagement and motivational strategies that «work» and get
deeper insights into how various actors (donors, charities, citizens) respond to these (the behavioural change
research), SavingFood as a CAPS project is also seen as an opportunity to collect data and crucial insights that
other platforms can learn from.
Within then the context of the SavingFood project, the discussion on collaboration between SavingFood and
existing online platforms identified hence three possible ways to mutually reinforce each other:
a) Spread each others recruitment calls for food surplus saving actions via each other communication
channels: SavingFood can for example publish via it social media channels and platform messages from all
the other platforms (and not only those in the pilot countries) and thus become an information hub for the
broader EU public with respect to food surplus saving activities in their country. In the countries where
SavingFood is running pilots, SavingFood can on the one hand engage its own users to the activities of other
initiatives and vice versa.
b) Connect the gleaning module of SavingFood to the other platforms: on the one hand, since most of the
platforms don’t work with farmers as donors, gleaning is considered as an interesting way to support in 2
ways: 1) engagement of gleaning volunteers (see a) and 2) helping to find charities that can be interested in
the gleaning output, given that this is often large quantities that one charity can’t always handle alone.
Technical integration of the gleaning module with other platforms can be investigated if this makes the
process more efficient and effective.
c) Create a common discussion group for online food surplus redistribution platforms : in such a group, online
food surplus redistribution platforms can exchange their best practices and provide feedback to each other
in order to overcome the current state of isolation of much initiatives and to reinforce each other given that
online platforms only emerged recently. Concretely, developments of SavingFood can be shared here in
order to get feedback but also insights from the engagement and behavioural change work can be discussed.
The collaboration with the online platforms for food surplus redistribution in SavingFood will be further
explored in WP6 in the task 6.3 ‘Exploitation and scaling activities’. On the short term after the call, within
each pilot country, the SavingFood consortium appointed a dedicated person from each of the pilot
organisations that is charged for maintaining contact with the respective platforms operating in his country.
In the case of platforms from non-pilot countries of SavingFood, this tasks was divided over the consortium
in relation to the type of actions undertaken (e.g: Feedback is responsible for following and contacting
gleaning initiatives in France). On a long term, the consortium decided to invite the online food
redistribution platforms in the sustainable work group of the project.
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5.11 Conclusion
The analysis of the online platform provided insights that informed the user requirement analysis in the 2
workshops where other stakeholders in the pilot countries were invited to validate the initial SavingFood
Scenario (see D2.2 ‘User and Data requirements v.1’) and the first wireframes (see D2.3 ‘User and data
requirements v.2’).
In the first place, there are varied technological solutions at play. A clear move towards mobile solutions is
present in the UK and Ireland, using notifications/text messaging for direct matchmaking. In other countries
more advanced solutions are emerging such as FoodWe and Schenkingsbeurs, but they prefer to work via
the web. In other cases, a web application is present, but it is clear that matchmaking and processing the
data of donors is still done in a very ‘manual’ way. Further research is needed to know whether this is due to
financial reasons and thus the modules SavingFood will develop will benefit them or to the context of the
initiatives themselves that make a more offline-online interaction more efficient. The solutions that seems to
be closest to the SavingFood idea are Planzheroes, FoodCloud Ireland and Foodsharing in Germany.
Regarding Planzheroes, we want to stress that this is a company that also seems to offer, based on its FAQ
section, more advanced services for organisations that will be remunerated.1 In this respect, the SavingFood
solution by providing open source solutions, can also be very advantageous for other food redistribution
initiatives. Nonetheless, Planzheroes has expressed his intent to participate in the sustainability working
group of SavingFood as looking for synergies will help the aim of creating a social movement for food surplus
redistribution. These advanced online food redistribution solutions will be further examined in particular the
next months, while the other solutions will be more approached from the angle of investigating how the
SavingFood modules might «support» their model.
Secondly, there is a variety in registration procedures at play. Some require an extensive completion of data
(address, location, contact, donation info,…), others prefer more general information or ask to be contacted
via phone, mail or other communication means. In the more advanced solution using the most recent
technologies, direct registration for various target groups is possible (FoodCloud Ireland, Planzheroes,
Schenkingbeurs-Bourseauxdons, FoodWe, BringtheFood). Here as well it will be important to check whether
this is due to organisational factors, to financial means of the particular initiatives or a deliberate decision of
the organisation.
Thirdly, all initiatives are making use of social media to spread their message for call for action, informing
their followers of the food waste issue and new initiatives emerging in the country or in the world. Although
the majority of the websites have a section on the situation of food waste in their country and the need for
redistribution, there is not much information that enable learning about food redistribution, the causes of
food waste etc... In addition to social media, newsletters and videos are often preferred to diffuse news
about activities, show testimonials and spread information about results and impacts. Gamification elements
such as badges, leaderboards or points are also not present. Only FoodCloud Ireland and Bringthefood in Italy
provide a donor with an overview of the totality of their saved surplus food. It might be seen as a way to
raise an individual reflex to save more food, but there are no competition elements with other participants
present (as far as our analysis allowed to discover) by for example showing the amount of food a donor
saved or a charity has been able to collect to other participants of the project. As such, the issue of
gamification techniques is an important topic to tackle during the project as investigating badges in the uptake of the food redistribution practice is part of the SavingFood’s research agenda.
1

Planzheroes website consulted 26.02.2016 at 19h: https://planzheroes.org/#!/faqs
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Fourth, the majority of these online redistribution initiatives are active in «urban area’s» and/or involve
actors such as supermarkets, retailers and local stores. Hotels or restaurants are not frequently mentioned
as potential donors. Farmers as donors are not frequently mentioned. In this sense, connecting gleaning with
existing food collection in supermarkets is thus a real innovative aspect of the SavingFood solution and an
interesting alley to further investigate in the requirements gathering exercise for each pilot.
Finally, with respect to the use of maps, only Planzheroes, Schenkingbeurs, FoodSharing en BringtheFood
make use of interactive maps so far. In the other cases, maps are made by means of Googlemaps and either
charities or donors are inserted as POI with general contact information. The latter help someone to find
where he can address himself, but not to engage directly with the organisation displayed on the map.
As the reports of our webinar indicate, these insights gathered here have informed our talks and has lead to
an initial identification of collaboration with these platforms and that will be taken up further in WP6 in the
sustainability work of the SavingFood project.

6 Living Labs
Saving Food2.0 will adopt a Living Lab methodology throughout its entire lifespan from concept-generation
to final platform and aligns the Living lab methodology with Agile development processes. In this section, we
present first what SavingFood understands under the concept of Living Lab, secondly present the SavingFood
project oriented Living Lab approach and thirdly we elaborate the operational deployment of the Living Lab
in the pilots.

6.1

The Living Lab approach

Living Labs emerged in the 90s but received momentum from the mid 2000s onwards in the EU when the
European Commission launched projects to advance, coordinate, and promote a common European
innovation system (Dutilleul, Birrer & Mensink, 2011). They are the product of three broad developments
surrounding ICT: a) the changing of role of users from consumers to prosumers, b) the need for innovators to
shorten time between development and going to market and c) the growing importance of ICT in people’s
daily life activities (Stahlbröst &Horst, 2013).
There exist many definitions of the concept of Living Lab, either stressing Living Labs as a physical or virtual
innovation place (Westerlund & Leminen, 2011) - such as the formal entities belonging to the European
Network of Living Labs - or as a milieu and process/practice (Bergvall-Kareborn & Stahlbröst, 2009).
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Both conceptions of Living Labs however share the same basic-elements of the required activity: a) multistakeholder involvement – bringing together developers, scientists, various end users and other relevant
stakeholders around a concrete challenge –in an open and collaborative spirit, b) the use of user-centric
methods for co-creating and bringing value and c) the iterative deployment and testing in real-life settings. A
combination of both qualitative and quantitative user-centred research methodologies is applied that collect
user feedback throughout the different innovation stadia of ideation, implementation and testing, evaluation
and feedback (Veeckman, Schuurman, Leminen & Westerlund, 2013).
Starting from the permission that a user is not merely an ‘end user’ but someone who gives meaning to
technology in his or her daily activities and hence co-produce the technology along, the idea of Living Labs is
to confront (potential) users with ideas, prototypes or new demonstrators of technology early onwards in
the innovation process and to co-create with them new technological solutions that better serve their needs
(Pierson et al, 2005). It is thus grounded in mutual shaping perspectives on technological development, in
particular the notion of ‘Social Construction of Technology’ (Bijker, Hughes & Pinch, 1987).
Living Labs thus represent the belief that insights into the user and the usage context are one of the main
determinants for success in (new) product development processes (Eriksson, Niitamo, Kulkki & Hribernik,
2006). This mantra distinguishes Living Labs from more traditional approaches to users, like test beds, that
are mostly known for one-shot testing projects in controlled settings with a technological deterministic view.
The idea of investigating the user as scientific research objects links the roots of Living Lab activities to
different disciplines such as the usability approach (e.g. participatory design), domestication approach
(Silverstone), adoption diffusion paradigm (Rogers) and design thinking. Almirall, Lee & Wareham
categorized the Living Lab approach within the landscape of other user-contributed methodologies for
innovation, showing different overlaps:
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Figure 5: Mapping Living Labs among other user-innovation methodologies

6.1.1 Project Oriented Living Lab approach
SavingFood will follow the definition of Living Labs as process or practice since the project is not connected
to any institutional virtual or physical place but is more a coming together of various heterogeneous actors
working and collaborating towards a certain aim and creating a user-centred innovation environment in four
specific pilots that will serve as milieus for development.
In SavingFood we will therefore implement a more project oriented Living Lab approach that iMinds has
developed in European smart city project (EPIC, CITADEL on the move…, Specify and ECIM) and is based
upon extensive literature on Living Labs (see Vanobberghen et al, 2014). Although elaborated in the context
of the development of a specific smart city services, this model shares with SavingFood the characteristic
that it emanated from a situation in which different pilots in different countries were simultaneously
involved and that all these services develop in these smart cities used the same underlying platform. In this
way, this approach, while respecting the particularities of each pilot in setting up and running the Living Lab,
ensures also the initiation of a common framework for designing, testing and evaluating. Nonetheless, it is
not the aim that this framework is just copy-pasted, but that it is adaptable to the particularities of each
project. In 5.2. we will therefore present the SavingFood interpretation of this model.
This methodology follows a gradual flow approach that evolves from a small, iterative setting towards a
larger, open evaluative dimension in a funnel like fashion. With “iterative”, we mean that user feedback
collected in each stage will be processed and applied in each new version of the SavingFood solution that will
be generated. Each of these phases has their own type of user involvement and goals. With each phase the
maturity of the solution increases but also the number of users that are involved.
The first phase is the idea generation-concept creation phase and relates to co-creation efforts. Here users
and technicians will co-design the new solution that starts from the idea that is presented in the DOW but
that will be refined or adapted based upon insights gathered through co-creating activities. The aim is to
gather the data and user requirements based upon user stories and user scenarios. They will flow back to the
creation of the first Proof of Concept. Users involved in this phase are representative of stakeholder
organization that are or are representing potential new users of the solution. The amount of users is
restricted as the focus is on getting in-depth qualitative design insights via workshops, focus groups or
interviews.
The second phase is the closed user test phase where a restricted group of users will use and evaluate the
application. It means that the PoC is from that moment ‘alive’. We call this a closed group since these users
will be selected because some characteristics they posses are interesting for the pilots and the project. It is
thus a semi-controlled environment. The aim of this phase is to detect bugs in the system, to test the
usability and to check the initial scenario and adapt the solution before it is deployed on a larger scale in the
real-world.
The third phase is the open non-controlled group phase where the pilot solution is now deployed into the
whole community. Pilots will recruit, in line with the objectives of the project, all user actors that might have
an interest in or a benefit of using the technology. The focus is no longer only on technological evaluation
and validation as such, but on other aspects related to the context of use of the technology.

60

In all these phases, it is possible to have one or more test-cycles depending on the project needs where
specific functionalities or components might be tested. Each of these cycles also requires the gathering of
user feedback that will be applied in the next technological output.
In this model, users are not merely providing feedback for evaluating and validating a proposed solution. This
is merely done at the end of the innovation cycle in the open group phase. In first two phases they are really
co-creating as they contribute towards ideation and requirements analysis. In this Living Lab, users will thus
be able to pick up all potential roles that users in a Living Lab can play: informant, tester, contributor and cocreator (Leminin, Nyström & Westerlund, 2012).

6.2

SavingFood Living Lab approach

With respect to the initial planning presented in D2.1 in M2, a change in planning was needed. The closed
group now is moved from M7 to M10 and will involve the testing of mock-ups by friendly users. The open
group testing thus will start in M14 and the platform deployed then will have two test cycles: M14 to M17
and M19 to M24. The second pilot evaluation report will thus move from M19 to M23 as well. In that sense,
this document will focus on the user acceptance and experience of the platform and the pilot KPI, while D5.4
will now focus in detail on grasping the dynamics of behavioural change. This change of planning was needed
in order to align the current status of technological development with the other two main outputs of the
project: the engagement and piloting of communities and the behavioural change strategy.
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Closed group - Piloting
M10-M13
• Tasks:
• Defining stakeholders and users
• Pilot objective clarification
• User requirements gathering
• Technology:
• Platform architecture v1 M4
• 1st platform iteration M7

• Tasks
• pilot and friendly users test of
mock-ups
• usability & scenario
• 1 cycle
• Pilot Operations plan
• Evaluation Methodology
• Technology
• iteration 2: M10

Preparation phase

• Tasks
• Large scale test in pilot community
• 2 cycles
• M14-M17
• M19-M24
• engagement and behavioural change strategy
• Technology
• 3rd platform iteration: M14
• 4th platform iteration: M19
• Monitor and Research:
• Pilot evaluation Report M19 D5.2
• Pilot evaluation Report M23 D5.3
• Project evaluation D5.4: network effects,
collective awareness, behaviour change
factors (M24)

Open-group - Piloting

M1-M7

M14-M24

Figure 6: SavingFood Living Lab approach

6.2.1 Preparation Phase
As the SavingFood Living Lab pilot framework focuses specifically on the piloting itself – whereas piloting is
conceived as the development, deployment and evaluation of a specific platform and its modules in a real
life environment and setting-up the necessary conditions for doing so – , specific preparatory work is done.
This is mainly situated on identifying the specific scope of objectives and outcomes in order to define the
necessary components. Therefore, it is important to identify the use cases and how they are translated to a
pilot set-up (technologically, users specification). In other words, it is necessary to perform the contextual
work in order to translate it into a concrete pilot set-up.
Defining stakeholders and users: As the SavingFood pilots will employ a multi-stakeholder approach involving
donors, charities, intermediary organisations, volunteers and other relevant actors in the food chain, it is
important that for each pilot site key stakeholders from within these different sectors are identified and their
roles and tasks/responsibilities described. A first outline of stakeholder categories has been undertaken at
the Kick-off meeting in Thessaloniki on 17th January and is described in Chapter 3 (cfr supra). It will be
important to further specify these categories towards concrete actors/target users in the pilots in order to
create an innovation milieu but also to describe for each of these actors what their current characteristics
are with respect to food surplus redistribution. This work started in March 2016 when relevant stakeholders
in each pilot were invited to further specify the scenario and the user requirements. Moreover, it is also with
some of these stakeholders that interviews for designing the behavioural change strategy will take place.
These activities are not only needed for focussing the development, but also for getting an initial
measurement on contextual and user factors, which will make a meaningful ex post measurement during
and after the piloting stages.
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Objectives clarification: Pilot specific objectives will be defined. The DOW already indicated objectives for
each of the pilots regarding number of activities and the number of participants. It should be investigated to
what extend other objectives need to be added.
Ideation and concept: Needs and requirements of the different stakeholders and users of the pilots and
platform are important in order to fine-tune and/or to adapt the initial idea as described in the DoW. The
first 2 months of the project have been dedicated to develop an initial scenario and gather initial data and
user requirements with the pilot partners who have close links to the various users. The outcome can be
found in D2.2. and will allow the technical team of SavingFood to initiate the developments of the platform
(M4). Secondly, by means of stakeholder workshops user needs and requirements were further specified
(M5) allowing the technical team to produce in Month 7 a first version of the platform.

6.2.2 Closed group Phase M10-M13
The closed group phase lasts three months and will serve as a test phase for the first mock-ups. The aim is to
prevent users in the open group phase to stumble upon functionalities that might lead their attention away
from the real piloting purposes. The following activities will take place:
Focus group: in this phase, interested end-users close to the pilots will be invited to evaluate mock-ups and
give their first feedback. Attention can go here to bottlenecks that were not detected so far in the ‘ideal’ lab
environment of the first platform. In this phase, the platform will for the first time be confronted with its
perceived habitat. The goal is to assess (unforeseen) external contextual factors that have an impact on the
performance of this first version. These insights will lead to a second version of the platform that will be
launched in the wider community. Moreover, the initial ideas of the behaviour change strategy will be
assessed here as well and, if needed, adapted.
Second version of the platform: the insights gathered during the mock-up demonstration will lead to the
development of the second version of the platform in M14.
Delivering Evaluation Methodology, Pilot Operations Plan and Behaviour change strategy plan: Since the closed
group phase is a kind of check for the launch of the pilots, three supporting documents should be ready at
the end of this period. The pilot operations plan (D4.1 – M9) will provide, based upon the work so far, a
concrete guideline for user recruitment and engagement and testing operations throughout the piloting; The
evaluation methodology (D5.1 – M9) will detail the evaluation measures and methodologies for the project
and the pilots in order to assess pilot and project’s success. The behaviour change strategy plan (D2.5- M10)
will document the behaviour change interventions and ways to monitor them as well as ways to evaluate.

6.2.3

Open group Phase M14-M24

This is the largest and most open phase and will enable the pilots to be fully operational. The services and
platform are fully available to all kind of users SavingFood will target and over a longer period of time. It can
thus be anyone who at least meets the minimum requirements and can take up a role as donor, recipient,
volunteer or other. The aim is to test and validate the platform and modules with a large user base and to
check whether the behaviour change strategy is effective.
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The open group phase will consist of three phases because the platform will be iterated in M14. A first open
group phase will run from M10 to M13. A second open group phase will run from M15 to M18. A third and
final version of the platform will be delivered in M19 with a final group from M19 to M24.
The following activities are foreseen:
- Awareness raising events: in each of the pilots, awareness raising events will be organised as a means to
recruit a critical mass of users towards the solution.
- Run the pilots: pilot organisations will set up the pilot eco-system and manage the pilot sites based on the
pilot operations plan.
- Iterations: two iterations are planned. Working with the user and behavioural results collected at the end of
each pilot phase, the platform and modules will be twice adapted. The first iteration will take place in M14,
the second one in M19.
- Data capture, monitoring, research and evaluation: The three pilots will be monitored and user feedback will
be gathered and analysed in order to adapt the solution and understand the pilot results in terms of food
surplus redistribution and its impact on the community and in terms of the effectiveness of the behaviour
change strategy towards the various users. If needed, based on the insights from the first phases, the
behaviour change strategy will be updated in order to assist the final platform launch in M19. From Month
19 onwards, also the final project evaluation will be undertaken in order to assess the real contribution of
the SavingFood solution and analyse the effect of networks, collective awareness generation and the factors
underpinning the behaviour change. An ex-post measurement can be performed with the same users in
order to compare with the results at the beginning of the projects. Moreover, the various stakeholders of
the project, as identified in chapter 2, can be engaged to, based on a presentations of pilot results, validate
the project along.

6.3

The Pilot Operation Plan components

An important first step in running a Living Lab is making the pilot operations plan and be aware of all the
aspects and dimensions of planning. The next paragraphs provide an overview of what each of these aspects
are and what their importance is for running a successful Living Lab. Also, illustrative tables are provided that
will help the pilot partners to make their pilot operations plan.
When designing this plan, we have to make one preliminary remark: the four pilots should align their work
within the framework proposed in section 5.2. This is the general strategy of the project and it will allow that
all pilots start and end at the same moment and are constantly in the same phase of
development/deployment, hence making, when needed, inter pilot comparing possible. The dimensions
discussed below can have a very pilot specific component, although alignment should be the first concern.

6.3.1 Defining the pilot eco-system
The first aspect of the pilot operations plan will identify the pilot eco-system, being an identification of the
various actors that make up the pilot eco-system. Roles of each of these participants will be specified.
Central will be the pilot project partners (Boroume, Feedback and HFA) but also the role of project partners
should be specified, as well as other stakeholders playing an important role in the pilot.
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6.3.2 Defining user involvement
To ensure best possible outcomes for the testing, for each stage of the pilot, user involvements needs to be
defined: the tasks that users need to complete in each phase and cycles within each phase. These tasks are
pilot specific and depend on the maturity of the technology. In addition to defining the technical steps that
are needed to complete the task, the bigger picture also needs to be considered, e.g. what and who the user
will encounter when using the platform and the modules and how he can contact the charity, donor or
redistribution group. What are the steps to be taken, who is the specific user and who is the user that is
likely to enjoy using the technology and who might be more reluctant. When user involvement has been
defined, the user requirements need to be clarified, the timing of the testing cycles, and user retention and
support need to be defined.

6.3.3 User recruitment
As the pilot is about to go live, the user selection criteria is defined based on data from the preceding
contextualisation exercise. The selection profile needs to be clearly defined, matching the user requirements
with the objectives of the testing cycles, id est what is being tested. Therefore, for each pilot, it is necessary
to specify further test user requirements for the specific cycles (e.g.: how technological confident do we
expect the users to be?). The number of users should be kept manageable and proportional in line with the
scope of the phase in which they are included. Here the challenge is to find a good balance with enough
users to cover all issues but also to receive all data that is possible.
Next to the user requirements for participation in the test, also the channels and tools for recruiting should
be identified. Besides the communication tools of the consortium it is important to identify organisations
(other NGO’s, the media) who can help diffusing the recruitment message for SavingFood and hence act as
extra communication channels. It is also important to document which type of users might be involved by
spreading the message via certain channels. In this way, efforts and resources can be assessed and allocated
in relation to the need of recruitment. For example, since SavingFood strives to engage a larger part of the
current population in areas where the current pilot is already active, other channels and communication
tools might be needed to reach out to these people (instead of a newsletter of an NGO, leaflets in
community centres might be considered). Each pilot will have to develop its approach here. An example of a
table to document this strategy for the gleaning pilot in Belgium might look like this:
Communication
tool

User type

Specific User

Channel

e.g. Donor

e.g. Farmers e.g. Association of Newsletter
in
Antwerp Farmers in Belgium
Website
region
(Boerenbond)

e.g.
Volunteers

Citizens
Belgian part of the Food
participating
Surplus Entrepreneur
in
Food Network
Waste
Exchange
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Expected reach

All farmers in region Antwerp

FSE
Belgium All followers of FSE Belgium of
social media
FB
Leaflet at FSE All participants of Food Waste
Belgium Food Exchange Café
Waste

Café

Exchange Café
Table 12: User recruitment table

Thirdly, user registration of participation must be considered here. It is important to specify how an
interested person can join the Living Lab or be identified as taking active part in the testing. In case of
SavingFood that depends on creating a social movement, an easy system should be developed. This will help
the pilot teams in contacting people for some of its data gathering (e.g. in-depth focus group talks with
volunteers).

6.3.4 Planning test cycles
The open group phase of SavingFood makes use of 2 test cycles. In general, the project has 3 iterative
phases. Considerate planning of these test cycles (and phases) will therefore be important. Right now we
indicated roughly months as start and end periods. The pilot operations plan will have to define concrete
days or weeks in order to provide a framework that is clear for all parties in order to perform their tasks.
The clear demarcation of cycles will be undertaken as soon as the requirements exercise is performed and
the technical team can define, based on an assessment of needed development time, what they in each
sprint will develop.
Some important pointers to keep in mind when planning test cycles:
Distinct cycles: each cycle should be distinctly different from the other cycles in order not to be confused
with the other, to make a separation of what is being tested, what has been fixed, and what feedback is
gathered when.
Planning the cycles: It is important to explicitly define what is to be tested in order to recruit the ideal users
for the testing and that way get the most out of the user input.
Timing and length of cycles: The cycles should on the one hand be long enough in order to be able to cover
all features that need to be tested, but on the other hand, not too long as well, in order to keep the users
interested. It is also crucial to plan enough time between the cycles so that the reported issues can be
cleared. The technical team should make sure to have enough man power to be able to work within the set
times. Here it is important to consider national holidays, individual holidays, and other workload of all
individuals involved, especially the technical partners.
Communication of delays: The timing of the testing cycles needs to be defined to have a view of the road
ahead. The timing needs also to be followed, and as soon as delays and lags are likely, this needs to be
reported to the whole team, in order to be able to reprioritize and possibly, plan an alternative route of
action, e.g. other features to be tested in the next cycle. In this case, the alternative plan of action needs to
be communicated within the whole team, to make sure the alternative actions are feasible.
Minimal technical clearance: As in the iterative cycle approach, also from a technical perspective,
adjustments will be made (from adaptations to new functionalities). However, it is necessary that these meet
up with a minimum set of maturity criteria before launching them in the new cycle. Therefore, there has to
be a close interaction between the technical team and the pilot leads to forecast the changes and give an
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estimation as to what extend they will be mature and stable enough to be subjected to testing. If they do not
meet the standards, they should not be launched and re-adjusted. Only if they are ‘testable’, can they
become subject of a testing cycle and introduced in the new live version.
Documenting issues: For each cycle, a plan is needed to keep a record of issues being reported and how they
are being fixed. It is crucial that these issues are being recorded to be able to check back and see what issues
still need to be cleared for a fully functional service/app/platform.
The adjustments made in each cycle can be small (e.g. more on a usability aspect) or fundamental (e.g. new
functionality). Depending on the dimensions of these changes, an appropriate approach in re-entering the
PoC in the Living Lab scene can be necessary, e.g. briefing of the test users. In any case, it is important that
every change is being logged and described and put as a focal point of investigation in the next iteration.
From a more practical perspective, the iterative cycles and their adjustments needs to be defined upfront in
terms of scope and timing. Here we make reference to the Agile Scrum and Sprint methodologies that will be
used in SavingFood. In a similar way, each cycle will have to define upfront the specific objectives, scope and
timing in which this will be done. Depending on the level of adjustments and its impacts these cycles can
vary in time.
In planning the testing cycles, it is important to consider the sufficient length of each cycle, availabilities of
the project team (especially the technical partners) and the system’s/application’s specific characteristics,
which will ultimately limit or expand the number of cycles. Below is an example of the simplest type of
planning table:
Closed/open

Cycle

Item/
feature

Issue
reported

Issue solved/ Alternative
cleared (date) fix found

Issues remaining for next
cycle

Closed

1

Item x

Issue x

Cleared

-

-

1

Item y

Issue Y

Not solved

-

Issue Y in cycle 1 open

Table 13: Test cycle planning

The planning and the ‘technological content’ of SavingFood cycles depended on the work in WP2 that was
finished in M5 and the plan that the technical team makes regarding the development of the platform and
modules based upon an assessment of time, resources and technological complexity.

6.3.5 User Communication
The users participating in each test cycle need to be well aware of the test procedure and feel comfortable
with it. Communicating clearly from the start and throughout the project is crucial in ensuring that users
have a good understanding of the different phases of the test procedure. Therefore, for each step of the
way, there is need to have a plan about how to communicate with the user, but also, how the user can reach
the research team in case it is needed. An example of such a planning is depicted below:
Element

Action/Timing

Who is in charge?

Confirmation e-mail
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Consent form
Log-in,
personal
identification
etc
(where relevant)
Instructions on the test
Support/Faq
Pre-survey
Table 14: User communication

6.3.6 User training
Depending on the set-up of the pilot and the stakeholders involved, it might be necessary to foresee training.
The need for training before the test starts needs to be assessed for each type of actor. The different
stakeholder groups might have different training needs. Therefore, it is useful to have a high level view of the
different stakeholders to enable easier identification and tackling of training needs. In case the training
needs to be extensive, it is useful to make a detailed planning of this. The pilots need to also consider the
types of users and their interaction with them, id est whether they are accessible or remote. In case all users
are remote, training needs to be managed with central disseminations. After each pilot has identified their
training needs, the methods to train the users need to be planned. In the table below, we have listed some
possible methods:
Methods

Description

Manuals

User manuals explain how users can work with the developed service/product
and the specific pilot. The manual is the first point of reference in the pilot
testing for all forms of help and support for users needing support

Instructional videos and Instructional videos or tutorials can be produced at low cost with mobile
navigation tutorials
cameras or mobile phones and free media tools available on the Internet
Training
workshops/seminars

To be considered per pilot whether feasible and necessary

Personal support

To be considered per pilot whether feasible and necessary

Email and telephone help

When users contact pilot leads for support on an issue, can also be used as a
personal training opportunity. All questions

FAQ

A FAQ-Section (in the manual, on the website) should be provided to explain
concisely but accurately how to use the pilot. This will be up to the pilot
partners to decide where such a section will be provided
Table 15: User training methods
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In the following table, areas where training is needed as well as the methods identified by pilots for training
are combined. This type of table can help pilots having an overview of the training needs as well as the
manpower that will be needed for it.
User Group

Area of training

Training Methods

Donor pilot Bouroume

Task 1

Method 1

Task 2

Method 2

Task 3

Method 3

Task 4

Method 1

Charity pilot Bouroume

Who’s in charge?

Volunteer Bouroume
Citizen
...;
Table 16: User area of training and method

6.3.7 User support and user retention
To ensure the participant’s interest and motivation to follow through with the testing activities and
participation in the pilots, the SavingFood pilots will need to plan the use of the appropriate communication
tools and strategies for different types of users. The pilots need to consider the most appropriate type of
support, depending on their users as well as the task at hand, as well as the feasibility from the pilot teams
side.
In planning of the communication channels, the pilots need to think of each possible situation the user might
find oneself in, e.g. the user experiences a glitch: who does she call/email/what button does she press? Also
the responsibilities for each task will have to be defined. Much like in the training, the support to users can
be provided in different ways:
-

Online instructions e.g. navigation tutorials
Installation instructions
Telephone help
Email updates in the cycle they participate in
Newsletters in the cycle they participate in
User monitoring software
Regular email updates
Telephone follow-up
Face-to-face offline follow-up

In addition to defining support methods, pilots need to plan the code of command, id est the primary but
also the secondary support that will step in, if the first support cannot help/is not available. It is most useful
for the pilot to set-up a single-point-of-contact for the test users. This is not only the most transparent to the
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users, but allows to monitor and record the issues and to keep control of these issues (also in terms of
follow-up etc...). The following table summarises as an example what should be considered when planning
the communication and user support:
User Group

Area of support

Support type

Donor

e.g. Can’t find form to register e.g. face to face or e.g. telephone, meeting
donation
telephonic

Charity

e.g. Can’t receive notification

e.g. face to face

Communication channel/tool

e.g. mail

Volunteer
Redistribution
organisation
Table 17: User support table

6.3.8 Data capturing and monitoring
A crucial component to ensure a successful reporting and evaluation of the project is the data capturing
tools the pilots will choose to use. Choosing the correct research methods, can facilitate the right feedback is
gained at the right time. As the Living Lab research focuses on research conducted in authentic conditions,
ethnographic research techniques are a well-suited addition to the mixture of methods. Besides the
qualitative techniques (like in-depth interviews or focus groups), quantitative techniques (like survey analysis
and logging data analysis) are beneficial in Living Lab research as they enable a more elaborated
triangulation of findings (Pierson et al, 2005).
When pilots go about choosing the correct methods, they need to pay attention to their pilot specific
objectives, project specific evaluation needs, the target users they are attaining to engage and finally to
practicalities of the project, id est the expertise in the research team, the manpower, the timing and other
resources. Therefore, this aspect is also designed in close collaboration with the project partner that defines
the project evaluation methodology.

6.3.9 Risk and Mitigation Plan
As mentioned once and a while in the sections above, one can never exclude that things don’t always follow
the ideal planning (e.g. less recruited participants than planned; A sudden technological cooldown, ...). It is
therefore better to be prepared and assess in advance which aspects might go wrong in a cycle and assess
the impact level of this risk to happen as well as it consequences for the pilot test. Secondly, it is important
to plan the possible mitigation actions. An example for the gleaning pilot is presented below for the first
open group phase.
Risk
nr.

Risk

Impact on project

Risk level

1

e.g. Not Number of gleaning activities Medium
enough
not reached and target of
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Mitigation

Intensify recruitment efforts in 2nd
cycle

farmers
amount of food saved not
are
reached
recruited
to
announce
their
donations
2

....

...

Perform research to reason why not
announcing surplus crops
Contact other farmer organisations
...

...

...

Table 18: Risk and mitigation table

7 Conclusions
This deliverable presented the conceptual and methodological framework of the SavingFood project. The
clarification of key concepts and the presented methodology serve to provide the necessary background for
setting targets and identifying important points of attention for the different activities that will take place in
the project. It was organised along four main axes: (1) the mission and vision statement formulation and
identification of project stakeholders, (2) key insights necessary for the project with respect to online
networks, collective awareness, social innovation, citizen engagement and online participation tools, (3) an
analysis of currently existing online food surplus redistribution platforms and (4) an outline of the Living Lab
process that will guide the interaction between testing and technological development in order to provide a
solution that helps to foster collective intelligence and awareness and behavourial change, besides the
platform the 2 other main outputs of this project.
Chapter 2 provided the mission and vision statement of the project and the stakeholders of our project. The
mission and vision statement serves as high-level point of focus or point of orientation for all the different
activities that are still going to be undertaken in the project. The identified list of stakeholders that was
already presented in the first version of this deliverable did not only inform the user requirement gathering
done in M3 and M5, but will also guide the engagement strategy towards broader communities and actors in
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the pilot stage of the project. This engagement strategy will be delivered together with the behavioural
change strategy in M10.
Chapter 3 discussed and clarified concepts in relationship with the CAPS projects (social innovation, digital
social innovation, collective intelligence, collective awareness) and online networks effects that will serve as
a background and inspiration for the various research and development activities within SavingFood. The
literature on CAPS point out that the outcome of SavingFood should be more than a product, but also a new
bottom-up process that will ensure that no relevant groups are left behind and positive behavioural change
can take place within actors not involved in food surplus activities yet. Secondly, the notions of collective
intelligence and collective awareness mean that our endeavour is not only developing a solution that might
work well for the pilot organisations as such, but that our final solution should also allow that all involved
actors get a better understanding of the problematic of food surplus saving and that those non-involved
(citizens, but also broader stakeholders such as local, national political actors and sector organisations) yet
can get clear and transparent information on the issue in order to become aware and get triggered to
perform action. The literature of network effects allowed us to see that SavingFood will play upon the
benefits of ICT in relation to managing changes in demand and supply relationships (or in our case, assets
and needs) but also that our pilots as hubs will have an important role to play within the local network of
actors and with other small scale food surplus networks and their hubs that will emerge due to the project.
Finally, the negative impacts of ICT with respect to access and literacy, privacy and big data and activism
reminds us of possible pitfalls one can easily overlook both when engaging actors and eventually evaluating
and interpreting the project data. Engagement strategies and ways to overcome barriers in citizen
participation were identified and that will be inspiring for tackling these five negative impacts. Finally, our
discussion of badges and crowdsourcing highlighted two interventions SavingFood will investigate in order to
be beneficial for food surplus redistribution. It identified the relationship of the project with respect to these
two developments – SavingFood will not gamify the food surplus and it will tap into the wisdom of the crowd
by allowing citizens to be human sensors of food surplus – and prescribed already some issues that needs to
be taken into consideration in order to be effective when further developing these tools in the next month of
the project (a clear design of badges that should motivate by fostering reputation/affirmation and a sense of
group identity and a concern in crowdsourcing with respect to privacy and quality concern as well as a
feedback systems to honour participants). The insights gathered in this chapter will as background inform in
particular our engagement and behavioural change strategy (WP2) and the choices to be made with respect
to the technological development of features of our platform and the capturing/measuring of data (WP3).
Chapter 4 dived deeper into the analysis of existing platforms for food surplus redistribution and thus have
similar or parallel aims with our project. As SavingFood is a CAPS project, this analysis was not inspired by a
desire to ‘distinguish’ ourselves from these platforms, but more to look for opportunities to collaborate and
mutually reinforce each other. The analysis served as inspiration for the questions we asked in the user
requirement gathering (M3 and M5) and in the past month it enabled us to get in contact with these
platforms during two webinars. These webinars enabled our project to see that current platforms are very
recent but also are facing, in order to scale up beyond the current involved community, similar challenges as
the pilot organisations that are going to use our platform. In that sense, SavingFood was seen as an
opportunity to collaborate for four reasons. First SavingFood offers functionalities that current platforms are
not offering yet (gleaning and farmer markets) or due to limited financial resources can become an
alternative if current platforms are financially and technically difficult to maintain. Secondly SavingFood can
help to recruit volunteers not only for the pilots but also for these platforms (and vice versa). Thirdly
SavingFood, due to its research component, allows grasping insights into interventions such as badges,
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pledges and crowdsourcing and the drivers of people with respect to these interventions that might be
helpful for them. Fourthly, SavingFood is an opportunity to form a group where best practices and lessons
learned between these various platforms can be shared. The webinars thus informed the design of task 6.1
‘scaling and exploitation task’ where it has been decided to include these platforms into the Sustainability
Working Group.
Chapter 5 finally delivers the Living Lab project methodology that provides a high level view on the pilot
development and deployment and the way user involvement and testing in WP4 interact with the
technological development track in WP3. A slight modification was necessary with the initial planning
provided in first version of this deliverable in Month 2 (D2.1). Due to the current state in the technical
development process, it has been decided by the consortium during the last project meeting in
Southampton (3-4 October 2016) that the closed group phase only starts in M10 with a test of mock-ups
with a group of friendly users and the open group will only start in month 14 and will consist of two cycles
(M14-M17 and M19-M24). The consortium believes that this planning will allow the creation of a platform
that supports the creation of collective intelligence and collective awareness as well as a behaviour change
with respect to the issue of food surplus redistribution. The Living Lab strategy deployed here will serve as
input for the engagement and behavioural change strategy with respect to planning interventions and
engagement strategies (WP2) as well as the pilot operations plans and activities (WP4).
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