
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DELIVERABLE 

D6.2 Donors Motivational Material 



 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer 

Any dissemination of results reflects only the author's view and the European Commission is not responsible for 
any use that may be made of the information it contains. 

 

Copyright message 

© Partners of the SavingFood2.0 Consortium, 2016 

This deliverable contains original unpublished work except where clearly indicated otherwise. Acknowledgement of 

previously published material and of the work of others has been made through appropriate citation, quotation or 

both. Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged. 



 

 

3 

 

Document Information 

 

 

Document History 

Grant Agreement Number: 688221 Acronym: SavingFood2.0 

Full Title An innovative solution to tackle food waste through the collaborative power of 

ICT networks 

Horizon 2020 Call ICT-10-2015, Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social 

Innovation 

Type of Action Research and Innovation Action 

Start Date 1st January 2016 Duration:24 months 

Project URL www.savingfood.eu  

Project Coordinator Vilabs 

Deliverable D6.2. Donors Motivational Material 

Work Package WP6 – Dissemination and Exploitation 

Date of Delivery Contractual M7  Actual Μ7 

Nature R - Report 

Dissemination Level P - Public 

Lead Partner Boroume Lead Author: Boroume  

Contributor(s) All partners 

Reviewer(s): Vilabs 

Version Issue Date Description Contributor 

V0.1 06.06.2016 Draft structure Boroume 

V0.2 07.06.2016 Purpose and development of the tool Boroume 

V0.3 08.06.2016 Development, target audience, promotion Boroume 

V0.4 15.06.2016 Proofreading and Instructions Boroume 

V0.5 23.06.2016 Introduction + Badges and labels intro Boroume 

V0.6 05.07.2016 – 06.07.2016 Badges & Labels Boroume 

V0.7 07.07.2016 Internal review Boroume and all partners 

http://www.savingfood.eu/


 

 

4 

 

 

  

V0.8 14.07.2016 Incorporated comments made by the 

consortium partners, added the Executive 

Summary and Conclusions 

Boroume 

V0.9 15.07.2016 Review by the project coordinator ViLabs 

V1.0 25.07.2016 Final deliverable submitted to the EC Boroume and ViLabs 



 

 

5 

 

Table of Contents 

1 Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................... 6 

2 Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 6 

3 Food Waste Cost Calculation Tool ............................................................................................................. 7 

3.1 Purpose of the tool ............................................................................................................................ 7 

3.2 Development ..................................................................................................................................... 7 

3.3 Instructions ........................................................................................................................................ 8 

3.4 Target audience ................................................................................................................................. 9 

3.5 Promotion .......................................................................................................................................... 9 

4 Badges & Labels ....................................................................................................................................... 10 

4.1 Online and Offline material .............................................................................................................. 10 

4.2 Different types of badges and labels ................................................................................................ 11 

4.2.1 Badges for Donors .................................................................................................................... 11 

4.2.1.1 Quantity of food which is saved and offered ....................................................................... 12 

4.2.1.2 Frequency of donations ....................................................................................................... 13 

4.2.2 Badges for Recipients ............................................................................................................... 13 

4.2.2.1 Flexibility .............................................................................................................................. 13 

4.2.2.2 Punctuality ........................................................................................................................... 14 

4.2.3 Badges for Volunteers .............................................................................................................. 15 

4.2.3.1 Participation in all programs ................................................................................................ 15 

4.2.3.2 Gleaned quantities ............................................................................................................... 15 

4.3 Design of the different badges ......................................................................................................... 16 

5 Conclusions .............................................................................................................................................. 17 

6 References ............................................................................................................................................... 18 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

6 

 

1 Executive Summary   
This deliverable includes certain tools, which will be developed and incorporated in the SavingFood platform, 

and which aim to engage with, and motivate various user groups in order to encourage their involvement and 

participation in the platform, and the redistribution of food. 

Firstly, a food waste cost calculation tool is presented, which calculates the economic as well as the 

environmental cost of food waste for a food-related business. The tool is meant to provide an incentive for 

business owners to reduce the food that is wasted on a regular basis in their business, and to motivate them 

to donate any excess food that happens to be left over, to social welfare organizations via SavingFood, instead 

of throwing it in the trash. The tool will be available on the project’s website and will be incorporated in the 

platform as well. 

In addition to the cost calculation tool, a set of various badges and labels, which will be implemented directly 

in the platform, is presented as well. These badges will be awarded to donors, recipients, and volunteers, when 

they meet certain criteria, and their aim is to reward the most loyal, reliable, and active users on the platform, 

and at the same time to motivate other users to follow in their example. Firstly, for the donors, two badges 

based on the quantity of food that they donate, as well as the frequency of said donations are proposed, and 

their respective criteria are presented. In regards to the recipients, we propose to award certain badges based 

on their flexibility as well as their reliability concerning the pickup of food donations. Finally, for the volunteers, 

we propose to have a badge which will be awarded when a volunteer has participated in all the different 

activities offered in the platform, and then to have a separate badge, specifically for the gleaning scenario, 

which will correspond to the amount gleaned in the events that a certain volunteer has participated in. 

 

2 Introduction 
This deliverable is part of Work Package six (WP6), which involves the dissemination and exploitation of the 

SavingFood project. Specifically, it is the first (D6.2) of the two deliverables comprising “Task 6.2: Motivational 

and Training Material”, the other (D6.3) being the Motivational Videos, which is due in two phases: M11 and 

M18. 

The aim of this deliverable is to engage, inform, and reward the participants of the SavingFood project, as well 

as to facilitate and enhance awareness raising efforts, and support the overall targets relating to behavioural 

change, which is one of the focal points of our project. To achieve these goals, we decided to work on two 

different tools. On the one hand, an informative and motivational cost calculation tool which targets potential 

donors, and on the other various badges and labels which aim to engage existing users (donors, recipients, 

volunteers, and the public at large) and to encourage their continued participation in the SavingFood project.  

In the following sections, the two distinct parts of this deliverable are presented and explained in detail. 
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3 Food Waste Cost Calculation Tool 

3.1 Purpose of the tool 
The cost calculation tool was included as a deliverable in our proposal, and specifically in WP6 – Dissemination 

and Exploitation, to contribute to our goal of attracting more donors to the platform and of raising awareness 

in regards to the actual cost of food waste. Since many restaurants, canteens, or caterers do not necessarily 

measure or keep track of the cost of the excess food that goes to waste, and/or they do not take into 

consideration all the different dimensions associated with this wasteful behaviour (economic, social, and 

environmental), we decided that it would be beneficial to highlight this cost and offer an easy way for anyone 

to measure and evaluate for themselves the implications of wasting food in their day to day business. 

The argument is that if a business owner or manager is aware of the cost associated with wasting food, then 

she will be much more inclined to take proactive measures towards reducing food waste in their business, 

and/or finding ways to utilise the excess food in a meaningful way via donating it to those in need instead of 

throwing it in the rubbish (given that this food is associated with a significant preparation cost to the business). 

This tool aims to highlight exactly this aspect and to motivate business owners or managers to reduce their 

food waste (and the associated costs) or to redistribute excess food to those in need via the SavingFood 

platform. 

3.2 Development 
In order to decide which costs should be taken into account, we consulted other tools which have already 

been developed (European Week for Waste Reduction, 2014), but we also took into consideration the overall 

purpose of this specific tool and the goals which we aim to achieve through its implementation and adoption. 

Therefore, ultimately we chose to calculate the economic cost of food waste in terms of both the preparation 

costs of the meals or food, as well as the disposal costs associated with disposing organic waste to a waste 

management facility. In addition, we decided to include also the environmental aspect associated with 

throwing food away, expressed by the amount of CO₂ equivalent that is produced by organic waste, since the 

environmental aspect of wasting food could and should not have been left out. 

We decided that it would be both relevant and helpful to first investigate the methodology followed by a 

variety of similar tools which have already been developed by different parties, including other projects funded 

or supported by the EU. One such tool was developed by the European Week for Waste Reduction project 

(EWWR) and was targeted towards restaurants and canteens (European Week for Waste Reduction, 2014). 

This tool calculates the preparation cost of meals that are not served and thrown away in addition to the 

environmental impact of the wasted food, in terms of CO₂ equivalent.  

The aforementioned tool was used as the basis for our own cost calculation algorithm, for both the preparation 

costs, as well as the calculation of the production of CO₂ equivalent (through the disposal of organic waste) 

are concerned. In the context of that tool, a restaurant or canteen owner is called to document the type and 

quantities of food that he throws out over a given time period (day / week / month) and to record that 

information in an Excel sheet, which is then used to calculate the detailed cost for this time period. Given that 

in our case the tool is only meant to be used as a reference to roughly calculate the cost associated with the 

food that is wasted on average, rather than requiring a donor to meticulously document the activities in her 

restaurant, we decided to simplify the algorithm for calculating the corresponding cost in order to make it easy 

to fill in and encourage immediate interactions, without the need for any detailed information or other 

requirements. 
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Ultimately, the final formulas used (A, B and C) are the following: 

A. 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑜𝑜𝑑 = 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 + 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑟𝑎𝑤 𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 

Where: 

1. 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 = 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑟 𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ∗ 𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑠 𝑜𝑟 𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑛 𝑜𝑢𝑡 

2. 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑟𝑎𝑤 𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 = 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑑 ∗

𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑛 𝑜𝑢𝑡 

As far as the environmental cost is concerned, ultimately we decided to express it simply in terms of the CO₂ 

equivalent which is produced by the organic waste which is thrown away. We examined the possibility of 

converting the CO₂ equivalent to monetary terms, expressed in euros per ton of disposed organic waste, but 

this option was ultimately dropped. When studying relevant literature, we found it is very difficult to accurately 

express this cost in strict financial terms, since no one can yet accurately calculate (or even estimate) exactly 

how much a ton of CO₂ will cost the environment and the global economy in the long term.  

As a result, any environmental cost expressed in euros is significantly underestimated, and in our case this cost 

was found to be significantly smaller compared to other costs such as the preparation and disposal costs. 

Therefore, the impact and weight of the environmental cost would be significantly underestimated by the 

users when expressed in financial terms, and this is not something that we want. Instead, by choosing to 

express the environmental cost only in terms of the CO₂ equivalent produced (and hence directly implying that 

this CO₂ would not have been produced if this food was not wasted) we believe that the users would pay more 

attention and attach greater significance to the environmental costs associated with wasting food. In the end, 

the formula which is used in this tool is the following (European Week for Waste Reduction, 2014)i: 

B. 𝐶𝑂2𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑒𝑑 = 𝑊𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑜𝑟𝑔𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑐 𝑤𝑎𝑠𝑡𝑒 ∗
3.8𝑘𝑔𝐶𝑂2

𝑘𝑔 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑔𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑐 𝑤𝑎𝑠𝑡𝑒
 

In addition to the preparation costs and the CO₂ calculation, we also looked into the disposal costs associated 

with the proper disposal of organic waste (wasted food). Given that the disposal cost to a waste management 

facility differs significantly between countries, and often there is also a non-negligible variation across the 

different waste disposal facilities within a given country as well, it is quite difficult to accurately calculate this 

corresponding cost for multiple different locations across the EU. Therefore, for the sake of simplicity, we 

decided to use an estimated average cost for waste disposal at a best practice landfill which is valid across the 

EU (BDA Group Economics and Environment, 2009), and if anyone would like to change that cost to reflect the 

actual disposal cost of her business, then there is the possibility to do so. Specifically, these costs were found 

to be approximately €40.00 per ton of waste disposed (BDA Group Economics and Environment, 2009). 

C. 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 = 40.00 €
𝑡𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑎𝑠𝑡𝑒⁄ ∗ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑛 𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝑖𝑛 𝑡𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑠) 

Note: By default, a disposal cost of forty euro per tonne of waste is set, however a user will be able to 

set the exact cost for her business (depending on location and waste disposal facility) to make the 

calculation more accurate. 

 

3.3 Instructions 
The tool developed by SavingFood is available on the project website: http://savingfood.eu/food-waste-

calculator/ and will be also available in the CAPS platform. This tool can be used to calculate a close 

http://savingfood.eu/food-waste-calculator/
http://savingfood.eu/food-waste-calculator/
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approximation of the cost (both economic and environmental) associated with the food that is wasted at a 

local venue. Specifically, the user must follow these steps: 

1. Enter the number of meals or portions of food which are thrown out per day / week / month (you can 

select whichever timeframe you feel most comfortable with) 

2. Set the average preparation cost of a meal or portion of food (not the average price, but what it costs 

your business, in terms or raw ingredients, time invested, energy costs, etc.) 

3. Set the average size of a meal or portion (expressed in grams) 

4. The process can be repeated multiple times (by pressing the plus (+) sign) to enter the different types 

of food which is wasted (for example: include different cost associated with a dish, or different sized 

portions) 

5. Enter any other (unclassified) food or ingredients which were thrown out per day / week / month 

(expressed in kilograms)   

6. Specify the average cost of said food or ingredients, expressed in euros per kilogram 

7. The above process can again be repeated multiple times to account for the carious raw ingredients 

that are thrown out (for example, different types of products associated with a different cost per kg) 

8. Specify the waste disposal cost which is valid to your country and location, expressed in euros per ton 

of disposed waste (only if known). 

If all the above information is provided, then the tool automatically calculates the financial as well as 

environmental cost relevant to your business, expressed in euros per calendar month. 

3.4 Target audience 
The tool is targeted towards business owners or managers in the catering or food production sectors, who 

would like to find out exactly how much the food that they waste on a regular basis is costing their business 

as well as the environment. Once aware of the associated costs of wasting food, they will be much more 

inclined to take proactive measures to first minimize the amount of food that they waste, and then to donate 

any excess food to charity and people in need, in order to avoid the environmental costs as well as make better 

use of the resources used for its production. 

3.5 Promotion  
The tool is available on the project’s website (www.savingfood.eu/food-waste-calculator) and it will be also 

incorporated into the CAPS platform, in order to be easily and readily accessible by potential food donors. It 

will also be promoted by the pilot partners in their respective countries and advertised in the various 

awareness raising campaigns that will be held in the UK, Belgium, Hungary, and Greece. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://savingfood.eu/food-waste-calculator/
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4 Badges & Labels 
Early on during project implementation, we discussed the importance of motivating users to participate in and 

support our initiative, and to reward those who are truly contributing and embracing the aim of this project. 

On the one hand, this project aims to promote an alternate approach to saving food, which is more efficient 

and effective in tackling food waste and facilitating the redistribution of excess food to those in need, whilst 

on the other it also aims to drive behavioural change towards wasting food, by highlighting the issues and 

encouraging a conscious approach towards this critical issue. 

Using gamification elements, such as different badges and labels, to indicate that someone not only supports 

our goal and shares our vision, but actively participates in the reduction and redistribution of excess food is 

considered as a very effective way to both reward those users, but also encourage more people and 

organizations to take appropriate actions in order to further improve towards that end (Anderson, 

Huttenlocher, Kleinberg, & Leskovec, 2013). After careful consideration, we decided to include in the platform 

various labels and badges for all major user groups, namely for donors, recipients, and volunteers. 

4.1 Online and Offline material 
Initially we debated the use of online and offline (physical) material for this purpose. In the end, we decided 

to only include online badges at this stage, for multiple reasons. First of all, creating, distributing, and 

monitoring the roll-out of offline badges would be much more time and resource intensive for the pilot 

partners, who would have to print the different labels, ship them to the various users, confirm that they have 

actually received them and put them on display, as well as repeat this process for every evaluation period and 

ensure that a user who was previously awarded a badge, but who no longer fits the criteria, will remove the 

badge from display. In addition, these badges outside the context of the SavingFood platform, would need to 

display the logos of the pilot partners as well, in order to ensure that a casual visitor who viewed this badge 

knew what it was about. It is therefore clear that having physical badges would require additional efforts from 

the pilot partners. 

Furthermore, some of the pilot partners already have certain physical badges that they award to their partners. 

For example, Boroume has in place a sticker that is awarded to donors, and which is a testament to the fact 

that a particular donor is part of Boroume’s “Saving & Offering Food Network” and donates any excess food 

that they have to social welfare organizations with the help of Boroume. A physical badge awarded to the 

recipients and volunteers in the platform, would not be as effective in raising awareness and driving 

behavioural change, since in the end it would not reach the wider public (given that it would be displayed in 

more or less private spaces). Therefore, given that a physical badge for the donors (which has the larger 

potential to reach users not familiar with the SavingFood project) is already in use, and badges for the other 

user groups do not make sense as they would not be displayed publicly, we decided not to pursue the roll-out 

of additional badges in the physical space. 

In contrast, an online badge can be accessible to a wider audience, and its implementation will be less time 

intensive and easier to monitor and control. What we would propose, is that each user profile (be it a donor, 

recipient, or volunteer) will have a dedicated space for the badges that could be awarded, and which would 

be visible to all registered users (the information accessible to the anonymous user is yet to be determined 

and is up for discussion). The description of each badge (what it signifies) should also be included in the 

platform and should be easily accessible to anyone who visits a profile with an awarded badge (for example, 

display a text when hovering above a badge, opening a small pop-up when clicking on it, or opening a separate 
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dedicated page presenting all different badges when clicking on any badge). The exact implementation and 

interface is not touched upon, as it will be determined in future WPs. 

All in all, we are proposing that the continuation of the use of the physical badges already in place by the pilot 

partners would suffice to help raise awareness in the physical space, and the inclusion of online badges would 

assist in the broader dissemination of the project and in raising awareness for the issue of food waste, in the 

online space. This decision will be revisited in light of the outcome of the behavioural change research in T2.3, 

where the use of both online and offline badges will be investigated through surveys. 

4.2 Different types of badges 
Upon deliberation, we decided to include badges and labels for those types of actors actively involved in the 

SavingFood platform, namely for donors, recipients, as well as volunteers, and excluding the partner 

organisations themselves. This approach was chosen in order to motivate all users and to maximize the impact 

of the awareness raising and engagement through the use of the platform. 

4.2.1 Badges for Donors 
We debated the type of badges awarded to donors of surplus food, and on the corresponding criteria, since it 

is important to reward the use of the platform and the donation of excess food to people in need, but on the 

other hand we would like to avoid encouraging businesses to donate increasing quantities of food just for the 

sake of being awarded a badge (which would mean that they would have an increasing amount of surplus 

food), as well as to avoid being critical on their donations and evaluating them in a strict way. 

In consequence, we decided to award a label for both the quantities saved and offered via SavingFood, as well 

as the frequency of said donations, but to also include a disclaimer stating that “SavingFood does not have the 

means to determine and document the reduction of food waste in a business, which is our primary goal. Our 

only means is to document the amount of food that, even though left over, is saved and donated to people in 

need via our platform, and to reward the saving and offering of such excess food which would otherwise go 

to waste. However, if a business works towards reducing and minimizing its food waste, it certainly has our 

outmost respect and sincere gratitude for its effort and good practice.” 

When discussing the possibilities with badges, we ultimately decided not to associate them explicitly with tiers 

and rankings (such as bronze, silver, and gold), since every donation is important and should be rewarded, and 

we didn’t want to make any clear distinctions among the donors (particularly the small shops which are bound 

to have less quantities to donate, compared to large national businesses). Therefore, upon discussion, we 

decided to use labels depicting various “ugly” fruit and vegetables, with an ugly fruit or veg associated with a 

particular tier of a specific category. We ended up choosing the strawberry, tomato, and potato, which would 

correspond to the traditional bronze, silver, and gold tiers respectively, as a way to distinguish between the 

various tiers, but not in a clear hierarchical way. 

We also debated including more subjective criteria in the evaluation, such as the collaboration between a 

donor and a recipient, measured with an aggregated rating awarded by a recipient once a month. This could 

be prompted via a pop-up window on the platform, scheduled to appear once a month after a donation by a 

specific donor, and would ask to rate (awarding 1 to 5 stars for example) the collaboration with this particular 

donor so far. This would be closely linked to the rating system, as mentioned already in D2.3. However, in the 

end we decided that such subjective criteria should be visible to the platform administrator, but it would not 

be a good idea to have it publicly accessible and visible, specifically for the case where a donor is permanently 

linked to a specific recipient (which is the case of systematic donations), where the donor would know which 
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recipient was the one that awarded a particular rating. Therefore, we would suggest that such a subjective 

rating of the collaboration among donors and recipients would be useful to have in the rating module, for the 

information of the administrator, but it would not be appropriate as an indicator for the badges and labels in 

this deliverable. 

4.2.1.1 Quantity of food which is saved and offered 

The first label discussed concerns the overall quantity of food, which is saved and offered to people in need 

via the SavingFood platform. It is not our aim to reward wasteful behaviour, where companies produce large 

amounts of excess food, but it is certainly our aim to reward those businesses which, despite having an excess 

amount of food, decide to donate and offer this food to people in need instead of throwing it in the bin. 

Therefore, this is why we ultimately decided to award a badge for the total quantity of saved food. 

We settled for an evaluation period of three months (once every quarter), where all donors would be 

evaluated in terms of the total amount of surplus food that they offered – via SavingFood – to people in need, 

and the corresponding badge for that category would be awarded, valid until the next evaluation period. The 

specific criteria proposed for each country and pilot partner are presented in detail in the table below: 

Table 4-1: Criteria for awarding the badge associated with the quantity of the food saved and offered 

Organization Ugly strawberry Ugly tomato Ugly potato 

HFA 
1 meal 2,000 meals 10,000 meals 

Boroume 

Feedback UK N/A N/A N/A 

Feedback BE N/A N/A N/A 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 

 

4.2.1.1.1 Boroume 

Boroume decided to use the above mentioned figures, which were derived from the data of the first quarter 

of 2015. Ten percent (10%) of donors donated more than ten thousand portions of food (meals1) during this 

period, so this threshold makes sense to be used for the top tier badge, whereas forty percent (40%) of our 

donors donated more than two thousand portions of food, and therefore this threshold was chosen for the 

second tier. Given that every donor should be rewarded, the badge corresponding to the first tier (ugly 

strawberry) will be rewarded to any donor who has donated even a single portion of food during the previous 

quarter, indicating that they took part in the SavingFood initiative. 

 

4.2.1.1.2 HFA 

HFA decided to use the same thresholds as Boroume, given that they have a similar operation. 

                                                           
1 A portion of food or meal is calculated based on a basic assumption of 4 portions/meals per kg.  
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4.2.1.1.3 Feedback 

Since Feedback will not use the platform with food donors directly, but will only use the gleaning module, no 

specific criteria for UK and Belgium are included for awarding this badge in the UK and Belgium. 

4.2.1.2 Frequency of donations 

Apart from the quantities of the food saved and offered, we decided to also include a badge about the 

frequency of the donations. The reasoning is that perhaps a business does not have large quantities to donate 

(either because they are small in size, or because they have optimized their processes in such a way, in order 

to minimize excess food) but they regularly donate their surplus food via SavingFood. Such businesses should 

also be rewarded (on occasion even more so than some of the larger donors) and therefore such a measure is 

also deemed as appropriate to recognize and display their valued support of our efforts. 

We decided to award the corresponding badges based on the frequency of the donations over the past 

quarter, measured in number of times they donated per month - on average. Therefore, the thresholds 

proposed for each pilot partner are displayed below: 

Table 4-2: Criteria for awarding the badge associated with the frequency of the donations 

Organization Ugly strawberry Ugly tomato Ugly potato 

HFA 
1 per month (3) 4 per month (12) 10 per month (30) 

Boroume 

Feedback UK N/A N/A N/A 

Feedback BE N/A N/A N/A 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 

Since Feedback will not use the platform with food donors directly, but will only use the gleaning module, no 

specific criteria for UK and Belgium are included for awarding this badge in the UK and Belgium. 

4.2.2 Badges for Recipients 
In addition to the donors, we decided to award badges for the recipients as well, both to recognize our good 

collaboration, and to encourage them to be more flexible and reliable in the future. We therefore decided to 

award two badges, one for the flexibility of the recipient organisations, and one for their punctuality. 

4.2.2.1 Flexibility 

Given that in the SavingFood platform the recipient organizations are called to pick up the donated food 

(unless a volunteer driver is available and willing to offer transport instead), having flexible recipients, in 

regards to the pickup dates and times, is vital for the success of the platform and the redistribution of surplus 

food. 

We would therefore propose to have two different badges awarded to social welfare organizations, who are 

particularly flexible (beyond normal working hours), and a basic badge awarded to the recipients who are 

operating only during weekdays and normal working hours. If a recipient is only available during work hours 
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and only on weekdays (not weekends), then a basic badge for flexibility will be awarded, which could be an 

ugly carrot for instance. When a recipient is able to pick up food donations both during the normal working 

hours (ranging from 8am to 6pm) as well as later in the evening (pickup after 6pm), a special flexibility badge 

would be awarded – which could be an ugly cucumber for instance - and when a recipient is also available for 

pickups over the weekend, another badge will be awarded as well – which could be an ugly aubergine for 

example.  

Table 4-3: Criteria for awarding the badge associated with the flexibility of the recipient 

Organization Basic badge (ugly carrot) Flexibility (hours) (ugly 

cucumber) 

Flexibility (weekends) 

(ugly aubergine) 

HFA Pickup: 

 Any time from 8am to 

6pm 

 Only on week days 

Pickup (both should 

apply): 

 Any time from 

8am to 6pm 

 After 6pm 

Pickup also during the 

weekends 

Boroume 

Feedback UK N/A N/A N/A 

Feedback BE N/A N/A N/A 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 

Since Feedback will not use the platform for the general food rescue scenario, but will only use the gleaning 

module, no specific criteria for UK and Belgium are included for awarding this badge in the UK and Belgium. 

4.2.2.2 Punctuality 

In addition to the flexibility of the recipients, another important aspect is their punctuality, i.e. whether the 

administrator can rely on them to show up at the agreed time and place and not cancel without notice. For 

this badge, we propose to have only one tier, and only award it to those recipients who are particularly 

punctual and reliable, in order to encourage more recipients to follow their example. Therefore, we propose 

to award the badge, an ugly watermelon for example, to only those recipients that are punctual and respect 

the agreed pickup timeframe set upon accepting a donation, in at least 95% of their scheduled pickups, for 

the duration of the evaluation period.  

Table 4-4: Criterion for awarding the badge associated with the punctuality of the recipient 

Organization Ugly watermelon 

HFA 
Punctual in at least 95% among all scheduled pickups 

Boroume 

Feedback UK N/A 

Feedback BE N/A 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 
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Since Feedback will not use the platform for the general food rescue scenario, but will only use the gleaning 

module, no specific criteria for UK and Belgium are included for awarding this badge in the UK and Belgium. 

4.2.3 Badges for Volunteers 
In addition to the donors and recipients, it is also very important to keep volunteers motivated, engaged, and 

to show the necessary gratitude on behalf of the administrators for the time and effort that they invest in our 

cause. Therefore, including badges and labels for volunteers, was regarded as very important for this 

deliverable. 

After deliberation, we decided to award two different badges for volunteers, which are presented below.  

4.2.3.1 Participation in all programs 

The first badge will be awarded to those volunteers who have participated (during the past three months) in 

all the different activities supported in the platform (so the volunteers who have assisted in the general food 

saving program, the gleaning program, as well as the farmers’ markets program), and will be a token of their 

versatility and valued assistance across the different activities of the pilot organization (HFA and Boroume).  

Table 4-5: Criterion for awarding the badge associated with the participation of volunteers in all programs 

Organization Participation badge 

HFA Will be awarded to the volunteers who have participated in all three (3) 

activities Boroume 

Feedback UK N/A N/A N/A 

Feedback BE N/A N/A N/A 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 

Since Feedback will only use the gleaning module, this badge is not applicable for either the UK or Belgium. 

4.2.3.2 Gleaned quantities 

The second badge will reflect a volunteer’s contribution specifically to the gleaning program, and will be 

awarded according to the amount of fruit and vegetables that she has helped to glean (save and offer to a 

recipient organization and to people in need) during the past year. A time period of one year was chosen since, 

due to the seasonality of the gleaning activities, the available events will likely not be equally distributed within 

the year and thus certain time periods would be treated preferentially compared to others, if a three-month 

time span was used as in the other examples. Even though the quantities will be calculated for the past year, 

the evaluation will still be carried out every three months. 

The respective criteria for each organization are displayed below: 

Table 4-6: Criteria for awarding the badge associated with the quantity gleaned by a volunteer 

Organization Ugly strawberry Ugly tomato Ugly potato 

HFA 1 tonne in the past year 10 tonnes in the past year 
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Boroume 

5 tonnes in the past 

year 
Feedback UK 

Feedback BE 

Evaluation period: once every 3 months 

 

4.3 Design of the different badges 
The design of the badges, given that they will be online and awarded via the SavingFood platform, will need 

to follow the design identity of the platform itself, which is not yet finalized. However, even though the 

illustration for each badge is not directly part of this deliverable, we do have certain suggestions that we would 

like to submit. 

Apart from the obvious need to depict the relevant ugly fruit on the badge of each tier, we would propose that 

the badges have a similar design with only the colour of the outer border changing to reflect the different 

category for which a badge is awarded (for example red could be used for the flexibility, and green for the 

punctuality of a donor). In addition to that, a motivational text could be used on the badges apart from the 

illustration, to provide a context for the badge and to further motivate the respective user. For example, 

phrases such as “SavingFood Hero”, or “Gleaning Champion” could be used on the badges to make them stand 

out. 
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5 Conclusions 
To sum up, since the aim of this deliverable was to drive the participation of new users, as well as motivate 

existing users to be more engaged and involved in the SavingFood platform, two distinct parts are proposed 

to be implemented. 

First, a cost calculation tool will be included in the platform and the project’s website, which is targeted to 

business owners and potential food donors. Aim of this tool is twofold, on one hand to inform food-related 

businesses about the cost (both the economic as well as the environmental cost) associated with the excess 

food that is currently thrown out, and additionally to suggest an alternative approach through the reduction 

of the excess food quantities as much as possible, and the offering of any food which is leftover in the end to 

people in need via the SavingFood platform. 

In addition to the cost calculation tool, a set of various badges will also be included in the platform, which aim 

to reward the most active and loyal user groups as well as motivate all users to be more engaged and involved 

in the various programs and activities facilitated and promoted via the SavingFood platform. To achieve this 

goal, badges for donors, recipients, and volunteers are proposed in order to cover most use cases and promote 

participation across the board. These badges will reward donors who donate large quantities of food and/or 

donors who donate frequently, recipients who are flexible, and punctual in their pickups, and volunteers who 

participate in all the different activities supported, and/or harvest large quantities of fruit and vegetables by 

being particularly active in the various gleaning events. 

In closing, it is important to note that the final implementation of the proposals in this deliverable will also be 

closely linked to other WPs, such as T2.3 of WP2, which might steer the implementation to one direction or 

another based on the results of the behavioural change research, as well as other deliverables such as D6.3 

since, for example, a business owner who has a lot of excess food and uses the cost calculation tool, could be 

redirected to a relevant video of D6.3 showing how easy it is to offer this excess food to people in need via the 

SavingFood platform. These links to other parts of the project will be investigated further as the project 

progresses and matures in the coming months, and as more deliverables and parts of the platform are 

submitted. 
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