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2 Introduction 

2.1 Background of the Ground Truth 2.0 project 

Citizen science, enabled by ICTs, is on the increase. Using their own observations and mobile devices, 

citizens can provide a new data stream that provides localized information about the environmental situ-

ation on the ground, complementing existing data systems and surveys. However, many efforts to suc-

cessfully implement citizen observatories are facing problems with the sustained engagement by citizens, 

limited scalability and limited impact on governance processes. 

Ground Truth 2.0 will deliver the demonstration and validation of 6 scaled-up citizen observatories in real, 

operational conditions, with 4 European and 2 African demonstration cases. Ground Truth 2.0 will demon-

strate the technological feasibility, the sustained use and the societal and economic benefits of such citi-

zen observatories. The ultimate objective is the global market uptake of the concept and enabling tech-

nologies. 

2.2 The Ground Truth 2.0 Advisory Board 

The Ground Truth 2.0 Advisory Board provides strategic advice to the consortium during key milestones. 

The Advisory Board can help review the project from a broader and higher strategic perspective. This will 

allow for the entrance of new ideas and guarantee that the project is linked to the general public´s inter-

est. Concretely, the main tasks of the Advisory Board are:  

 To ensure the link between the corresponding stakeholders and the Ground Truth 2.0 project 

deliverables and results (incl. dissemination); 

 To advise on the market analysis, the potential business models definition and the identification 

of the market barriers for the Ground Truth 2.0 enabling technologies and services; 

 To advise on dissemination activities/material about project results for relevant stakeholders, incl. 

policy makers and other EU projects; 

 To disseminate information about the outputs and impacts of Ground Truth 2.0 to the stakeholder 

groups they represent and/or are linked to. 

The members of the Advisory Board have been appointed strategically with a balanced composition in 

terms of gender, background and communities that they represent (e.g. GEO community, lobby, spatial 

planners, governments, citizen science community, etc.).  

The thorough involvement of the Advisory Board is sought annually back-to-back with a face-to-face PMT 

meeting. 

2.3 Purpose and structure of this document 

The purpose of this document is to capture the discussion of the second Advisory Board meeting which 

took place on Wednesday 11 October in Delft, The Netherlands and to record the actions points that were 

identified. The agenda of the meeting and its participants are presented in Annex 1. 

The meeting started with an overview of the Advisory Board members (section 3.1) and a short overview 

of the project (section 3.2). Next, the six Demo Cases were presented and discussed in detail (section 3.3), 

followed by presentations and discussions of the four Work Packages (section 3.4). Finally, a summary of 

the recommendations of the Advisory Board and a list of Action Points are provided in section 3.5. 
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3 Minutes 

3.1 Introduction of Advisory Board members 

 

Clairie Papazoglou was working last year for BirdLife Cyprus, now she is working as a consultant. She is 

still working with large NGOs on environmental issues, but is also involved in strategic planning and em-

powering NGOs. She is looking forward to hear how GT2.0 has progressed. She was talking to partners 

from Catalonia yesterday, and would be happy to liaise with the BirdLife organisation in Spain. There could 

be interesting links there to develop. 

Henk van der Kamp represents the spatial planning discipline and is very interested in how GT2.0 can 

contribute to better and more participative planning. ECTP has adopted a Charter on Participative Plan-

ning. He was the vice-president of the European Council of Spatial Planners until last week, now he is a 

regular member of the Executive Committee. He reported back from GT2.0 to the Council 4 times per 

year. Last Saturday he also discussed GT2.0 in Leuven, Belgium at the General Assembly of ECTP. This links 

very well with GT2.0. He remembers from last year that there was a presentation on OpenStreetMap and 

possibilities for land-use mapping, and he would be more than happy to support that stream of work. 

Barbara Anton represents ICLEI, a global city network. She is working from the European Secretariat, in 

the team called ‘Sustainable Resources, Climate and Resilience.’ Her focus area is mostly the water do-

main, which is why she is especially interested in those parts of the project that focus on water. ICLEI is 

supporting local governments. They are working with them in many ways, with the goal to help them 

manage resources better locally, but within the global context of sustainability. Planning issues are at the 

heart of it. When it comes to governance and sustainable resources, the theme of green infrastructure is 

becoming important. GT2.0 ties in closely to these themes. She is curious to see how things are going. She 

feels it is a privileged role to be an AB member. It is a nice learning process. She is curious about how 

GT2.0 progresses, what problems the project faces and how it handles those.  

Liselott Sjödin Skarp works for the Swedish Species Information Centre (ArtDatabanken), which is part of 

the Swedish Agricultural University (SLU). They do many things related to citizen science, for example 

providing information when it comes to observation and national support for nature conservation. 

ArtDatabanken has signed up for the interest group for citizen science that is about to start within TDWG 

(www.tdwg.org), which works with biodiversity standards. They have had some contact with SU during 

the year. Liselott’s colleague Anna Maria has joined SU meetings for advice. Liselott is really interested to 

see how the project works, and hopes that she can help. 

Two Advisory Board members could unfortunately not attend the meeting:  

 Mr. Pontus Westerberg, working for UN-HABITAT in Nairobi; 

 Mr. Gregory Giuliani, working for UNEP-GRID. 

 

3.2 Ground Truth 2.0 update by the Project Director 

Dr. Uta Wehn is Associate Professor of Water Innovation Studies at IHE Delft and Project Director of 

Ground Truth 2.0.  Her  background  is  in  Computer  Science  as  well  as  the  social  sciences  (Science, 

Technology and Innovation Policy Studies). She is very interested in the role of science in society. Besides 

Ground Truth 2.0, she coordinates another H2020 project called AfriAlliance. 
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Uta presents a short overview of the approach and objectives of Ground Truth 2.0 (GT2.0). She also dis-

cusses the progress and achievements of the first year, as well as the plans for the second year to come. 

This presentation is included in Annex 2. After the presentation, the Advisory Board (AB) is asked for their 

first reactions. 

 

Discussion 

Barbara: referring to Uta’s slide about achievements in year 1, why is there so little focus on the social 

dimension, and more on the technical part? Uta explains that in line with the GT2.0 socio-technical ap-

proach, WP1 (Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories) was in fact the real driver throughout 

year 1, with increasing collaboration from WP2. We slotted the technologies in once we knew what the 

user requirements were. The presentation was set up this way to set the scene for the Demo Case presen-

tations that follow. 

Liselott: when you were creating the user stories, did you have user experience experts in the team? She 

mentions that this is one of the most important details to get the system usable. Alberto (Altran, WP2 

leader says that colleagues from IHE supported this process, because they have this experience. Uta adds 

that the COs are not built purely on the user stories alone. These inputs are triangulated with, for example, 

data from the stakeholder and institutional analysis and the co-design process more broadly.   

Henk: the word ‘co-designing’ is used a lot. What does it mean in this project? Uta explains that for GT2.0 

it means that people who will use the CO need to shape their observatory. They need to decide on the 

purpose of the CO and this may even shift over time. For example, the focus of the Demo Case in Kenya 

changed from our original ideas because of the perspective of the co-designers. User preferences should 

be built into the system.  

Henk: how does this actually work? Uta shows that the slide with the pyramid is the core of the method 

and the logic behind the kind of workshops that were held. Meetings covered different levels, with exer-

cises to let people think about the different questions presented. For each level, there were particular 

exercises and interactive sessions, with a design behind it to consistently feed into different cases. 

Clairie: she sees very well how GT2.0 develops the stories, but she does not see very clearly how that can 

be linked to policy change or decision-makers. Decision-makers think in a different way and information 

needs to be presented to them in a more concrete way to make a change. Citizens can tell you many 

things, but that does not necessarily feed into policy. You need someone as translator between citizen 

data and policy makers, so that you can make your CO more sustainable. Uta says that this is a valid point. 

She adds that for us, stakeholders are not only citizens. Policy makers are not the only end users of what 

an observatory might produce. All groups are important (citizens, scientists/data aggregators and 

decisions/policy makers), and a CO should involve and serve all of them. They have different needs, which 

are articulated through user stories, but talk about the same central issue. In the functional design, we 

analysed the different user requirements. It was an extensive exercise in which we discussed what the 

basic building blocks for a general CO are, and how we need to reshuffle these for different cases. 

Barbara: so actually the CO seems to be a ‘stakeholder observatory’. Observatory sounds like observa-

tions, but GT2.0 is moving it more into comprehensive participatory planning management. She thinks 

that GT2.0 might bump into existing methodologies for these bigger processes. In these methodologies, 

the weakness is often how they deal with factual data and monitoring. The two types of methodologies 

could merge. Uta says that the project is up in a way to a new paradigm. The goal is to create legitimacy 

for different perspectives, experiences etc. It is not a top-down approach. We have seen that top-down 
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approaches to more participation have limitations, especially the lack of stakeholder buy-in. GT2.0 plays 

a neutral role here. It creates a level playing field, where people can experiment with new methods.  

Henk: there seems to be this picture about governance and the assumption that collaborative governance 

will change. But of course GT2.0 must not try to do too much. The value would be to demonstrate how 

this new governance might work if these new systems would be in place. But to change governance itself 

is a longer-term process and for other people to undertake. The new form of governance is assisted in 

two ways by this approach: it makes participation easier and it gives new research and new types of data. 

Uta adds that GT2.0 is a neutral way of experimenting with technologies and governance. Some citizens 

demand more participation but do not find the channel. GT2.0 gives new possibilities to each CO and lets 

citizens decide on where they want to go with it.  

Liselott: the strength of GT2.0 is to show the value of using these methods through the six Demo Cases. 

Important is that the parameters that you take into the project are the ones that those who want to 

analyse the data need and what the people that are to report into the system are interested in reporting. 

It is crucial to make systems easy so that people can report without too much effort. This has to do with 

the usability of the system. 

To wrap up this first block of discussions, Uta mentions that Henk asked her if the project’s hypotheses 

are working. One important hypothesis is that a CO does not necessarily have to start with data collection, 

and this is exactly what we see. The process differs per case, and there is no single entry point. The 

stakeholders decide what type of CO they want (environmental monitoring, cooperative planning or 

environmental stewardship); moreover, that may change over time. 

 

3.3 Demonstration Cases 

All six Demo Cases are presented by the Demo Case leaders. The presentations are included in Annex 3 of 

this document. At the end of each presentation the Demo Case leaders present issues or questions that 

they would like to discuss with the AB. After the six presentations the floor for discussion is opened. 

 

Discussion 

Henk: it is important to let communities themselves discover that spatial data can help solve tensions. 

You do not have to come up with policy solution to solve tensions. That is for other projects. It would be 

great if GT2.0 could come up with policy solutions, but it is not the project’s task necessarily. The Demo 

Cases allow you to describe valid research results, and that is a benefit discovered then. Uta says that 

GT2.0 is not a research project but an implementation project, so it does need to deliver sustainable COs. 

But indeed maybe not all Demo Cases can be equally successful. As in other fields of innovation, it is 

important and highly valuable to learn from failures, friction and uncertainty.  

Clairie: congratulations to all Demo Cases on the work done. Her comments focus on the African cases in 

Zambia and Kenya. She says that trust is crucial for the success of the COs. When you are dealing with 

communities in conflict, it is not easy to establish an initiative like this. Gaining trust takes time. Her 

concern is that this is only a three-year project, and that the COs might collapse after that. Finding a 

sustainable way to continue is needed, depending on the people involved. It is also important to find the 

solutions that people are looking for. Conflict on livelihoods happens all over in the area of conservation, 

in fact this is why conservation efforts are needed. Finding solutions through collaborative forums is a 

challenge. It is crucial to have a good policy tool at the end that can help resolve those conflicts (e.g. a fair 

compensation scheme). 
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Clairie: addressing people in their local language is important, but we should not forget the project lan-

guage that we use. Too much terminology will lead to people dropping out. Try to use simpler language, 

which you can then translate yourself in project and EC language.  

Uta says that indeed we have experienced this problem. For example the word ‘observatory’ itself has 

been challenging in the Belgian and Dutch cases. Concerning the remark about trust and engagement, she 

mentions that it is crucial to make a difference compared to what has been done already. For example, in 

Zambia there is a parallel project using the monitoring idea, but with a focus on the gender component 

and the empowerment of women. So these projects can reinforce each other. 

Liselott: thanks the Demo Case leaders for their presentations. There seem to be some common issues 

across presentations, especially how to make observatories sustainable. It is important to ask those 

involved what they want (their motivations to participate). If you have the platform, you have what you 

need to continue discussions. For the financial component, it could be good to have authorities involved. 

She mentions the importance of giving citizens credits for their contributions, or have lists showing who 

did what to create a little competition. Many people wish to contribute, and for some that would be 

enough, but for many people there needs to be something in it for them. It is also important to 

immediately visualize the data collected so that participants see that something is being done. That can 

already help to sustain the engagement. 

Uta responds that GT2.0 does research on the various types of incentives. People have different reasons 

for participating, and understanding those can improve our engagement efforts. The baseline study shows 

that different incentives exist for different people. We need to see how we can use this information in 

different DCs. Immediate benefits are important. 

Barbara: compliments to the Demo Case leaders on the level of efforts undertaken. At the same time, this 

could mean that for the future, at least the same level of effort will have to be invested, again bringing up 

the issue of sustainability. The issue of who will take over is now closer at the horizon than last year. In 

this process, it is also important to look at questions of vested interests. Taking such a comprehensive 

approach also means that you run into the full scale of participation issues. It is important to make sure 

that one does not insist on participation for the sake of participation. Maybe there will be a moment in 

time when it does not make sense anymore to ask for all the stakeholders’ involvement. Then there is the 

issue of accountability. Coming from the outside as a neutral actor means you can walk away. If a local 

organisation takes over, that changes the rules of the game.  

Uta agrees that these are all important points. If we aim for sustainability, it is good to think about who 

takes over and why. The project should be seen as a chance, as a way of capacity development, and an 

opportunity to co-create something different. But we should not aim for having a CO for the sake of having 

a CO.   

Henk: if he looks at this as a contribution to spatial planning, he believes that collaborative planning is 

reality. Any technology or approach that helps this is going to be successful because that is the way we 

are going. Problems are the validity and sustainability. The issue of validity is mentioned in many DCs: if 

some parties do not engage, your data become less reliable and representative. His suggestion is to paint 

some different scenarios and to provoke some parties to get them involved. For the sustainability it is also 

important to show how the data/the CO is relevant to different policies and how data/results feed into 

policy processes. 
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Clairie: concerning the Dutch case, it is important to manage the expectations of citizens in terms of the 

time it takes to analyse data. We live in a society where people want reactions instantly, while some things 

take time. This is especially important as there are public servants involved in the Observatories, and they 

might resist having to produce information instantly and through unofficial processes, as citizens might 

expect. Concerning the Spanish case: on the policy level, it is not clear how phenology links with policy. If 

it is not clear, communicating to the various levels will not be easy. Make it more specific, develop the link 

more clearly. If you want it to be relevant for decision-makers, more than a simple description is needed. 

Camille says that the case focuses on adaptation, not the overall impact of climate change. He agrees that 

it is good to further specify this. 

Uta says that this is the next step for all cases: map how we can connect with decision-makers. There is 

an inherent bias because we do not have all relevant stakeholders in the room. Then there are also 

stakeholder dynamics in the room that should be considered. Some parties are more dominant and there 

is never absolute neutrality in a collaboration space.   

 

3.4 Work Packages 

For the presentation of the Work Packages, the same structure is used as for the Demo Case presenta-

tions. The Work Package presentations can be found in annex 4 of this document. After all four presenta-

tions the AB was invited to give feedback. 

 

Discussion 

Clairie: responds to the question from WP1 on how to keep momentum. Each group is different. For 

groups that collect information, like the Spanish one, keeping the momentum is linked to what you give 

back to users. She repeats the idea of making lists with who has contributed most to create a little 

competition. This seems to motivate people to keep putting in data. What will determine the CO success 

is if they will be able to achieve their goal, to contribute something to the set challenge. 

Uta mentions that the challenges are so fundamental and big, like climate change, that the COs cannot 

help in solving them on their own. But it is good to articulate clearly how we contribute. 

Liselott: stakeholder engagement is the key factor to success. She gives an example of using people’s 

interest in taking photos to give them acknowledgements, which is especially useful for species 

monitoring. Governments have other purposes, so it is good to involve them from an early stage to get 

these purposes clear. 

Henk: he approaches this issue from spatial planning. He sees stakeholder engagement as being 

mainstreamed in twenty years. He finds it a positive challenge: you receive rich data from local citizens 

who are the experts on their neighbourhoods. Municipalities, mayors and politicians should welcome the 

availability of free information coming from the experts. For this process you need credibility. It means 

that you need to converge the six COs in some way, so that you have some concluding analysis after the 

project with recommendations. This would also be good for other citizen science projects. Uta says that 

we are working towards the method of developing sustainable COs, as this is one of the main GT2.0 goals. 

It is part of what WP1 does. The impact assessment looks at what works, but also at results and triggers 

for change.   

Barbara: how does GT2.0 approach impact assessment? Uta explains that we use a results-based 

framework that goes from DC level outputs, to outcomes and impacts. At DC level, we measure according 

to indicators that DCs themselves set (i.e. their objectives). Similar to the thinking that good governance 
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is measured according to local goals about what this entails. Overall, we use the same framework at 

different units of analysis. 

Liselott: the TDWG group tries to develop biodiversity standards, and wishes to start an interest group for 

citizen science. ArtDatabanken and SLU have worked with phenology, including two apps for birds and 

plants where the data is stored in Artportalen (the Swedish Species Observation System), and will also 

send some information to Alberto. Many existing systems are open source, and have modules that are 

more general while others are more complex and adopted to national conditions. It is good to provide 

systems and standards, and get to get inspired by each other, but it might be hard to make the existing 

systems to adopt the new standards set in this project. Managing systems costs a lot of money and it is 

important to consider how this could be done after the project has ended, and what kind of support you 

wish to provide. 

Henk: what is the product that we are selling? Uta says that these are tailored products and services set 

up for the COs, such as tailored apps, but also mainly the methodology itself. The methodology will not 

be proprietary, it should be freely accessible. Henk mentions that here social feasibility comes up. If you 

make a plan for a town, the obstacle is often that people do not like it. So it is in the interest of local 

authorities to maximize the chances that people will accept it. This tool can help foster acceptance. Uta 

stresses that the platforms cannot simply be used in other cities without adjustments to the local 

community context. The co-design process is needed in each situation. 

In relation to this point, Gregory has provided a written comment on the draft minutes: are you planning 

to have a propoer license (like Creative Commons) to ensure that your methodology will be properly 

acknowledged and ensure that it will remain free? 

Liselott: it is important to realise that cases are different, but that it is important to sell the method since 

the method could probably be used for most cases. When it comes to the solutions you might need 

technological or other adjustments. And it is important to note that user stories and the whole process 

are needed. Uta says that the method as a product is also a deliverable, so we have to think about how to 

disseminate it and how to make it accessible. It needs to be implementable for people who have not been 

in the project. 

Henk: would this be a methodology to engage local communities to provide information for local 

governments for a given problem? Uta says that it is important to realise that in this project, we do not 

see local governments as the only entity defining a problem. The problem is decided upon by the CO. 

Henk: in relation to WP3’s questions about market segment, one segment could be local governments as 

described above. This process would then be embedded in the local governance of the community. It 

seems to be a success in Mechelen. The same structure could help solve other existing local municipality 

problems.  

Uta mentions the WeObserve project, which will bring additional resources to mainstream COs in 

decision-making. The project will organise roadshows with success cases. Market building will be required 

to make it the added value of COs tangible and to create a market. 

Barbara: the local government is of course a representation of the local community already, but many 

people are not happy with the current structure. But would a CO then be replicable to all kinds of issues? 

Different groups of stakeholders are needed per issue. What holds a CO together then? What is the 

institution of this? She also asks what we mean with a market niche.  

Uta says that we are still figuring out where the money could come from and where the possibility for 

revenue is. The demand for COs is articulated in a more vague way. Concrete products and services are 
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coming out that the technical partners could market, so for them there are revenues to be made. There 

is no easy answer for financial sustainability yet of each observatory in the DCs.   

Henk: representative democracy is happening. Local governments are increasingly willing to engage in 

this type of way. Uta adds that they also have the obligation now. Henk finds it interesting that Mechelen 

is ahead. Apparently, the scale is ideal. It would be interesting to see in the analysis if the size of a place 

matters, and other success factors for upscaling. Uta says that the analysis also looks at that, in addition 

to information on the people we gathered, people’s body language in the co-design sessions, gender 

balance etc. 

Liselott: goes back to the topic of future sustainability and the needs of defining a business model on how 

to finance management and support of the product. There are different ways to go when it comes to 

financing, using for example open source and governmental financing or licensing models. We should 

make a choice which path would be best for societies to reach their goals. Uta says that technology-wise, 

we made a choice for a modular approach, dependent on the infrastructure already in place each case 

and with a different composition of technical partners. Liselott adds that we should not only consider the 

methods, but also how you define different functionalities to make a vocabulary.   

 

3.5 General feedback from the Advisory Board 

Alberto (Altran, WP2 leader) says that currently the big issue for WP2 is data fusion. For example, in the 

Belgium case we are using an app that is just getting the noise from the device microphone. The noise 

level depends on how people measure it. Some people have their phones in their pockets, others carry 

them in their hand. How can we make this type of data really useful? In policies, levels of noise are 

mentioned, but how can we make the gathered data useful in the sense that policy makers trust the data 

enough to make a decision based on it? 

In relation to this point, Gregory has provided a written comment on the draft minutes: he thinks that one 

possible contribution is the fact that local measurements can increase the spatial (and temporal) 

resolution of model outputs. This can be potentially highly valuable as this will show more details. 

Henk: on its own the data are not reliable enough, but in combination with other benchmark 

measurements they can be stronger. You need other sources of data to triangulate. He suggests to use it 

as relative data. The phone might be in the pocket, so it is not measuring the actual noise level. But if the 

same person walks somewhere else with his device in his pocket, the level is relatively the same. So you 

should use triangulation. Then there is the issue of perception as well. For example, some people like 

church bells, while for others this is noise. If the perception is there, it is the truth (although norms or 

measurements say something else). Alberto asks how much data we need to ensure that policy makers 

can do something with it. Henk says this differs per case.  

Liselott: you can also use data to describe situations. In the Belgian case, you also have questionnaires, so 

you have different types of data. To influence decision makers, you need to convince the people. 

Clairie: you could work with thresholds, use for example a traffic light system of red, amber and green to 

indicate the level of ambient noise, thereby giving immediate feedback also to the user. Additionally, from 

the user you have an indication of what is happening in a certain place. If mobile devices are reliable 

enough to give you a level, you can make a map with hotspots and then you could verify. With ground 

truthing, collecting data is one way, verifying is another.  
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Barbara: this is about the relationship between hard and soft data. Where it coincides, there is no 

problem. But when it contradicts it becomes interesting.  

Uta then asks the AB members about the best way to engage with the groups of stakeholders that they 

represent.   

Henk: you should focus on the local level. Citizens are closest to the problem. Also, he is happy to bring 

back anything that GT2.0 produces to the Council of Spatial Planners. The Council could be a good platform 

to showcase GT2.0. 

Barbara: ICLEI conferences could also be a platform for this. A relevant team within ICLEI could be 

‘Governance and Social Innovation.’  

Liselott: advises Joan to get engaged with the TDWG. There are many people there who are interested in 

this type of questions. She will help him or Uta to get connected. 

 Clairie: as BirdLife is one of the most scientific NGOs, it could be relevant for the case of Catalonia. BirdLife 

International is also involved in another H2020 project. She will provide some contacts for the Spanish 

case.  

Clairie: reading the papers and looking at the presentations, GT2.0 uses acronyms that are not always 

clear. It is easy when you are in the project, but we should try to make an effort to be clearer on that. 

When she was thinking about the evaluation that the project has to present at the end, a reasonable 

question would be to consider comparing other alternatives and methods for consultation and 

participation, which are not as collaborative or bottom-up as the co-design method that this project 

promotes. It would be good to distinguish this method from collaboration and other participation systems 

in the evaluation report so as to highlight its strong points.   

Henk: the Demo Cases are all excellent but also different. He would be happy with a typology in the form 

of a matrix with several variables. Uta mentions that such a table was included in the DoA, but we will 

update it now. Apart from this, Henk is fascinated with this new data source. It would be especially 

interesting to create a third set of data by combining new and existing data sources. 

Camille (Starlab, Spanish Demo Case leader) says in regard to data fusion that he understood from the 

Commission that via Copernicus, the EU put a lot of money in satellites. Locally, even though we have so 

many satellites, data is still missing. The Commission would appreciate it if these types of data are 

improved.  

In relation to this point, Gregory has provided a written comment on the draft minutes: what is also the 

situation concerning GEO/GEOSS? Is GT2.0 still interested in contributing? If yes, how? He thinks the 

project can bring very valuable inputs to the CS community. 

 

Final words & closing 

All AB members thank GT2.0 for the very interesting day.  

Liselott emphasizes the importance of sorting out the business model. 

Barbara reiterates the point that it is really nice as an AB member to see what another project does and 

how it deals with challenges.  

Uta wraps up by thanking all AB members for their time and for coming here for the day. 
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4 Recommendations and actions 

4.1 Summary of recommendations by the Advisory Board 

 As user stories are one of the most important details to get a system usable, make sure to have 

user experience experts in your team. 

 Think about how to translate citizen data to decision-makers, as the latter need information in a 

different way to be able to feed it into policy. 

 GT2.0 should not try to do too much. The value would be to demonstrate how a new form of 

governance might work if these new systems would be in place. But to change governance itself 

is a longer-term process and for other people to undertake. 

 Make systems easy so that people can report without too much effort, so maximize usability. 

 Take into account that building trust takes a long time. 

 To make COs sustainable, really ask people what they want and why. 

 Sustainability of COs is important, but do not make them sustainable just for the sake of having 

sustainable COs. It is important to keep the ultimate goal in mind. 

 Do not use too much project terminology, this can scare people off. 

 For the Spanish case: make the link between phenology and policy more specific to be able to 

better communicate about it. 

 For the Demo Cases: make lists with who has contributed most to create a little competition, 

and to motivate people to keep contributing. 

 Consider in the analysis of the overall project success factors for upscaling, and contextual 

factors that help make a certain case a success. 

 Triangulate the ‘softer’ data with other data sources to make them more valid and reliable. 

 In the communication about the project, be careful with the use of acronyms that are not clear 

for other people outside the project. 

 

4.2 Actions for GT2.0 

 

Ref. Action item Who 

AB.2017.1 Check for possibilities to showcase GT2.0 in Council for Spatial Planners Henk 

AB.2017.2 Check for links with ICLEI teams and conferences Barbara 

AB.2017.3 Provide relevant contacts from BirdLife for the Spanish case Clairie 

AB.2017.4 Update typology/matrix of different Demo Cases from DoA table Uta 

AB.2017.5 Send instructions on declarations to AB members Linda 

AB.2017.6 Connect Joan with particular standards community Liselott 

 

 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.5 Second Advisory Board Meeting 

 

11 

Annex 1: Agenda and participants 

 

 

 

 

Name  Organisation 

Advisory Board Members 

Barbara Anton (AB) ICLEI 

Liselott Sjödin Skarp (AB) ArtDatabanken 

Henk van der Kamp (AB) European Council of Spatial Planners 

Clairie Papazoglou (AB) Consultant, formerly BirdLife Cyprus 

WP and Demo Case leaders Organisation Role 

Uta Wehn IHE Delft Project Director, WP1 leader,  

Kenyan Demo Case representative 

Alberto Masa Altran WP2 leader 

Laura Moreno (by skype) Starlab WP3 leader 

Joan Masó CREAF WP4 leader 

Camille Pelloquin Starlab Spanish Demo Case leader 

Rianne Giesen HR Dutch Demo Case leader 

Silvina Tejada Skoglund SU Swedish Demo Case leader 

Conrad Muyaule WWF Zambia Zambian Demo Case leader 

Inge Liekens VITO Belgian Demo Case leader 

Linda Velzeboer IHE Delft Project Assistant 
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Annex 2: GT2.0 Overview presentation by Project Director Uta Wehn 
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Annex 3: Demo Case presentations 

 

Kenya (Uta Wehn, IHE Delft) 
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The Netherlands (Rianne Giesen, HR) 

 



 

18 

 

 

 

 

 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.5 Second Advisory Board Meeting 

 

19 

 



 

20 

Spain (Camille Pelloqin, Starlab) 
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Sweden (Silvina Tejada Skoglund, SU) 
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Zambia (Conrad Muyaule, WWF Zambia) 
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Belgium (Inge Liekens, VITO) 
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Summary slide with issues and questions for the AB 
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Annex 4: Work Package presentations 

WP1 Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories (Uta Wehn, IHE Delft) 
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WP2 Enabling technologies (Alberto Masa, Altran) 
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WP3 Business development to accelerate uptake (Laura Moreno, Starlab) 
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WP4 Dissemination and communication (Joan Masó, CREAF) 
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Summary slide with issues and questions for the AB 

 

 


