
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Ground Truth 2.0 project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020  

research and innovation programme under grant agreement No. 689744. www.gt20.eu 

 

 

 

 

 

Deliverable D5.6 
Third Advisory Board Meeting 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Deliverable Title Third Advisory Board Meeting 

Status Final

Related Work Package WP5 

Deliverable lead IHE Delft 

Author(s) Onno Giller, Cheron Constance 

Internal reviewer(s) Project Management Team, Advisory Board members 

Contact for queries Uta Wehn IHE Delft, u.wehn@un-ihe.org 

Dissemination level Public 

Due submission date M25 

Actual submission 19.2.2019 (M30) 

Project acronym Ground Truth 2.0 

Grant agreement number 689744 

Funding scheme H2020-SC5-2015-two-stage/Topic SC5-17-2015/Innovation Actions 

Abstract of deliverable The purpose of this deliverable is to capture the discussion of the third 

Advisory Board meeting of the Ground Truth 2.0 project and to record 

the action points. The discussions focused on three topics: the six Demo 

Cases, the Work Packages and the project progress in general. A 

summary of the recommendations of the Advisory Board and an action 

list are provided.  

Versions and Contribution History 

Version Date Modified by Modification details 

V0.1 08/01/2019 Onno Giller First Draft, based on detailed minutes by Cheron 
Constance 

V0.2 30/01/2019 Uta Wehn and PMT Round of revisions by Uta Wehn and the PMT 

V0.3 31/01/2019 Onno Giller Addressing the comments from the round of revisions 
in preparation for submission to the Advisory Board 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.6 3rd Advisory Board Minutes 

  



4 

 

Table of contents 

Versions and Contribution History 2 

Table of contents 4 

List of abbreviations 5 

1 Introduction 6 

1.1 Background of the Ground Truth 2.0 project 6 

1.2 The Ground Truth 2.0 Advisory Board 6 

1.3 Purpose and structure of this document 6 

2 Minutes 7 

2.1 Introduction of Advisory Board members 7 

2.2 Ground Truth 2.0 update by the Project Director 7 

2.3 Demonstration Cases 8 

2.3.1 Grip op water Altena (Dutch DC) 8 

2.3.2 Meet Mee Mechelen (Belgian DC) 9 

2.3.3 RitmeNatura.cat (Spanish DC) 10 

2.3.4 VattenFokus (Swedish DC) 12 

2.3.5 Maasai Mara Citizen Observatory (Kenyan DC) 13 

2.3.6 Niti Luli Sesheke & Mufulani (Zambian DC) 15 

2.4 Work Packages 17 

2.4.1 Work Package 1: Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories 17 

2.4.2 Work Package 2: Enabling technologies 18 

2.4.3 Work Package 3: Business development to accelerate uptake 19 

2.4.4 Work Package 4: Dissemination and communication 20 

2.5 Final words and closing 21 

3 Actions 22 

3.1 Action points 22 

Annex 1: Agenda and list of participants. 23 

Annex 2: Presentation by Project Director Dr. Uta When 24 

Annex 3: Demo Case presentations 27 

Grip op water Altena (Dutch DC) 27 

Meet Mee Mechelen (Belgian DC) 29 

RitmeNatura.cat (Spanish DC) 31 

VattenFokus (Swedish DC) 33 

Maasai Mara Citizen Observatory (Kenyan DC) 35 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.6 3rd Advisory Board Minutes 

Niti Luli Sesheke & Mufulani (Zambian DC) 38 

Work Package presentations 40 

Work Package 1: Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories 40 

Work Package 2: Enabling technologies 42 

Work Package 3: Business development to accelerate uptake 44 

Work Package 4: Dissemination and communication 46 

 

 

List of abbreviations  

AB  Advisory Board     GT2.0  Ground Truth 2.0  
CO  Citizen Observatory    PMT  Project Management Team 
DC  Demonstration Cases   WP Work Package 

 

 



6 

 

1 Introduction 

1.1 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 

situation on the ground, complementing existing data systems and surveys. However, many efforts to 

successfully 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 

demonstrate the technological feasibility, the sustained use and the societal and economic benefits of 

such citizen observatories. The ultimate objective is the global market uptake of the concept and enabling 

technologies. 

1.2 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. 

1.3 Purpose and structure of this document 

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

place on Wednesday the 12th of December, 2018, 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 2.1) and a short overview 

of the project (section 2.2). Next, the six Demo Cases were presented and discussed in detail (section 2.3), 

followed by presentations and discussions of the four Work Packages (section 2.4). Finally, a summary of 

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

2.1 Introduction of Advisory Board members 

Barbara Anton works for ICLEI – Africa, part of the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives 

– Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability), 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 domain, which is why she is especially interested in the 

parts of the project that focus on water. 

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. 

Henk van der Kamp is a member of the Executive Committee of the European Council of Spatial Planners 

(ECTP-CEU) and is very interested in how GT2.0 can contribute to better and more participative planning. 

ECTP-CEU has adopted a Charter on Participative Planning. 

Three Advisory Board members could unfortunately not attend the meeting:  

▪ Dr. Clairie Papazoglou, working as an Independent Environment Consultant; 

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

▪ Mr. Gregory Giuliani, working for UNEP-GRID. 

2.2 Ground Truth 2.0 update by the Project Director 

Presenter: Uta Wehn, IHE Delft. 

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 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 and has a leading role in various 

citizen science projects with case studies in Europe, Africa and the Middle East. 

Uta presented a short overview of the approach and objectives of Ground Truth 2.0 (GT2.0). She also 

discussed the progress and achievements over the first two years, focussing on the project objectives and 

the outputs. She then moved on to the plans for the final year of GT2.0. This presentation is included in 

Annex 2. After the presentation, the Advisory Board (AB) is asked for their first reactions. 

 

Discussion 

Henk (question) asked for clarity on the challenges at the objective level? 

Barbara (question) inquired whether there were any major re-directions within the project? 

Uta (response): Both of these matters will be addressed more directly in the remainder of the meeting. 

Uta did explain that there were shifts in the partner configuration in one case after the co-design process 

had begun, which will also be further elaborated.  

Liselott (question) inquired whether there will be a follow-up call - a sort of GT part two? 

Uta (response) explained that the EC is not normally in favour of the same consortium submitting 

proposals again. It is unclear at this point in the project process what the following activity would be. 

There are a number of follow up projects planned, but it is likely that they will be in a different 

configuration of partners. 
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Liselott (question): Recent conferences: Similar or different experiences in other projects? 

Uta (response): Coordination action, experiences are actually captured and exchanged in Europe in 

WeObserve project.  

2.3 Demonstration Cases 

All six Demo Cases (DC) 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 each presentation the AB was given a chance to discuss 

the issues and questions, as well as pose their own. 

2.3.1 Grip op water Altena (Dutch DC) 

Presenter: Rianne Giessen, HR. 

The DC area experienced a lot of flooding in 2014/15 and there were many calls to improve 

communication to reduce damage in the future.  

Activities included testing the platform, excursion to a water storage basin, presentation at a festival, and 

multiple planning sessions. There is significant social media presence and use of the platform to produce 

mapped information that brings information from the Water Board and weather data. In the beginning, 

there was not much enthusiasm from the citizens on collecting data, but answered with a number of 

activities. There was a survey on gardens that coincided with the Week of Water, which achieved 232 

responses. (The survey was about why people have green vs grey garden - flora and grass vs 

paved/gravel/tiles - which have different abilities to store water in weather events.) A number of outreach 

events was organized, including an excursion and a visual model as a tool to engage citizens in 

conversation. 

Successes include a small but stable stakeholder group that is slowly increasing in numbers, over 300 

people attending the outreach events, and a significant response to the garden survey. 

Challenges: increasing active core members, diversifying the age representation of the active members, 

and improving chances for longer term sustainability of the CO. 

Next steps: To incorporate more dynamic data into the platform and other general platform 

improvements, a public event based on the garden survey, activation around Water Board elections and 

the week of Water. 

Questions for the Advisory Board: How to match the different stakeholder incentives in the co-design 

group? How to convey a simple and clear message? 

 

Discussion 

Henk (question): Is it a weakness of the study design that people in the DCs may not have a clear 

understanding of the potentials of the data collection process? 

Uta (response): We have objectives in the project that are broadly to address concerns for the common 

good, and it's okay that some people might only want to take measurements and win a rain barrel, while 

others want to change the world - even if they have to attend lots of meetings and it will take 20+ years 

to do something. 

Uta (extra observations): Interesting example of learning process in the project, citizens in the Dutch DC 

originally not really interested in data collection. Encounter with Meet Mee Mechelen (Belgian DC), during 

the excursion as part of the F2F Plenary Meeting earlier this week, sparked interests - “they get to measure 
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all sorts of things, which is so nice”. It is difficult to raise interest before it is clear what an observatory is 

and can do. Another point on incentives, is that Sweden did survey of the different stakeholders in their 

work to gather specific motivations - surprised to find split between people collecting for themselves and 

others to support broader nature conservation.  

Henk (comments): There is a need to think bigger. Consider scenario techniques to showcase impacts of 

climate change for example. People might have to be shown or allowed to investigate how the issues 

affect people individually in their own lives - on their own patch - using a collection of different metrics to 

build a picture of their own environment (soil, water, particulates, etc.) could be one approach. Maybe 

there is a role for citizen’s data in warning systems, recognising that there might be cases and 

environmental events were mitigation is the only thing that one can do. Find ways to ensure the data is 

used for measures that lead to actual improvements in the original issue, if resources are available that 

seek to keep updating the CO system with newer technologies to ensure it stays relevant. 

Henk (question): Interest in this project should stem from protection and safety, and water management 

is really a climate change topic, so why should people need incentives?  

Uta (response): water management can be very abstract, and people have different roles. 

2.3.2 Meet Mee Mechelen (Belgian DC) 

Presenter: Stijn Vranckx, VITO. 

Success/activities: Total of 4 Air Quality measurement campaigns to observe spatial and temporal changes 

in pollution levels: Oct-Nov ‘17, Feb-Mar ‘18, June-July ‘18 and Sep ‘18. A joint analysis of the observations  

has been initiated and continues, highlighting (as an example) the impact made by the traffic restrictions 

in the city centre. There were several community awareness events, which were well-attended and 

coincided with several city events, including the local elections. We received media attention (local news 

papers) of both the measurement (cycling through the city) and the public events (awareness about air 

quality). The City of Mechelen is part of the CO, and the coalition of the Green Party and Liberal Party - 

the most pro-environmental parties interested in air quality have won a plurality in the municipal 

government, an opportunity for a smooth continuation of the CO and reaching our objectives. Antwerp 

has begun a co-design process on heat stress and there has been an awareness raising blitz with heat 

stress measurements. 

Challenges: The people we are reaching, are already convinced that there should be action on improving 

environmental quality. How do we broaden our audience? Going from observations to action must be a 

next step. There are frictions and different agendas among environmental organisations in the group. 

How do we involve environmental planners? 

Next Steps: Working group on Air Quality - report and analysis of current situation, working group on 

Noise, working group on communication and the continuation of the co-design process in Antwerpen. 

Questions for the Advisory Board:  the questions to the AB are clearly linked to the challenges stated 

above. 

 

Discussion 

Henk (comments and questions): Congratulations, good case, media attentions, results and issues even 

extent beyond initial data set. But low hanging fruit. Could you go to other parties who didn’t do as well 

in local elections to discuss some of the data, but from a starting point of their agenda? Also, can you do 

something exciting - e.g. using green infrastructure to address heat stress or to run scenarios how green 

infrastructure would affect situation on heat stress or noise? 
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Stijn (response): We actually have data and knowledge on this issue, for example make visible differences 

in places with and without green spaces, by measuring both we (try to) make the data and effects visible. 

Uta (additional comment): We could also bring in Tygron now and with their powerful gamification tools 

explore experiments as you suggest, create awareness for the potential for change.  

Henk (comments and question): Terrific scope, also ideal variables for people to measure - simple 

technology, immediately something that people have an opinion on - I also liked the model in the Dutch 

DC, but you should pour water on each garden model - or include such visualizations in the computer 

simulation - what is the reaction in the new place?  

Stijn (response): Antwerp is really excited. Initiated by them, suggested to work on these variables - in 

Antwerp already many campaigns on air quality, but on heat stress we are the first.  

Liselott (comments): to take next step, you have great stakeholder group, so seems you should be able to 

reach high data quality - consider engaging a postdoc or genuine research staff to work with the data, e.g. 

infrastructure analysis in landscape perspective - use as (additional) feedback (at another level) to decision 

makers. This could have possibly showcase potential, even at the national level. 

Barbara (questions): What do you expect most - voluntary citizen action, or closer connection with city 

authorities? Do you wait for people to take action like putting on a green roof, or are you trying to actively 

stimulate change, e.g. policy change?  

Stijn (response): Part of the group discussion - who do we expect to take action? Very different perceptions 

in group.   

Henk (comments): Maybe you are forgetting third way, which might be most important one: make citizens 

talk about (planning) policy. That is the engagement you might get based on the collected data. Planners 

actually have trouble getting citizens engaged. I see two main reasons to do a project like this AT ALL - 

generate new data, or communicate with planners and stimulate collaboration. You don’t change policy, 

you show that citizens are willing to engage, and then it is somebody else's job to change the policy.  

Stijn (response to comments): Noted and a lot of activity driven by cyclists federation which lobby intensely 

to make Mechelen the most cycling friendly city in Belgium. There is an upcoming opportunity for 

redevelopment of an industrial site; there is the intention to use the Tygron engine for a  collaborative 

planning experiment. The infrastructure analysis could provide other feedback. There is potentially more 

use to tie this into Air Flanders and have maps that add to the validation of the data. 

Barbara (question): Are you trying to change policy or drive specific action - like putting a green roof on 

their house? 

Stijn (response): It’s both, hopefully going hand-in-hand.  

Henk (comment): It’s more important that the citizens take an interest in planning policy, which would 

spark a higher level of policy for the city. 

Uta (comment): The door has to be open from the policy makers in order for citizens to be involved. You 

can’t necessarily implement all requested the changes, but the idea is to get the dialogue with citizens 

going. 

 

2.3.3 RitmeNatura.cat (Spanish DC) 

Presenter: Camille Pelloquin, STARLAB. 

Activities: Ritme Natura is based in Catalonia and working on phenology and climate change. We have 

gone through methodology proposed by the project and now have the platform and social media with 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.6 3rd Advisory Board Minutes 

Natusfera, a platform originally designed to measure biodiversity. Natusfera measures the location, time, 

species, and it allows people to be able to ask crowd-sourced questions, if you don’t find the name of a 

species or have difficulty identifying it. This is similar to the OPAL project in the UK.  Last year, we had an 

event (translated as “After the end of the world”) that was presented with a museum and an 

environmental health clinic. There were dissemination events, including demonstrating various tools for 

observation at the Barcelona Science Festival. Some stakeholders were already working on phenology - 

presented at IEC Phenology and Global Change. 

Successes: Platform is up and running, and there’s an engaged stakeholder group; long-term agreement 

(MoU) with CREAF-Meteocat 

Challenges: We need more observations and more observers. How do we get people to go home and ‘do 

their homework’? Long-term sustainability? There’s a gap between data collection a period and actual 

climate change and mitigation policy. We need much more data over time. Most be careful to respect 

extant data collection protocols and activity already being done by groups. 

Next steps: Co-design session for January 2019. 

New actions: guided nature part work for schools and other engagement methods for school group 

 

Discussion 

Barbara: Most critical question for me is what happens in 2020? Especially if you engage more people, 

you need to offer something. It would be a disaster to just let it collapse. Advice of WP3 available and 

needed. 

Uta (additional comment): build it into the project DNA, with focus on the sustainability of the six 

observatories from the start as part of the co-design methodology and by WP3. 

Liselott (comments and questions): To create an educational package, the collected data needs to be 

augmented with information, for example if you collect data on species, then you need information on 

the species. But also consider that the outreach affects data quality. This is known to create potential 

problems with existing communities. How much does the future data collection, collect knowledge on 

species? We had long discussions in Sweden on this issue and in some cases collected data does not go 

into the system until it has been reviewed by an expert. One opportunity is to work with checklists that 

simplify data collection by citizens (what to report and what not to report, even in terms of species in 

their own garden). You could create your own checklist.  

Camille (response): Natsufera operates by allowing submissions of species that you don’t know. “I have 

seen THIS” - then expert matches and adds the tagging.  

Uta (extra comment): also noted OPAL project from UK that has created interesting approach to deal with 

such issues.  

Liselott (comments): Huge strides being made, in the meantime even AI might be considered. Using 

encyclopaedia live to check emerging standards at the global level, Sweden created a system called 

Artportalen on ALL swedish species, creating systems with comprehensive reference for schools. You 

should seek to integrate such tools into your system as there is much to get from these existing systems. 

You already have a lot, but what else to you need to create a package suitable for schools. Becoming a 

“qualified user” could also be an incentive.  

Henk (question): You have collected data - how was this reported back to community? How will it be used? 

Camille (response): Not yet reported back, but Meteocat reports back quarterly, planned to release it 

through these quarterly reports. 



12 

 

Henk (comment): Note how the Belgian DC used publication of a report to attract attention and more 

volunteers, make use of that. Advice on schools: Create an educational package that would be modular 

for the communities involved/needed. 

2.3.4 VattenFokus (Swedish DC) 

Presenter: Somya Joshi, Stockholm University. 

Activities: Interested in water quality specifically. Lots of campaign and measurements. Water Blitz in 

2018. Regular sampling within CO and the wider country. Platform launched during a water week that 

was very high profile and we have a fixed date at the country headquarters. Measured nitrates and 

phosphates using the Earthwatch kits. We had a very hot summer, so some conversation in light of this 

context. In this CO, the community has been sampling over the last year.  

Challenges: Sustained engagement with policymakers. Scepticism (by in-situ data collection networks) 

around data quality, which has been addressed in various dialogues, but it’s an ongoing process. We also 

try to make sure they see the CO as complimentary, not a threat. The forward sustainability and who is 

going to take on the CO is the main challenge. We’re also outside Stockholm, and the remoteness of the 

active areas is problematic. 

Next steps: CO workshop with Tygron. Improvements to the platform for community members. 

Engagement with schools in Sweden (already working with 4). Presentation of results on 7 February. 

 

Discussion 

Henk (response): Is there a WP that looks at horizontal analysis on the cases? 

Uta (response): This is in part of WP1. There was a lot of engagement with people in a variety of sub-

groups (experts and not). The wider COs have a few different objectives, depending on interests and 

involvement. Participation varied but tried to get a full range of voices.  

Liselott (comment and question): Trust in data issues seems one of the most important. Can the data be 

more specific, matching to types of water systems, or also consider looking at seas? 

Somya (response): Planned to scale up data collection, start with one small water body and then evolve 

Henk (question): In data - do you have a work package on that? 

Joan (response): Yes. 

Henk (comment): From a non-expert perspective, it should be sufficient to show very simply variables - 

difference between accurate measurement and highly granular data. We found a difference between 

expert collection and citizen data. We looked into it and found that the tendency is the same, but certain 

differences exist, it has to evolve further. 

Liselott (comment): As mentioned before, work to analyse the collected data every important. 

Somya (response): We are considering bringing in MSc or PhD students to conduct analysis and work with 

the data. 

Barbara (comments and question): To sustain interest - have you profiled your stakeholders, who are the 

ones inclined to contribute - older, younger, man, women, and nature lovers? Who is concerned about 

water quality? 

Somya (response): Extensive stakeholder engagement strategy in project, citizens directly impacted as 

they live around the lake, various groups of policy-makers and scientists identified in the exercise, it was 

clear that people were hall interested though coming into project from different perspectives. Difference 
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between group going out during the Blitz (volunteers), and the group involved in designing the wider CO 

- more involvement of decision-makers in the latter. 

Barbara (question): So you identified them - did you get the ones you were looking for? 

Somya (response): Yes, although participation fluctuated. Challenge is to get people to attend the formal 

co-design sessions, but all voices kept on board.  

Liselott (comment): Make sure to have different types of information (nature for nature lovers, bath water 

quality for leisure) to make it easy to engage a broad a range of citizens, may be a way to make you more 

attractive. 

2.3.5 Maasai Mara Citizen Observatory (Kenyan DC) 

Presenter: Hans van der Kwast, IHE Delft. 

Activities: Very dynamic year with campaign at world Wildlife Day, MMCO tools training, stakeholder 

engagement at a plenary, roadshow, workshop, training, and a mapathon. Maasai Mara CO has a twitter 

stream and apps that include significant amounts of data that can be linked from TAHMO. 

Successes: Improved engagement of Maasai Mara University. Platform enhancement, mapping of some 

points for the first time that were usable to citizens. Deployment of more TAHMO weather stations. New 

key stakeholders and support of local chiefs. Re-engagement of county government. Community training 

on tools. More active and larger CO group primarily via WhatsApp. 

Challenges: apparent indifference by the County government; difficulty finding self-motivated champions 

rather than opportunistic members; getting locals to collect data w/o getting paid; Limited community 

building, willingness to cooperate 

Next steps: Improvement of tool feedback, building relationships with key stakeholders, diminish 

concerns about data quality, work on knowledge component of platform and full launch of platform 

(when politics are solved). 

Questions for the Advisory Board:  

● How feasible is it to set up a full CO with all stakeholders including government in a sustainable 

manner?  

● How to deal with politics? 

Trying to think about the difficulties that show up in the cases in EU cases vs Kenya, might be a starting 

point. 

● Can you make the case study fit the reality instead of vice versa? 

● Can you start with the common ground that everyone would agree on? 

 

Discussion 

Liselott (comment and question): Maybe you need a different model of consortium, as there’s more than 

one to choose from. Can you see the need for water as an organising part of the project? 

Hans (response): the flooding issue is the most present part of the situation that everyone sees as 

important. 

Uta (additional response): Everyone sees the project as a resource, regardless of whether they are 

representing themselves as individually or an organisation. Basic needs are just such a strong issue, that 

the short term is paramount. 



14 

 

Liselott (question): Is there a way of looking at the short term interests that could eventually feed into the 

long term? 

Henk (comment): The disruptive issues must be made visible. 

Hans (response): That’s the threatening part to Marok County, and as soon as those processes are 

examined, there’s hostility. If you take the most important stakeholder out of it, you would take out the 

County, but maybe some remaining ones could have better participation. 

Uta (additional response): But there might be even more fear from those that remain (possible 

retribution). 

Henk (comment): The mapping could be totally sufficient for an outcome. 

Liselott (comment): Maybe the answer is to keep it on such a level that the mapping is the best and 

immediately useful outcome. 

Henk (comments and questions): Can you turn it around - if we made a list of differences between African 

and European conditions and see if disadvantages can be turned into advantages? Awareness for your 

own interest, being political, speaking out can also be strengths. Can we observe something that is in 

everybody's interest - which nobody can disagree with? 

Liselott (comments): Yes, these challenges are very hard. It sounds like you needs to assemble some sort 

of consortium to be able to keep various stakeholders involved, and note that there are different types of 

consortia, different issues might be closely connected, core issue might be to preserve wildlife to make 

money out of it, but you actually need water for that. 

Hans (response): Flooding was actually found to be a rather apolitical issue that was interesting to all 

stakeholders.  

Uta (additional response): Situation actually much more dire than visible on the surface. Livelihoods 

intrinsically connected to the issues at hand, and while project is supposed to balance interests, for 

participants the project is a source for resources. Concern is to put food on the table, so project needs to 

be acutely aware of and how the project is disconnected and distant from the daily lives.  

Liselott (question): Can we include how income is affected by resources and maybe provide some limited 

incentives in the short-term? 

Henk (comment and questions): Dealing with individual and collective rationality? If you can show that 

mapping or water data can affect all livelihoods, you might get all stakeholders behind you, tragedy of the 

commons is very basic. Maybe a drastic vision like in the Netherlands can help? 

Uta (response): These pictures have all been used, people know that it does not leave money in their 

pockets. 

Hans (additional response): Common ground is visible and has been identified in co-design session, but 

turning it into practice, assigning roles and ownerships is much more difficult, at that point the discussion 

turns violent.  

Liselott (comment): To keep system alive, focus on driving forces in terms of identifiable individual 

interests, maybe target on a really small scale to create visible showcases on a practical level. 

Hans (response and question): Thought experiment - taking corrupt stakeholder out? 

Uta (response): Would rather that we increased representation of different groups and wider range of 

stakeholders - and then actually create visible and little-contested results, like putting houses on maps, 

and show, here, we are putting streets on the map. Problem might start as soon as the jurisdiction of an 

authority gets touched. 
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All of the members of the Advisory Board (comment): Maybe the small items and focus on safety is really 

the starting point? 

 

2.3.6 Niti Luli Sesheke & Mufulani (Zambian DC) 

Presenter: Ellen Pfeiffer, IHE Delft 

Note: Bwendo Kabanda is introduced as new interim WWF DC Co-lead, who will be joined by the new 

Head of Partnerships in January. As he joined the project only one week ago, the DC will be presented by 

IHE.  

Activities: The DC develops a digital support infrastructure for community-based natural resource 

management in Zambia, which is a formal institution under Zambian law. The intended design is wuite 

“big” and visionary, but is fully based on priorities set by local communities during extensive village 

roadshows. One of the core issues the CO will address is that communities are dealing with dozens of 

departments and donors that don’t coordinate their activities well.  

In the Zambian DC, the GT process had to be slightly adjusted in order to make the community interactions 

happen. On the one hand, many stakeholder require more time to engage with the topic and form an 

opinion. O the other hand, conflicts between stakeholders mean that safe spaces for one or the other side 

were required to have a frank discussion before all sides came together. Accordingly, we had very targeted 

workshops with specialised groups. At this point, we started to have the platform prototype validated. 

Successes: we have high level political buy-in enabling the support of a formal institution, and delivered a 

joint multi-stakeholder roadshow with a coordinated group of projects. Communities have had negative 

experiences before, so trust-building is important. There was a highly positive response to the app - we 

are simplifying something that is already familiar, so they see connection to what is happening now and 

what will happen in the future. Biggest breakthrough - The Zambian NAtional CRB Association endorsed 

the platform, so we will now move to develop the CO as a national level CBNRM Observatory with local 

subgroups.  

Challenges: Highly political process needs time. Project-specific: Exchange of enabling technology and 

addition of Upande as technology support partner; Leadership and staff transition at WWF Zambia; Highly 

supportive Assembly representative passed away, and local Village Action Groups had new elections. 

Questions for the Advisory Board: 

● How can we balance GT branding and local branding for ownership?  

● When we upscale to other areas, how can we keep the responsiveness of the co-design but in a 

much faster process?  

● Evolving the full platform will take years, so as part of the exploitation strategy we need to train 

developers and build partnerships for future services - any ideas?  

 

Discussion 

Liselott (question): Question about structure and membership? 

Ellen (response): It’s not a membership but it’s a non-profit public sector organisation. There are 72 CRBs, 

and the national group is an umbrella group 

Barbara (question): CRBs are elected? How do they work? 
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Ellen (response): Law on community resource exploitation allows mobilized community groups to engage 

democratically with the government - and the it’s the way that the gov’t can engage to manage resources. 

There are 4 parallels structures, including appointed district officials, locally elected councils, traditional 

authorities with village headman, and 4 laws on natural resources management in all. 

Henk (response): What’s the data collection plan? On biodiversity, logging, etc.? 

Ellen (response): We are digitising things currently collected with pen and paper. However, the app will 

allow a broader range of data to be collected. Data collection plan is currently being discussed, as we have 

to address sensitive issues. For example, some data may only be publicly available after a time lag to 

protect animals from poachers, or to protect witnesses. 

Liselott (question): Can you get a longer support agreement from the WWF to get local authorities to own 

the system? 

Ellen (response): e’re trying to avoid this, because of WWF processes and limited geographical reach of 

work (four areas in Zambia), history of WWF funding and structures that were related to the govt. This is 

why there was a need to get a local institution to be part of the structure. 

Bwendo (additional response): WWF is partnering on national resources management, wildlife issues, and 

other parallel issues at national level, so it would be a change in course. But the transition would make 

WWF into another long-term stakeholder and needs to be seen as a partner.  

Liselott (comment): The most important thing is to get the NCRB association to take this up. 

Ellen (response): They came to us to say that they want this. We didn’t have to ask. 
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2.4 Work Packages 

2.4.1 Work Package 1: Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories 

Presenter: Uta Wehn, IHE Delft. 

Activities: Focuses on social dimensions of co-design sustainable COs. Bring in all the learnings of the 

process into co-design guidelines. Did an initial analysis of incentives and barriers and updated 

stakeholder analysis. Stakeholder engagement strategies per CO. Reverse Impact Journey to achieve CO 

objectives. From DC to CO with identity and purpose. Research about COs has included economic impact 

of data fusion (method) and creating a baseline for impact assessment. 

Co-design: There may be a difference in who has time to participate in co-design processes vs who should 

be participating regarding representation. But at the same time, we have to be opportunistic. Also it’s an 

iterative process, because we don’t necessarily know who should be part of the CO until the issue evolves. 

There are incentives and barriers to non-participants who may not know/understand what a CO is. We 

also have to cut through the complexity of achieving the CO objectives.  

Year 3 Roadmap: Year 3 will be about upscaling CO engagement. We have to update the analysis of 

incentives and barriers and do an impact assessment in the DCs, though that part of the process has been 

moved to as late in the project as possible.  

Questions for the Advisory Board:  

● Work ourselves out of a job by fostering community leadership for the sustainability of the COs? 

● How do we translate the scenarios of the business models to make sure they can engage properly, 

especially with business cases? 

● How do we reach the non-participants? 

 

Discussion 

Barbara (comments): We still have to create the demand, but what if they decide that they can live 

without us. Maybe they have no solutions but aren’t waiting for ours. If we have to accept that different 

communities don’t grab this opportunity, we might have to do so. 

Uta (response): they need it but they don’t realise it or don’t see how CO can be part of the solution. It 

remains difficult, even if we co-design. I think there’s further refinement needed. 

Henk (comments): We need to turn it around - citizens are collecting data. THAT is the key of the project. 

It’s not to get the community leaders to collect the data, but to say that you have it, and it’s valuable. 

Uta (response): we need to hand this over, because we’re the impetus.   

Henk (comment): The case studies have to show that all you have to do is continue what has been 

designed. 

Uta (response): People collecting data is not the main driver.  

Liselott (comments): In some cases, it will continue. If it is a success, it will continue. It’s always hard to 

have a project continue without funding; it’s the lifeline of the project. There will be a meeting in Leiden 

in 2019 for making standards specifically for citizen science, and that’s the way for making these processes 

and methods last. 

Uta (comments): Indeed, a legacy is the method.  

Action point: Leiden conference, find information on it. 
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Barbara (comments): Contradiction remains with all of us that projects like this do not really come out of 

demand, we supply, and we create. We have to create demand. We have already broken the rules when 

we applied for funding with the EU. Now we have to hope that they see the opportunity  

Uta (response): Have to partly contest. Groups are aware of problem, just need to see if and how a CO is 

the solution to that problem.  

Henk (comments): Think you need to turn that around. Citizens collecting data is at the heart of it - 

genuinely NEW data, this is what I got from the start. Community leaders don’t have to wait for policy 

makers to take action, you can do it yourself. All the project is to prove that communities can simply 

continue 

Uta (response): Not community leaders, CO community leaders, dealing with variety of attitudes, 

including “collecting data is not my job, thank you very much”. 

Liselott (comments): I believe this will be successful, that COs will continue, but it’s always difficult to keep 

a project alive without resources. Community in Leiden working on standards for citizen Science  

Uta (response): Important to realize we are aiming to achieve two goals: Create sustainable COs, and 

preserve method and the lessons learned from the experience 

 

2.4.2 Work Package 2: Enabling technologies 

Presenter: Joan Masó, CREAF. 

Activities: Progress and achievements in technical design Data quality modules - Have various examples 

or data quality modules; the tool would generate reports for each case. CO platform and data collection 

(presented some screenshots of maps). Working with 2 other universities outside the project to create 

land use mappers. 

Challenges: providing indicators obtained by the web page and provide information for the measurement 

of impact of DCs. Finalising platform developments in time to collect the data. Define and develop the 

significant roles and expectations for any DC: the new approach  

Year 3 Roadmap: Finalise technological platform in each DC, collect and aggregate data in the DC, 

Implement validation/QA methods in the DCs 

Questions for the Advisory Board: How to ensure the appropriate shared development of Land Use Maps? 

 

Discussion 

Liselott (comments): Data quality is huge, so define it more clearly → taxonomy, measurements, map 

images. It’s a diverse topic, so you need to define it better if you want to standardise it. Starting with the 

international standards is a good place to begin. When you get the ISOs into your system, you can get 

others on board. Take contact with the group to get an idea of what types of data quality measurements 

are important for each. 

Joan (response): I agree very much, and it’s also important to recognise what kind to data the COs are 

collecting, how it might be different, what is difference it makes, how it can be used 

Henk (comments and question): You asked the question about the kind of data collected by citizens that 

might be different - and what could the the uses, how to understand with metrics are useful to the DCs. 

Do you want to develop the LUM and put all 6 projects in there? 
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Hans (response): We are starting off with OpenStreetMap data, and the data collected in the DC. We are 

collaborating with 2 other universities and will put the data sets together and take out inconsistencies to 

make one product. 

Henk (question): so you’re measuring land use in 6 cases? 

Hans (response): Measuring land use emerges from other things, we don’t measure land-use itself.  

Liselott (comments): Then just trying to assess all the parts ongoing in different projects, to create one 

thing that is useful. You need to define what data quality means - in connection to maps, to phosphorus, 

to xyz, need to see international standards, and then integrate it into the project. Understand you have 

done work with the GEOSS communities, you should make contact with ISO, and see which approaches 

are compatible. 

Joan (response): challenge how we make people understand that citizen data that is different from official 

statistics may still be useful. Not just talk about data, also talk about usage.  

Henk (question): What are the examples of citizen data that is different from official data, in order to 

understand what the quality issue is? Reliability, validity… create matrix of issues? Land use mapping: 

create on mapper and then integrate data from all six cases? 

Hans (response): Planned to do that, realized that approach has already been done in other projects. Also, 

the dynamic changed due to the co-design project. Now vision more to collaborate with 2 universities 

working on web access, use data from the demo cases for quality layer and validation, as that quality 

control and calibration needs very different types of data. Ground Truth 2.0 offers am opportunity for the 

collaboration with partners.  

Liselott (comment): In that case, just creating coherence between the different projects will already be 

very valuable. 

 

2.4.3 Work Package 3: Business development to accelerate uptake 

Presenter: Ana Pérez, STARLAB 

Activities: We do market analysis to see what GT analysis for possibilities for exploitation and financial 

sustainability. Looking at each CO, we translate incentives and barriers into value. What do each of them 

offer in the away of value? We are talking about apps, data collection, what are the costs that would be 

associated in their provision. It’s not always easy to look for incomes when you are measuring social 

phenomena. COs have to identify clearly the impact that has value for them through creation of a revenue 

stream toolbox. Who is giving you money to do what? What is the cost avoidance? How can I measure 

the impact of the observatory to translate it into a financial implication? 

Challenges: Build on the business models while the GT and the COs are still under development/evolving. 

Translating the social impacts into financial value. How to clearly identify the benefits that come only from 

the CO? 

Year 3 Roadmap: Update the market analysis, including the GT tools. Implement revenue stream toolbox, 

provide guidelines for business models, and integrate long-term sustainability discussion into the periodic 

DCs. 

Questions for the Advisory Board: 

● Is there a thematic topic that’s easier to implement from a CO perspective? 

● What are the main challenges associated with a CO’s long-term sustainability? 

● What are your expectations for the future of COs? 
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Discussion 

Henk (comments and questions): It’s important to put values in front of us? How to value your CO? Ask 

what it would cost to collect the data that your CO does in placing sensors, human hours, etc.? Alt. there’s 

a real governance value here - get people talking about local issues that this obviates - lesson the 

needs/costs for public participation. AND if you look ahead, it’s even a new way of managing local 

environment - and the African case studies might help highlight this with how people are collecting data. 

Liselott (comments): What Henk said is good, it’s important to help understand the value of 

crowdsourcing. We did this to get our own government to give money for our COs. It cost 2 euros for each 

observation point. Another way is to make definitions using short-term projects to market this in order to 

gain data. You can advertise it, you have a method, and i… Long-term project is needed to address the 

different stakeholders involved. The challenge is the long-term financing for  a project, because it costs a 

lot to keep the systems alive for those who want to report. 

Barbara (comments): Do you know of COs that have survived? 

Uta (response): We know one in Italy. The process/idea is now part of the long-term process that has been 

worked into the policy and has written it into a technical tender - even though the actual CO isn’t still 

running. They used the financial argument of cost savings.  

Henk (comment): Traffic patterns/blockages can be reported through an app, and it’s immediate and 

usefull. 

Liselott (comments): The problem is that someone needs to maintain the system, and that’s the actual 

cost.  About 80% of costs are about maintaining the system. 

Henk (comments): Can’t you just compare what it would cost to collect data in another way? Must be 

possible to quantify that. Also, there is real governance value in this. If you get people to talk, you don’t 

have to do it another way. For example, in Mechelen I would do public consultation process. You should 

capture that. 

Liselott (comments): Understand the value of crowd-sourcing. We were attempting to quantify value of 

observations, came up with 2 euro per observation, and we have 75 million in one system. Could make 

business model out of defining short-term projects using the method to collect data, might not need to 

have long-term commitment. Advertise and market for short periods, could reap loads of data. Distinguish 

these two models. Really cost a lot to keep systems alive, 80% is maintenance. 

Henk (comment): When I listen to radio, citizens can call in, can’t you make business model out of that?  

Liselott (comment): Maintaining the system really important. 

 

2.4.4 Work Package 4: Dissemination and communication 

Presenter: Joan Masó, CREAF. 

Activities: Raise awareness of the project. Increase engagement and exploitation of the results = but it’s 

not the dissemination of the individual cases. 

Year 2: We had an evaluation of the communication toolkit, poster highlighting methodology, adapted to 

the GDPR, lots of social media, several F2F meetings, contribution to several data quality groups, proposal 

to the EC EuroGeOSS. 

Year 3 Roadmap: Update GT2.0 materials. Consolidate presence at relevant initiatives/events. Organising 

the GT2.0 Week 2019 - organise lots of events. 



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.6 3rd Advisory Board Minutes 

 

Challenges: Coordination with other work packages. 

Questions for the Avisory Board: 

● What do you want to see at GT2.0 Week? 

● How to export the methodology and best practices developed in GT2.0? 

 

Discussion 

Henk (comment): Highlight the similarities and differences of the 6 practice cases. 

Liselott (question): What are the generalised AND individualised methodologies for each DC that are 

transferable? 

Henk (comment): You have have to do well in explaining the the really general methodology for DCs - 

that's the value! 

Liselott (comment): Also explain it to the policy makers. 

Henk (comments): Also important not to look too much at the short term. You have to see this in a 50-yr 

long, term view. That’s the activation point about climate change. 

Liselott (comment): Make an event in Africa, but timing might be off.  

Ellen (comment): Adaptation futures conference - every other session was about co-design with govt’ and 

everyone was asking how to get connected with everyday people. 

 

2.5 Final words and closing 

Final reflection: Very useful to have had the contributions of the AB members. 

Uta: Just to be clear, there won’t be a 4th AB meeting, but we would love to have you at the GT week. We 

will make resources available to enable you to attend. 

Liselott: Offers good luck and best wishes. 

Thanks all around. 
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3 Actions 

3.1 Action points 

Ref. Action point Who? By when? 

F2F.AB2018.1 Find information about 
citizen science conference in 
Leiden 

 
https://biodiversitynext.org/ 

21-25 October, Leiden the NL 

PMA at IHE 14/12/2018 

F2F.AB2018.2 Ground Truth to inform the 
advisory board about the 
Save the Date for the Ground 
Truth 2.0 Week 2019. 

PMA at IHE 14/12/2018 

 

  

https://biodiversitynext.org/
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Annex 1: Agenda and list of participants. 

Time Topic Chair/Speakers 

13:15 – 13:35 Introduction Chair: Uta Wehn 

Speaker: Uta Wehn 

13:35 – 15:15 Demo Case presentations and discussions Chair: Uta Wehn 

Presenters: Rianne Giese, 
Stijn Vranckx, Camille 
Pelloquin, Somya Joshi, Hans 
van der Kwast and Ellen 
Pfeiffer 

15:15 – 16:45 Work package presentations and discussions Chair: Uta Wehn 

Speakers: Uta Wehn, Joan 
Masó and Ana Perez 

16:45 – 17:00 Wrap up Chair: Uta Wehn 

 

Name Organisation 

Advisory Board Members 

Barbara Anton (AB)  ICLEI Africa 

Liselott Sjödin Skarp (AB)  ArtDatabanken  

Henk van der Kamp (AB)  ECTP-CEU 

Name Organisation Role 

Uta Wehn  IHE Delft  Project Director, WP1 leader 

Ana Perez  Starlab  WP3 leader  

Joan Masó CREAF  WP4 leader, WP2 Representative 

Camille Pelloquin  Starlab  Spanish Demo Case leader  

Rianne Giesen  HR Dutch Demo Case leader  

Somya Joshi SU Swedish Demo Case leader  

Bwendo Kabanada WWF Zambia Zambian Demo Case leader  

Ellen Pfeiffer IHE Delft Zambian Demo Case 
representative 

Stijn Vranckx  VITO Belgian Demo Case leader  

Hans van der Kwast IHE Delft Kenyan Demo Case leader  

Cheron Constance IHE Delft Project Assistant 
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Annex 2: Presentation by Project Director Dr. Uta When 
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Annex 3: Demo Case presentations 

Grip op water Altena (Dutch DC) 
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Meet Mee Mechelen (Belgian DC) 
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RitmeNatura.cat (Spanish DC) 

 

  



32 

 

 

  



Ground Truth 2.0 Deliverable D5.6 3rd Advisory Board Minutes 

VattenFokus (Swedish DC) 
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Maasai Mara Citizen Observatory (Kenyan DC) 
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Niti Luli Sesheke & Mufulani (Zambian DC) 
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Work Package presentations 

Work Package 1: Social dimensions: co-designing citizen observatories 
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Work Package 2: Enabling technologies 
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Work Package 3: Business development to accelerate uptake 
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Work Package 4: Dissemination and communication 
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