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Executive Summary 
To involve and engage citizens in scientific experiments regarding their climate footprint and 

everyday activities over a period of several years, motivation and common goals are key. This 

deliverable synthesizes the efforts currently made in work package 2 of the I-CHANGE project, to 

ensure motivation and good engagement practices in all eight Living Labs. The central purpose is to 

identify risks and potentials concerning the engagement of stakeholders and citizens in I-CHANGE. 

We aim to provide substantial guidance for Living Lab partners in the project, to minimize non-

technical risks and increase the chances that potentials for good engagement are exploited. As such, 

the main recipients of this deliverable are the I-CHANGE partners that are involved with the 

facilitation of a living lab. The assessment is directly aimed at them, and we expect partners to 

carefully consider the points that address risks and potentials in their respective Living Labs. 

 

In our assessment, we reflect on commonalities and differences between Living Labs to provide a 

general status of the engagement aspect of I-CHANGE. This should be of interest to all partners in 

the project, as it sheds light on what is currently happening throughout the project in the interaction 

with stakeholders and citizens. The comparative assessment as well as the individual assessments 

should be considered in the future planning by living lab partners as well as partners producing the 

future deliverables D2.2 Local implementation plans for each partner city as well as D5.3 Living Labs 

communication strategy.  

 

The key findings of this deliverable provide insight to the status of all Living Labs as well as 

recommendations for future courses of action. We identify a great variation of tempo with which the 

Living Labs carry out preparatory activities prior to the launch of the actual Living Lab. This variation 

in tempo is understood as a result of several factors, most notably, a varying dedication of resources 

combined with a heavy workload; a varying willingness to facilitate engagement processes from a 

complete bottom-up approach; and varying experience with the concept of Living Labs. While all 

Living Lab partners express uncertainty in the ability to recruit and retain relevant actors for their 

Living Lab, the attempt to overcome this issue varies in both nature and commitment.  

 

The recurring recommendations that are seen throughout the assessment relates to increased trust 

in participants as active co-managers and co-facilitators in the Living Lab. A greater attempt to open 

up activities for the input of participants is identified as a great potential to increase motivation and 

ensure better engagement practices. This goes for both core questions of the project and distinct 

activities and workshops.  

 

In general, however, all partners are on track to facilitate fruitful Living Labs, with the potential to 

engage citizens and stakeholders meaningfully in activities on climate change. All partners are fully 

competent to carry out successful engagement processes, and our recommendations should be 

understood as a helping hand rather than ringing alarm bells. If partners address the identified risks, 

potentially by taking in our recommendations based on the specific Living Lab context, we expect 

participant motivation to flourish to a greater extent and risks to be minimized. However, this effort 

should be carried throughout the rest of I-CHANGE, as new risks and potentials inevitably will 

emerge.  
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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 No lab without participants 

The ambitious goal of the I-CHANGE project is to create behavioral change in the everyday life of 

citizens by creating awareness of the impact of their actions. This can be done in a myriad of ways, 

and the I-CHANGE project is of course not the only one trying to do this. In I-CHANGE we believe 

that motivation is a key to create this change. Citizens participating in the I-CHANGE Living Labs 

need to be motivated to engage in the citizen science activities: using the sensors presented by the 

project partners in the labs, and providing the data collected through the apps and homepages 

provided by the project. Experience with 30 years of citizen engagement (for a curated overview of 

experience, see annex E) tells us at the DBT team, that this motivation cannot be forced upon 

citizens through a top-down approach of informing and lecturing, it needs to build upon common 

goals created together with the citizens and nurtured through continuous engagement and 

involvement of the participants. 

The overall purpose of WP2 of the I-CHANGE project is to prepare and guide the citizen activities 

that are a part of the I-CHANGE living labs. The central purpose at this stage of the project it to build 

up engagement, as well as binding and trusting relations, which are necessary steps for establishing 

a sustainable and fruitful living lab. The first step of securing this is to identify what non-technical 

challenges might counter the active and motivated participation of citizens and stakeholders. By non-

technical, we mean issues not directly related to the use of specific sensors and monitoring tools. 

Examples of non-technical challenges as presented in chapter 3 could be unclear and untargeted 

communication, failure in creating motivating activities, lack of alignment between citizens and 

scientists. In I-CHANGE we start the mapping of these challenges by engaging stakeholders for 

each Living Lab before we start engaging the citizens. Stakeholders from different aspects of society 

engage various citizens every day as part of their work, whether they see these citizens as users of 

products, as voters, as students or as members of an interest group. The extensive knowledge of 

the needs and expectations of citizens accumulated through decades by these stakeholders is 

extremely helpful when mapping motivation. Furthermore, these stakeholders can help provide 

access to communities of citizens otherwise difficult to reach, and to facilitate societal change. We 

need all relevant stakeholders on board, and we also need to keep engaging new relevant 

stakeholders as they show up. In short, to secure successful and meaningful engagement of citizens, 

the I-CHANGE project will first need to focus on engaging all relevant stakeholders in the living lab 

target cities.  

 

1.2 Key terms 

The I-CHANGE project makes use of certain distinctions and definitions that need to be clarified to 

thoroughly understand the project and this deliverable, these being: 

 

• Citizens 

• Stakeholders 

• The Quadruple Helix 
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First, the distinction between citizens and stakeholders requires attention. Citizens and stakeholders 

are both individuals, though they represent vastly different entities, and should be approached 

differently when it comes to engagement practices (for a distinction useful to the purpose of I-

CHANGE, see Kahane et al., 2013). Citizens are, from a public deliberation point of view, simply 

members of the broad public. A citizen is understood as an individual unaffiliated with organized 

groups, simply representing their private reality. Citizens bring in diversity, legitimacy, and openness 

to change to engagement processes. These attributes, however, require facilitatory capacity and 

sophisticated communication and engagement measures.  

 

Stakeholders, on the other hand, may more precisely be understood as stakeholder representatives. 

These individuals are affiliated with and to some degree represent an organized group or 

organization. In this way, stakeholders are advocates of shared values and/or interests. 

Stakeholders bring in powerful networks, actionable knowledge, and, to some degree, legitimacy. 

This, however, also means that stakeholders represent greater inertness, bias, and lacking diversity. 

The distinction between stakeholders and citizens calls for variation in engagement processes based 

on the individual at hand. However, it is important to note that all stakeholders naturally may be seen 

and approached as citizens as well. An individual affiliated with an organization advocating e.g., the 

promotion of golfing among young adults, may in some contexts be seen as a valuable stakeholder. 

However, in the context of I-CHANGE, this affiliation is of little relevance, and the person should 

most likely be approached as a citizen. As the lines between stakeholdership and citizenship can be 

grey, contextual- and intentional awareness is of great importance for the facilitator.  

 

In the I-CHANGE project, relevant stakeholders have been mapped through the so-called quadruple 

helix approach. The quadruple helix is a framework that helps understand the various kinds of 

stakeholder knowledge that may be relevant for an engagement process. The framework is based 

on the concept of knowledge production modes (Gibbons, 1994) and has been through several 

iterations, with many applying the formulation established by Carayannis and Campbell (2009). 

Through this approach, stakeholders are parted into the four categories, defined within I-CHANGE 

as: “(1) Academia, meaning researchers, educators, and students; (2) Government, meaning 

national bodies, regional offices, municipalities, and local city governance bodies; (3) Industry, 

ranging from international private meteorological companies through companies working with 

infrastructure, to innovative, local small/middle sized enterprises (SMEs); and (4) Civil society that 

has a political and/or ideological interest in representation and securing of nature, environment, and 

people or consumers” (Mölter & Tjelle Holm, 2022).  

 

1.3 Overview of this deliverable 

Chapter 1: Introduction provides a brief introduction to the basic concepts on which the assessment 

in Chapter 4 focuses. 

Chapter 2: Contextualization gives an overview of how this deliverable interacts with the tasks and 

deliverables in WP2 and how it connects directly to other deliverables in I-CHANGE.   

Chapter 3: Methodology shortly illustrates the interactive process of coordinating the stakeholder 

workshops in the eight Living Labs in order to highlight the need for a fairly universal approach aimed 

at setting the stage for common goals throughout the labs. The chapter also shows how the data 
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used for the assessment of risks and potentials was collected. This short illustration is included to 

give a picture of the collected data on which the assessments are based. 

Chapter 4: Assessment and Recommendations analyses commonalities in the main risks and 

potentials for successful engagement in an I-CHANGE Living Lab and some specific contextual risks 

and potentials in each Living Lab, as presented by the Living Lab partners and the stakeholders.  

Chapter 5: Conclusion serves as a gathering of the main points and give a take on the overall status 

in I-CHANGE regarding the Living Labs.     
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2 Contextualization 
 

2.1 Purpose 

This deliverable is set for M9 within Work Package 2 of the I-CHANGE project, officially making it a 

part of the preparatory activities leading up to the execution of the citizen science activities and 

engagement in the eight I-CHANGE Living Labs. The purpose of WP2 is to guide the work of all 

Living Labs toward successful stakeholder and citizen engagement, following a quadruple helix 

approach. The purpose of this specific deliverable is an anticipatory effort, aimed at minimizing 

estimated risks and optimizing estimated potentials for the implementation of the Living Labs with 

focus on the continuous engagement of stakeholders in the labs and the coming engagement of 

citizens. The result of this deliverable concerns the further setup as well as the management of all 

the I-CHANGE Living Labs and will be used as an input for future WP2 deliverables concerning 

detailed management plans for each Living Lab, as well as WP3 deliverables concerning the specific 

citizen science activities to be carried out in the Living Labs and WP5 communication deliverables. 

It is important to note that the assessments and recommendations found in this deliverable should 

be seen as a friendly push and way to start the planning of the local implementation plans. This 

deliverable provides a paper for discussion and prioritizing in the eight Living Labs.   

 

2.2 Links to other deliverables and tasks 

The theoretical background for this deliverable primarily comes from the previously submitted D1.2 

Citizen science in Living Labs for just transitions (Abernethy et al., 2022). D1.2 presents the findings 

of a literature review identifying enablers and barriers for citizen engagement and awareness 

creation aiming for behavioral change. The identified enablers and barriers are understood in this 

report as potentials and risks concerning the engagement of stakeholders and citizens. The 

previously submitted D1.7 Ethical Guide (Hakkarainen et al., 2022) is also used as input. Potential 

deviations from the I-CHANGE ethical guide are not necessarily seen as a risk to citizen and 

stakeholder engagement, but to citizens and stakeholders themselves and to the I-CHANGE project 

as such. Lastly, D1.8 Methodological guide for citizen engagement in Living Labs in I-CHANGE with 

the description of the learning platform (Mölter & Tjelle Holm, 2022) provides the methodological 

foundation on which partners are expected to develop their engagement activities. Failure to follow 

the general guidelines for conducting Living Labs in I-CHANGE is seen as a risk to citizen and 

stakeholder engagement. 

The results of this report thus guide the further setup of I-CHANGE Living Labs by preparing for risks 

and potentials of interventions in the eight target cities and will feed into the coming deliverables 

D2.2 Local implementation plans for each partner city as well as D5.3 Living Labs communication 

strategy.  
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3 Methodology 
 

The following chapter illustrates the methods applied in collecting the necessary information for D2.1 

as well as the analytical approach to our assessment. It provides information on three aspects 

covering this topic: First, the interactions between the DBT and the I-CHANGE Living Lab partners. 

These interactions have been carried out to ensure that all partners are able to provide the necessary 

data for the risk and potential assessment. Second, the actual data collection based on self-

assessments of the Living Lab partners and a direct stakeholder survey. Third, our analytical 

approach, provides an overview of what constitutes good engagement practice. With this framework, 

we aim to show what our standards for engagement are, which reflects the basis for our risk and 

potential assessment in the following chapter. 

 

3.1 Prepping partners to collect data 

3.1.1 Interactions between the DBT and the I-CHANGE Living Lab partners 

As stated previously, the purpose of WP2 is to facilitate the engagement of stakeholders and assess 

non-technical challenges to citizen science activities and data gathering activities. The DBT aimed 

to ensure that project partners were able to provide relevant data for this purpose by: 

1. facilitating initial workshops in local living lab regions 

2. facilitating stakeholder mappings in each region 

3. facilitate engagement of said stakeholders 

4. facilitate and support community outreach activities.  

 

For the DBT team there has not been one correct way to reach these objectives and we have 

encouraged all Living Lab partners to find their own way according to their needs, their stakeholders 

needs and their available resources. Our support and interaction have been built on the 

understanding that all Living Lab partners have some experience in holding workshops and working 

with stakeholders. 

 

3.1.1.1 Monthly Living Lab Board Meeting 

All Living Lab partners are part of the project either because they have previously hosted similar 

Living Labs or are confident that they have the capacity to do so. To have eight Living Labs sharing 

a common goal and approach we have focused on hosting regular plenum and 1:1 meetings. 

The plenum meetings have taken form of monthly Living Lab Board meetings, with interactive 

agendas allowing the partners to share ideas and inspiration. Interested non-Living Lab partners 

have been invited to these as well, allowing them to get a view on what is going on in the labs and 

supporting the alignment of the many different and concurrent tasks and deliverables. 

The meetings have been a forum to present ‘homework’ for the Living Labs in the form of specific 

templates to be worked in and filled out, as well as the key learning from other deliverables and WPs. 

Furthermore, the board meetings serves the purpose of creating relations between the Living Lab 

partners, and a shared understanding of the I-CHANGE Living Labs. 

  

3.1.1.2 Monthly 1:1 Living Lab partner meetings 
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During the first 9 months of the I-CHANGE project we have also hosted monthly 1:1 meetings with 

each of the eight Living Lab partners. Through these 1:1’s, we have repeated the basic and key 

learnings from the deliverables D1.2, D1.7 and D1. 8 presented in the board meetings. Where the 

board meetings presentations are more general, the 1:1 format allows to continue the topic and 

discussions with regard to the local context of each Living Lab. 

 

Overall these meetings have been focusing on: 

- building up the stakeholder mapping using the Quadruple Helix. 

- discussing the necessity of the Quadruple Helix approach of engaging a broad spectrum of 

stakeholders in order to broaden the perspective and to open gates to a diverse spectrum of 

citizens. 

- managing the planning of an involving and interactive stakeholder workshop, stressing the 

necessity of letting the stakeholders have a say. 

- exploring what a community outreach activity can be in the context of the single Living Lab 

and encouraging the planning. 

- discussing what non-technical risks and potentials can be with reference to D1.2. 

 

3.1.1.3 Open 1:1 meetings 

The Open 1:1 meetings are meetings with a single Living Lab partner allowing to discuss requests 

from other WP-partners in local context. These meetings have two purposes related to D2.1: 

1. To facilitate discussions from other WP’s gives DBT a better understanding of what is at stake 

at the different Living Labs. 

2. To help giving the Living Lab partners a smoother workflow and understanding of requests 

and thus help managing the risk of overload and fatigue in this very busy preparatory phase 

of the project. 

 

These meetings could as such be understood as a preliminary action to handle an observed risk of 

overload and fatigue in a general level of the I-CHANGE Living Labs.  

 

3.1.1.4 Stakeholder mapping in excel 

Early in the guidance of Living Lab partners, the DBT asked each partner to provide a preliminary 

stakeholder mapping of their respective Living Lab region. The stakeholder mapping was aimed at 

initiating an early recruitment of stakeholders, but also to provoke partners and make them think 

about their choices in recruitment. Annex D illustrates how partners were prompted to map 

stakeholders in a quadruple helix approach, and consider their value to the project, as well as the 

relationship between the stakeholder and the partner.  
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3.2 Data collection 

To conduct the risk and potential assessment for each living lab partner, the DBT developed three 

data collection surveys. In developing the surveys, we in DBT used our expertise in combination with 

the established knowledge from WP1 of I-CHANGE to cover the sectors deemed relevant for risks 

and potentials.  

 

3.2.1 Action plan for stakeholder workshop 

The survey for planning the stakeholder workshop (Annex A) proves a minor role in the risk and 

potential assessment of this deliverable. The survey did not collect data directly relevant for this 

assessment, but it was an important tool to push the Living Lab partners to include the key basics of 

engagement in their workshop. 

The responses indicated the overall status of each Living Lab partner, which proves useful for the 

DBT in this assessment. 

 

3.2.2 Action plan for living lab 

The survey for the outcome of the stakeholder workshop (Annex B) provides the most substantial 

data collection for this deliverable. Partners were asked to assess the situation of their own Living 

Lab region and planned procedures, identifying barriers and drivers for successful engagement of 

citizens and stakeholders. Partners were asked to contextualize their Living Lab with information 

about their understanding of the local climate and environmental issues, possible alignment 

opportunities between research objectives and stakeholder needs, and realistic outcomes for all 

participating individuals. This contextualization aimed to force partners to consider the nature of their 

Living Lab, not only from their perspective, but all participants.  

In addition to providing the primary data input for this deliverable, this survey allowed us to see how 

Living Lab partners identified their relationship with citizens and stakeholders.  

 

Reflecting on the use of this survey to collect data one consideration appear. The survey would have 

benefited from a greater connection with the identified risks presented in D1.2. This would have 

allowed for an easier identification of potential risks that partners may have been blind to otherwise.  

 

3.2.3 Stakeholder views on the upcoming Living Labs 

As the action plan surveys were self-assessments carried out by Living Lab partners, we in DBT 

thought it appropriate to make an inquiry directly to the stakeholders. The aim was to get a general 

overview of how key stakeholders perceived the I-CHANGE project and the planned Living Lab. 

Living Lab partners distributed the survey online or at the stakeholder workshop, prompting the 

stakeholders to share their thoughts. Since the survey was shared in relations to the stakeholder 

workshop, the participants had been introduced to the basic premise and plans of I-CHANGE and 

the local Living Lab. Stakeholders were asked about their motivation and hopes for the Living Lab, 

as well as their perception of the most pressing climate and environmental issues. In this way, we 

can assess whether participating stakeholders are in alignment with the research objectives of I-

CHANGE. The stakeholders were also asked to consider and share their opinion on the practical 

side of the Living Lab. For example, they were asked to share what they thought to be important in 

terms of facilitation, what they expected of themselves when partaking, and how many hours they 
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expected to devote to I-CHANGE. This data is used to identify the stakeholders perception on the 

Living Labs, to assess whether any major risks or potentials are present.  

 

Once again, this approach to data collection comes with both merits and flaws. Including the actual 

participants in the data collection strengthens the credibility of the assessment, as there is a higher 

chance of identifying misalignment between researchers and participant objectives. It allows for a 

more detailed understanding of the way participants perceive the project, leading to a deeper 

understanding of the pitfalls and drivers that may occur during stakeholder engagement. Of course, 

the way the survey was set up, provides a very preliminary picture, where stakeholders have not had 

to commit that much and the excitement about the novelty of the project may carry a lot of the 

expectations. Additionally, the survey aims at stakeholders, who are only half of the focus of the I-

CHANGE Living Lab activities – the citizens’ perspective is lacking. Stakeholders may have greater 

capacity to partake in engagement processes and may have a knowledge advantage within the field 

of I-CHANGE. While the survey provides a valuable insight to the upcoming engagement processes, 

pitfalls specifically regarding citizens may still be unexplored.   
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3.3 Data assessment method  

The assessment of data collected from surveys primarily draws on the expertise of the DBT and our 

30 years of field-leading experience within stakeholder- and citizen’s engagement. The data 

collection has allowed us to develop a detailed and contextual understanding of each Living Lab 

region, and the potentials and risks that may occur. The DBT expertise within the field citizen science 

has been supplemented by the knowledge synthesized in D1.2 Citizen science in Living Labs for just 

transitions, D1.8 Methodological guide for citizen engagement (Mölter & Tjelle Holm, 2022) and D1.7 

Ethical protocol (Hakkarainen et al., 2022). 

 

Based on these sources of knowledge, we have synthesized an assessment framework, from which 

a holistic assessment of both risks and potentials have followed. The framework comes from an 

understanding of what constitutes successful engagement practices and draws on all the mentioned 

sources of knowledge. Living Labs that display behavior, plans, or activities that deviate from our 

standard for good practices, are thus exposed to potential risks, which should be addressed. Living 

labs that, on the other hand, fall in line with this standard, have potentials that should be exploited 

or maintained. To provide a red thread throughout our assessment, the framework follows three main 

pointers, under which the assessments will be structured. The three pointers are taken from the key 

learnings of D1.2, as will be elaborated below. 

 

3.2.1 Rules of thumb in engagement practices 

The assessments of each Living Lab follow five basic rules of thumb, derived from the expertise of 

the DBT (DBT, 2022).  

First, citizen science activities need a clear mandate. Participants should be clearly informed about 

how their input will be used and why they are asked to participate. We want to avoid situations where 

participants are feeling unheard and that their efforts are being wasted. Clarity on the roles of 

participants and researchers, as well as clear objectives for all parties are essential.  

Second, situational awareness should dictate engagement methods. Participants should experience 

the living lab activities to be relevant to the shared objectives and tailored current situational aspects.  

Third, diversity among participants should be prioritized. In I-CHANGE, this has been attempted 

through the quadruple helix approach, however, diversity may also be reflected in the recruitment of 

citizens, aiming for minority representation and inclusion of people disregarding prior knowledge on 

climate change and citizen science.  

Fourth, participants need to be well-informed during engagement processes. Citizen science 

projects are knowledge intensive, and participants cannot be expected to be knowledgeable on the 

project topic when joining the activities. Facilitators will therefore need to pay special attention to 

their communication and facilitation, to ensure that information is thoroughly shared with participants.  

Fifth, a structured dialogue forms the foundation for any engagement process. This may be one of 

the most important rules for I-CHANGE, as dialogue between researchers and citizens should inform 

the processes of the Living Lab. It is expected that Living Lab partners engage in an open dialogue 

with stakeholders and citizens, to explore possible ways to address climate change threats in each 

respective region. Thus, partners should plan activities and workshops, where knowledge may be 

shared both ways between researchers and participants, and the Living Lab may be planned in a 

bottom-up approach.  
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3.2.2 A framework for just transitions: Good practices for citizen science in I-CHANGE 

In the deliverable D1.2, the authors present a framework for just transitions, in which challenges in 

and drivers for participation are identified and addressed. The framework is used in this deliverable 

to portray good practices for citizen science specifically in I-CHANGE, adding to the previous five 

rules of thumb.  

 

From the deliverable D1.2, we take three main categories of input that is vital for good engagement 

practices in the I-CHANGE living labs: First, elements that may be seen as project components. That 

is, considerations of what the project actually is and how this core should be reflected in materials, 

activities, and communication. Essentially, good project components require reflection and careful 

deliberation from living lab partners. Many elements from the project components may be understood 

as elements of project management. Central decisions on e.g., the project topic, partnerships, and 

awareness creation are made by the project partner and should reflect principles of good 

engagement. Second, elements that define process characteristics. Essentially, this concerns the 

choices about how the living lab and the citizen science is conducted. In other words, the process 

characteristics define what happens or the project activities in a broad sense. Third, elements that 

define project outcomes. These elements are the considerations and actions that affect co-benefits 

(and co-harms) between researchers and participants in I-CHANGE. From a facilitator’s perspective, 

this category relates to the strengthening of community capacity, but especially also the 

communication hereof. Living Lab partners that are aware of (and act on) the risks and potentials 

that fall under project components, process characteristics, and project outcomes are expected to 

carry out successful engagement practices and will thus be assessed positively.  

 

The framework for just transitions is used in a twofold manner in this report. Most notably, it provides 

a structure for our assessment, in which we delve into each living lab and its risks and potentials. As 

established in the above, our assessment will focus on project components, which in practice 

translates to management decisions; process characteristics, which translates to the activities of the 

living lab; and project outcomes, which translates to the communication between facilitators and 

participants.  

 

The other major use of the framework lies in the identified potentials that are presented under each 

category (see pp. 37-41). These have been used to develop a practical methodological guide (see 

below) for Living Lab partners, to aid the successful facilitation of living labs. Thus, the assessment 

bases itself on both the structure and the content of the just transitions framework presented in D1.2. 

One thing important to mention here is that potentials that are left unaddressed may easily turn into 

risks themselves.  

 

 

3.2.3 Common risks in citizen science 

The establishment of good engagement practices based on the experience of the DBT as well as I-

CHANGE publications is supplemented by an overview of common risks presented by D1.2 as well. 

The report sheds light on common barriers to participation, which may pose a risk to the I-CHANGE 

living lab. The barriers are general, yet structured into three respective levels: 
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The first level, structural barriers, refer to barriers that occur in the societal structures in which 

participants live, as well as the structures in which the living lab activities will take place.  

The second level, procedural barriers refer to barriers that occur in the facilitation of citizen science 

activities and thus primarily relate to the relationship between facilitators and participants. The third 

level, personal barriers, refer to personal choices and feelings of participants which may act as 

barriers to participation. The table in annex C links each barrier to one of the three levels and 

identifies the affected party, as well as one or more keywords that may aid understanding of inter-

barrier connections. Once again, this overview feeds into our assessment framework in that living 

lab partners, who may be ignorant to certain barriers at either level may be exposing themselves to 

risks.  

 

3.2.3 Methodically sound engagement practices 

The deliverable 1.8 Methodological guide for citizen engagement (Mölter & Tjelle Holm, 2022) is 

another publication that provides valuable points for good engagement practices specifically related 

to Living Labs and I-CHANGE. The report is based on experience from the H2020 iSCAPE and 

WeCount projects, the deliverable D1.2, as well as publications drawn from the European Network 

of Living Labs. In the report, guidelines are laid out for four aspects of Living Lab facilitation.  

First, a clearly established concept of what living labs are. Here, key principles, standards for 

participants, and a laid-out purpose are defined.  

Second, a guide on how to set up a living lab. This guideline gives examples on how a partner could 

carry out many of the principles laid-out in the text above. For example, it aids the recruitment of a 

varied group of local citizens and stakeholders and provides valuable considerations.  

Third, practical advice for the setup of a living lab. Here, considerations on e.g., time and project 

management or communication are shared.  

Fourth, common challenges and potential solutions that may occur in Living Labs that are carried 

out during a pandemic.  

The report adds on to the assessment framework in establishing practical recommendations for good 

engagement practice, where drivers for participation are exploited for their potential and barriers are 

addressed to minimize risk. In other words, the assessment draws on the points from D1.8 to identify 

deviation from recommended practice and provide recommendations for potential exploitation and 

risk minimization. 

 

3.2.4 Ethical engagement 

The last foundational input for the assessment of risks and potentials comes from the deliverable 1.7 

Ethical protocol (Hakkarainen et al., 2022). Ethical engagement practices are essential to live up to 

the fourth rule of thumb as well as the second category of drivers for successful citizen science. 

Engaging citizens and stakeholders in an ethical manner means to prioritize free information, 

transparency, and to treat participants with respect. Living Lab partners are expected to follow the I-

CHANGE ethical standards throughout the project and in all activities conducted. 

 

3.3 Reflections and a shortened overview of our assessment framework 

Describing our approach to risk- and potential assessment as a framework may elicit certain 

standards of rigorousness and scientific repeatability. The fact of the matter is that our assessment 

is a holistic one, attempting to provide the best possible guidance to all living lab partners. While a 
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typology of risk and potentials with normative evaluation standards and isolated assessments would 

have its merits, it would not be able to fully capture the picture that our assessment should make. 

This assessment should not be seen as a rigid system for processing data on risks and potentials. 

It is an evaluation, basing itself on literature and experience, taking both recorded data and tacit 

knowledge into account. Citizen and stakeholder engagement is a practice that requires experience, 

sensitivity, and understanding. As practitioners of deliberative processes, it is difficult to systematize 

and convey this understanding of good engagement practice. What we have tried to do in this 

chapter, is to show the various angles from which we look at engagement, be it from basic rules of 

thumb to specific practical guidelines to living labs. The different perspectives connect and overlap 

and together form our basis for providing a thorough and useful assessment for each living lab. Of 

course, this approach to risk- and potential assessment cannot provide exhaustive results, and we 

expect to continuously be able to pinpoint more important aspects. This assessment is a status and 

a place to start when preparing the implementation plans and communication strategy in the coming 

D2.2 and D5.3. 

 

To ensure that the assessment is structured, and the reader may look for commonalities and 

differences between Living Labs, we have grouped our points into three primary aspects: First, we 

look at the management of the living lab, focusing on core choices and approaches of the partner. 

Second, we consider the concrete planned and executed activities, evaluating whether they live up 

to standards of good engagement practice. Third, we consider the communication between the 

Living Lab partner and its participants as well as interested parties. Especially communication that 

is relevant for the motivation of stakeholders and citizens, e.g., messages regarding co-benefits. 
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4 Assessment and recommendations 
This chapter will provide an assessment of risks and potentials for each of the eight I-CHANGE 

Living Labs based on the evaluation basis established in the previous chapter. 

Throughout the process of prepping and discussing with the Living Lab partners and collecting data 

through surveys, we have gathered a vast amount of data and impressions of the Living Labs. Since 

the purpose of this specific deliverable is an anticipatory effort, aimed at minimizing estimated risks 

and optimizing estimated potentials for the implementation of the Living Labs with focus on the 

continuous engagement of stakeholders in the labs and the coming engagement of citizens, we have 

focused on assessing the input that relates to stakeholder- and citizen engagement. 

Furthermore, we are trying to find a balance between the confidential space and the impartial biase 

that naturally will emerge in personal relations. And our sincere attempt is to give a useful insight 

and feedback without handing out anyone. 

 

As an introductory statement, all living lab partners are recommended to make use of the expertise 

of the DBT in questions and concerns regarding engagement of stakeholders and citizens. 

Additionally, this report provides a valuable insight to the different living labs and their approach to 

engagement. Partners are recommended to take insights from other living lab regions into 

consideration for their own activities. Last, it cannot be stressed enough that a vast range of 

information has been provided for partners that want to successfully engage citizens and 

stakeholders. It goes without saying that the deliverable on drivers and barriers for participation 

(Abernethy et al., 2022) provides a hugely valuable insight into common risks and opportunities for 

I-CHANGE. Additionally, the instructions provided on the internal learning platform provide tangible 

and easily understood information on how to set up living labs in I-CHANGE. All partners are 

expected to familiarize themselves with the contents of these publications, as they drastically 

increase the chances of facilitating fruitful engagement processes in I-CHANGE.  

 

 

4.1 Inter-assessment findings 

Before we go to the eight Living Labs contextual assessments, we will first outline identified 

commonalities and differences between Living Labs. This inter-assessment insight shows how 

several Living Labs struggle with similar issues despite their regional differences. The recurring risks 

indicate a structural issues for participating partners in I-CHANGE, who find themselves struggling 

for time and resources, forcing them to carry our procedures in a manner more closed than what is 

ideal for good engagement purposes. 

 

4.1.1 Living Lab Management 

The I-CHANGE project combines tasks from many fields that do not necessarily interact easily with 

each other. Knowledge from climate science (physics, biology, meteorology) combine with 

information science (data engineering, communications) and need to be synthesized in practice 

(deliberative processes) and dialogue with stakeholders and citizens. This is admittedly an 

immensely difficult task and living lab partners are forced to delve into fields of research they are not 

completely familiar with. 
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The first nine months of I-CHANGE have reflected this variety of knowledge being combined in 

several deliverables, aimed at the Living Lab partners, who are expected to take the knowledge in 

and use it to form their lab. Thus, the workload for each Living Lab partner has been substantial in 

trying to read, understand and act on all guidelines and requests and the expectations to the Living 

Lab partners are extremely high. Understanding the content is not enough; Living Lab partners are 

expected to convert the synthesized knowledge into action in their respective Living Labs. The other 

I-CHANGE partners must and have taken the role as supporters and assist where needed, but in 

order to do this the Living Lab partners still have to understand the requests and reflect and 

understand where they need help. 

 

We have observed that there is a major effort done from the Living Lab partners in trying to 

understand and deliver on request. We also see a major willingness to assist and guide from the 

other I-CHANGE partners. But the hours and hands have sometimes been too limited and we have 

as partners at times been competing for attention without knowing. This internal competition is made 

more complex by the varying urgency and nature of requests: Some requests are vital for project 

partners to conclude deliverables, others are preliminary in order to be ahead and prepare. It seems 

as if it has been difficult to see through this and prioritize the incoming requests. A concrete example 

comes from this very deliverable, where conflicting commitments within the project has become an 

obstacle for partners in their data collection. Some of the data that was vital for this assessment was 

delayed for three weeks, being received by the DBT two days before the deliverable itself was to be 

uploaded. This is both a sign of willingness to do provide data of a certain quality, but also a sign of 

the heavy pressure on resources in I-CHANGE as such. 

 

This is a general risk, and we recommend it to be taken seriously by all partners. Despite the 

postponing of deadlines, everything seems to be falling in place and in the case of the Living Labs 

there is still time to work on the stakeholder and citizen engagement. This set-up phase is just a 

starting point, and the Living Labs will be able to keep working on engagement throughout the 

project. 

 

The eagerness in I-CHANGE to start the research and get results have led to a number of pilots of 

testing sensors in this Living Lab set-up phase. This of course has taken some time from the setting 

up and also forced some decisions concerning technical set-ups and engagement of both 

stakeholders and citizens. As these decisions are now being tested is it highly recommended that 

the piloting Living Labs evaluates with the participants in order to open up for adjustments and new 

perspectives. 

 

Another general observation is that since the Living Lab partners already in the description of work 

have outlined their local climate challenges it has been difficult to put that up for discussion in the 

initial meetings with stakeholders in the project. This lack of flexibility concerning the topic of the 

Living Lab and with that the risk of not aligning with the community priorities could affect the 

engagement and motivation of stakeholders and citizens. But the survey answers from the 

stakeholders are in a broad manor backing the choices of topics up. 

 

4.1.2 Activities 
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The Living Labs have expectedly not yet facilitated a lot of activities, since the Living Labs are not 

officially starting before December 2022. But in general, the Living Labs have had several online or 

physical meetings with stakeholders and all Living Labs have had one stakeholder workshop. In the 

planning of this workshop, we in DBT have provided our guidance and support. 

 

What we see is that we are working with a lot of very experienced researchers, who are very used 

to presenting their agendas and findings. In I-CHANGE we are specifically focusing on involving 

stakeholders and citizens both to widen up the perspective in order to work on getting more robust 

solutions and methods and not least increase the motivation of both stakeholders and citizens to 

hold their engagement making the Living Labs long-term sustainable. Therefore, we highly 

recommend the Living Lab partners to continuously work with opening up the activities, to 

strategically outline possibilities to establish participant responsibility and mandate. All activities 

should keep the presenting at as low a level as possible and focus more on the interaction and 

dialogue. 

 

4.1.3 Communication 

The Living Lab partners are in general really good at getting airtime. Very experienced professors 

have already had several interviews, lectures and academic performances. The project partners are 

doing a good job at platforms like LinkedIn and Twitter. From now on it will be important to tell the I-

CHANGE story to ordinary people in the local communities in language and terms they can relate 

to. We recommend that this is done continuously and in co-creation will local stakeholders and 

citizen. 
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4.2 Individual assessments 

 

4.2.1 Amsterdam Living Lab 

The Amsterdam Living Lab is led by the I-CHANGE partner Wagening University [WU], who have 

already established a Living Lab in the city. The Living Lab will explore temperature changes and 

differences in the city, pointing to their effect on health and wellbeing, as well as their correlation with 

energy demand and ecological footprint. The Amsterdam Living Lab is a very reflected and listening 

Living Lab. The DBT observes a lot of willingness to try new ways to involve and interact with 

stakeholders.  

 

4.2.1.1 Living Lab Management 

The Amsterdam team is not very big, and we have observed a substantial workload being put on 

few persons. It seems though that the resources are used wisely and with attention to solve the peak 

loads. They have a close cooperation with the Advanced Metropolitan Solution Institute (AMS), who 

can help lifting the activities and the communication. Amsterdam Living Lab have pointed out 

themselves that the scope of the logistics to get the living lab up and running is a risk needing some 

concern and focus. We recommend making clear and prioritized plans for management, 

implementation, and communication as well as to adjust the resources for these priorities. 

 

Amsterdam Living Lab chose to do a pilot of testing sensors and have thus spent time and put an 

effort in recruiting citizens to have specific sensors installed in their homes. When doing a pilot during 

the setup of the Living Lab, resources are naturally put under extra pressure, however, the 

Amsterdam Living Lab has gained valuable experiences from this prioritization. Both the recruitment 

and instalment have taken a lot of time, which is one obvious logistic risk. The Living Lab partner is 

very attentive of this and has both involved stakeholders and students in this problem. They also 

have a lot of good suggestions to address this, e.g., to employ students to install weather stations, 

to coordinate visits geographically and prepare the participants by email on how they can make the 

installation visit more efficient and to make a Q&A page and learning videos. One specific learning 

outcome from the pilot is that citizens living in social housing and apartment are of great value to the 

Living Lab. Through dialogue with the stakeholders, it has been suggested to gain access to 

apartment buildings and social housing via existing projects and project members that already keep 

contact with the people living there. Another solution to be tried could be to engage key stakeholders 

from the social housing, like administrators or housing associations to use them as gatekeepers in 

the recruitment.  

 

As this pilot has revealed these needs, the Amsterdam Living Lab is aware of what to work on for 

the next phase of recruitment and instalment of sensors when the Living Lab officially starts after 

M12. We recommend preparing activities that engage citizens to both host a sensor but also to 

volunteer to e.g., be a part of the installation team, the education team and other volunteering teams 

that might be relevant to establish. 

 

Amsterdam Living Lab have flagged a general concern of stakeholder engagement, which of course 

should be concerned as a great risk, requiring openness and curiosity. We recommend reaching out 



   
 

21 
 

to all mapped stakeholders to build a relation and to find out what motivates the particular 

stakeholder. Does the stakeholder have something particular they need or that they would like to 

investigate? Could they be interested in planning and facilitating an activity and in that way contribute 

to the Living Lab program and the dissemination of the Living Lab? In this way, alignment between 

stakeholder concerns and researcher objectives should be pursued. 

 

It could also be an idea to invite to a co-creation workshop, where the stakeholders can meet and 

inspire each other and maybe join each other in contributing to the Living Lab. For such a purpose 

it is especially important to invite a broad and diverse number of stakeholders. 

 

Other recommendations to engage stakeholders are to continuously activate them and inform them 

of the procedures of the project. We recommend a continuous search for new stakeholders; 

especially from industry and civil society since there seem to be a lack of these groups. Another 

concrete idea could be to do co-projects, e.g., make data-tasks for “the professor” to use in class 

and in that way get the students to analyze or find solutions or write stories about their findings. It is 

also recommended to focus on communicating in a non-academic way if there is an ambition of 

recruiting more citizens from e.g., social housing.  

 

4.2.1.2 Activities 

The Amsterdam Living Lab worked with stakeholders in an attempt to identify pathways for citizen 

recruitment and retainment and got valuable input in meeting this risk. For example, rewarding 

participants continuously so they are more inclined to be actively engaged, making sure that 

materials and collaboration on knowledge production for non- academics are accessible and 

including different knowledge and expertise. The Living Lab partner suggests being clear about what 

people should expect, giving room for participants, trusting them to make the project their own, and 

prioritizing personal contact. We recommend to continuously work on the management and 

implementation plans and involve both stakeholders and citizens in this and to be open about 

concerns and risk in order to involve and establish mandates to engaged stakeholders and citizens. 

 

The Amsterdam Living Lab see the development of a comprehensive dataset as a great motivational 

potential for the Living Lab, as it may elicit further research. This activity is the outcome of all the 

activities of the engaged stakeholders and citizens and is therefore a great potential that will be 

fulfilled when the engagement is carefully managed. 

 

4.2.1.3 Communication 

The Living Lab partner underlines the overall potential of raising awareness and educating the public 

and their own suggestion for exploitation is to place information points with working weather stations 

in public places as crowd engagement. We also recommend crowdsourcing ideas to how to reach 

this potential. Both stakeholders and citizens will have concrete ideas on how to do this in their 

specific local context. 

 

Other potentials mentioned by the stakeholders are the involvement of local representatives and 

municipalities, using clear communication to the stakeholders and using already established 

networks. These can be perceived as direct invitations from the stakeholders to use their network 
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and their possibilities to influence structural changes, which Amsterdam also points at themselves. 

Having a direct line into the local representatives opens a lot of structural potential particularly when 

focusing on policy briefs later in the project, but of course also in dissemination as such.   
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4.2.2 Barcelona Living Lab 

The Barcelona Living Lab is to be established by the Living Lab partner University of Barcelona [UB] 

in connection with other established living labs in Barcelona and existing initiatives such as the 

Covenant of Mayors community, The Barcelona Citizen Science Office and the city Climate Plan 

(Ajuntament de Barcelona, 2017). The Living Lab will focus on issues of urban-heat-island effects 

as well as flooding and pollution in the city.  

 

4.2.2.1 Living Lab Management 

The Barcelona Living Lab has gone all in on the stakeholder engagement and not least involvement. 

They have taken the time and prioritized a bottom-up approach, with a long row of co-creating 

stakeholder meetings ending with the mandatory physical stakeholder workshop. The stakeholder 

survey was also distributed at the workshop and gave valuable input, though there is a lack of 

responses from the group of industry. The general impression from the stakeholder mapping 

suggests that the group of industry could be better represented, and we recommend continuing 

working on that. One of the potentials from the stakeholder workshop is the idea to strengthen the 

concept of corporate social responsibility, which underlines the necessity for industrial stakeholders. 

 

Both the Barcelona Living Lab partner and their stakeholders raise a flag for the need for economic 

investment for both time and financial resources. This is a risk, which should be addressed through 

one of two approaches. One is to adjust the ambition to fit the provided resources and make a clearly 

defined and prioritized plan for management, implementation and communication based on this. The 

other way of course is to provide more resources. Here we recommend seeking advice with a funding 

expert with climate experience in order to seek external funding. Simultaneously this should be done 

in collaboration with the stakeholders. continuing the close cooperation with city authorities. 

Stakeholders can give valuable insights to funding procedures and even contribute through funding 

or own competencies, e.g., a communication department, a funding expert, physical facilities to be 

used for free etc. This could also be a way to involve the citizens and build an I-CHANGE community 

where the Living Lab could make volunteering teams, where a team could work on funding. 

 

Another risk raised by stakeholders concerns a lack of a comprehensive strategy and synergies and 

coordination. We recommend the management of the Living Lab to involve the stakeholders either 

by a survey, a row of workshops or by single meetings to find out what such a strategy should 

contain. When co-creating this with a diverse group of stakeholders, chances are that they cover 

solid input and are willing to invest in the strategy. This would also address a risk that the Living Lab 

may lose opportunities of connecting with other relevant projects if they do not engage properly with 

their stakeholders.  

 

To address the risk that political will to make structural changes may be lacking, the recommendation 

again is to keep the relevant stakeholders and decisionmakers close. Seek their advice and hear 

their opinions, invite them to meaningful events with engaged citizens (and voters) and commit them. 

When the project will be producing policy briefs at a later stage, decisionmakers should be especially 

involved. Another angle as proposed by the Living Lab partner themselves are to promote climate 

influencers who could put on a public pressure. Last, but not least, a stakeholder from the public 

administration states in the stakeholder survey that the implementation of large-scale proposals is 
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missing from the plans of the upcoming Living Lab. Working on this with the relevant stakeholders 

could also provide needed political argumentation. 

 

The stakeholders are in general concerned about resistance to change. If the citizens do not make 

a change of habits even though they have the knowledge and a choice, then something is stopping 

them. Nobel Prize-winning psychologist Daniel Kahneman (2011) has developed a theory of human 

decision-making. In his book Thinking Fast and Thinking Slow, he explains that we have two systems 

that help us make decisions. System 1 is automatic, fast and often unconscious. The weakness of 

system 1 is that here we use a series of mental shortcuts to make quick decisions and therefore 

make mistakes. System 2 is the slow system that you use when you have to work out a complicated 

piece of math. Here you use far more resources and so we often switch to system 1 whenever 

possible. Understanding the climate crisis and dealing with its consequences very much requires 

activating system 2. Against this background, behavioral scientists believe that we should design 

society so that the greenest choice is the easy choice. So that we don't have to think about how to 

change behavior. In short, this concern should be worked on structurally by e.g., the authorities and 

in the coming policy briefs. The Living Lab partner should be aware of this when working with the 

local authorities and we recommend asking the citizens what it will take to make them change their 

habits and start a dialogue on the subject. The Living Lab partner provides very concrete actions as 

taking advantage of and increase the infrastructure of existing street informants, adapted to the 

reality of each neighborhood, making use of the knowledge of the citizen and to provide happiness 

as a guiding goal. 

 

Overall, we see a great potential in the strong and engaged stakeholders that the stakeholder survey 

shows. Remember to keep the stakeholders close and to provide the information they are asking 

for. 

 

4.2.2.2 Activities 

Barcelona Living Lab also flags a concern of difficulties in getting people involved and maintaining 

their interest. As mentioned, this is a vital but general risk, and actions to take could be e.g., 

rewarding participants continuously, make certain that knowledge activities are accessible for non- 

academics, remember to include knowledge and expertise from different professions, be clear about 

what people should expect, give room for and trust participants to make the project their own and 

prioritize personal contact. 

We recommend to continuously work on the management and implementation plans, involving both 

stakeholders and citizens. 

 

4.2.1.3 Communication 

Stakeholders flag the risk that citizens will meet barriers when it comes to access to knowledge. For 

the citizens to receive the Living Lab knowledge, the knowledge must be communicated with focus 

on target groups and knowledge of where to reach them. It is important to communicate in an 

understandable language and with clear respect of the citizens. 

 

The Living Lab management have already had good airtime in both radio and TV, and this of course 

is a good start, though it does speak to a certain group of people. We recommend crowdsourcing 
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further ideas for communicating the project and its components. Both stakeholders and citizens will 

have concrete ideas on how to do this in their specific local context and the involvement itself will act 

as dissemination. If volunteering teams are accessible, one team could work on dissemination to 

citizens. The Living Lab partner has already pointed out the potential of community tables and 

associations that exist in many neighborhoods, so the recruitment and cooperation should be 

manageable. Of course, close cooperation with the I-CHANGE communication partner is very 

relevant. 
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4.2.3 Bologna Living Lab 

The Bologna Living Lab is already established as part of the iSCAPE project by the Living Lab partner 

UNIBO, in collaboration with the Regional Protection Agency and the Bologna City Council. The 

Living Lab has strong collaborations with local and regional authorities in several aspects of air 

pollution mitigation and climate change impact reduction. Bologna is a well-recognized hot spot for 

air pollution and is frequently impacted by heatwaves. 

 

4.2.3.1 Living Lab Management 

The Bologna Living Lab is an experienced and organized team with a basic allocation of roles, which 

helps them in handling the many requests in I-CHANGE. This is also reflected in the level of self-

assessed risks and potentials, which in Bologna seems very specific. 

 

One of the self-assessed risks is the concern of identifying a final goal for the Living Lab opposed to 

making stand-alone research and the fact that each stakeholder will have their own main interest. A 

way to meet this concern and to find a goal that accommodates all is to hold a workshop or a series 

of workshops with both citizens and stakeholders, where an open space is facilitated to get a range 

of input to this identification. Of course, a “goal” is not a singular entity, but rather a common vision 

that all can agree to work towards. If the goal is co-created, it will more likely appeal to more people 

and more people will feel co-ownership, which is of great value in engaging more participants and it 

will be easier to build a community around it. In other words, to prevent making stand-alone research 

also means aligning research and education objectives with community priorities. 

 

4.2.3.2 Activities 

Both the Living Lab partner and the stakeholders of Bologna see continued engagement as a risk to 

the project. This being a vague, yet complex risk does not allow for simple answers. The Bologna 

Living Lab suggests co-operation with other similar projects, to gain access to a broader audience 

and participants. A stakeholder suggests developing many interactive activities and discussion 

activities with fewer presentations, which are both good operational suggestions. We recommend 

building a community through interactions and involvement in for example co-creating goals and 

activities. It might also be interesting for citizens to volunteer if they feel rewarded by learning new 

skills and enhancing their career options. 

 

The Living Lab partner identifies the concern of engaging vulnerable people. Instead of trying to 

engage a specific group of people because of their vulnerability, try and engage them because of 

their interest in climate change. Invite the target groups to the open workshops together with other 

citizens and stakeholders and involve them in co-creating activities in general. This process must be 

widely communicated and targeted relevant organizations representing vulnerable citizens in order 

to reach a diverse group of people and through this process it could be that the Living Lab get 

valuable input on who to reach and how and furthermore some of the participants will stay engaged. 

Barcelona Living Lab suggest planning ad-hoc initiatives to reach vulnerable people, following the 

experience of stakeholders in this field, which is also a very fine concrete action, however it is vital 

to ensure inclusive communication and to be flexible in the initiatives. 
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4.2.3.3 Communication 

Communication with citizens and associations is flagged as another risk, on which there are many 

ways to act. We recommend collaborating with the stakeholders and using them as gatekeepers for 

a broader audience. Stakeholders know how to communicate with their target groups – use their 

knowledge to target the communication. 

 

Community building is a way to promote social interactions among participants and helping 

communities feel part of a bigger picture. This is valuable in communicating with the local citizens 

and is best done by being respectful and building trust and creating safe spaces. This could 

contribute to the Living Lab communication finding new ways and through the community translating 

into other groups of people. Community building is established for example by inviting and engaging 

the community at every step. 

 

The stakeholders have stressed the concern of making data and knowledge accessible for the actors 

and the public. This requires communication through public media, social media and on the 

academic scene. The Living Lab partner has stressed the great potential open accessibility of data 

and results and should pursue this in their communication efforts. The Bologna Living Lab has 

established itself on the academic scene and the I-CHANGE channels and channels of the Living 

Lab partner has great potential of dissemination. But it is vital to get the knowledge through to non-

academic people and here it would be very valuable to use the stakeholder’s media channels and 

networks. Additionally, a Living Lab community would be very valuable in disseminating and 

collecting knowledge on how and where to target information. 
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4.2.4 Dublin Living Lab 

The Living Lab in Dublin is facilitated by the University College Dublin (UCD) builds on expertise 

from previous projects iSCAPE and OPERANDUM, to establish a living lab focusing on air quality 

issues and flood events.  

 

4.2.4.1 Living Lab Management 

The Dublin Living Lab gained a lot of experience in its former projects, however, much knowledge is 

contained to key persons, whose direct involvement in the current living lab is limited. The methods 

of the I-CHANGE Living Lab are comparable to the iSCAPE Living Lab. But since I-CHANGE has a 

special focus on citizen engagement and just transitions by e.g., working with stakeholder from all 

four stakeholder groups, the partial reuse of methodology poses a risk. We see a risk of not reaching 

new groups of stakeholders and citizens, when the primary focus is on schools and the main 

participating citizens are students. However, we also see the potential for the idea that students will 

engage their parents, who may engage their network, creating a cascade effect, which might be 

making it possible to converting the community awareness into a media pressure on local authorities. 

We recommend putting a lot of effort into this community building. We also recommend involving 

stakeholders that are not part of the circle of known stakeholders. The I-CHANGE Living Lab need 

to kickstart and involve new perspectives in order to reach the overall purpose of making citizens 

change habits through engagement and knowledge.   

 

A stakeholder points out in the survey that defining what success looks like is missing from the 

presented plans for the upcoming Living Lab. This could be a lone whale, but it might be worth 

making that clear and it could be a part of the community building to invite stakeholders and citizens 

in co-creating a list of success parameters. This will also help aligning research and education 

objectives with community priorities. 

 

Another risk from the stakeholder workshop is that the available resources will differ from school to 

school, just like the knowledge of - and experience with STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering 

og Mathematics) will also differ. The stakeholders suggest engaging the parents and we see a good 

point in also engage volunteering teachers and establishing a group of champion users – peer to 

peer – students teach students. It might also be fruitful to use the stakeholders to explore fundings 

for school projects. 

 

4.2.4.2 Activities 

The stakeholders identify the risk to keep the schools engaged during the school year as teachers 

and students may be busy with other activities. Failing engagement efforts is always a risk and there 

is not one single way to work with engagement. The Living Lab partner themselves suggests holding 

3-4 workshops during the year to keep the schools engaged. If this is a contribution to their tight 

schedule and lack of resources, it could be a good idea but it is important to ensure that the 

workshops do not just add to the workload for the teachers. The stakeholders suggest showing what 

could be achieved through samples from other schools and other motivations such as prizes and 

incentives or additional resources to help the lesson plans of the schools. And as a stakeholder 

stresses, it is important to remember that every school is different and will need to be dealt with 

differently.  
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The risk of low science capital being a challenge for some students is also raised from a stakeholder. 

The Living Lab partner intends to address the challenge and provide possible actions, e.g., by 

allocating their support based on needs of the school in terms of resources and knowledge. This is 

also highlighted as a potential in the Living Lab providing more educational resources on these 

topics. A few other important guidelines are to use accessible language, to provide on-going training, 

to enable participation with no experience and to organize both online and in-person training. 

 

4.2.4.3 Communication 

In order to address the risks identified in the above, we recommend putting a lot of effort in 

communication. This is both concerning targeted communication to keep stakeholders and 

participants engaged, but not least to build a community across the schools and their surroundings. 

This community could play an important role in the potential pointed out of the Living Lab partner, 

saying “there is a widespread concern about the traffic/air pollution situation in Dublin. However, 

policy initiatives tend to get blocked by small but very vocal minorities. Through work with schools, 

we will engage not only children, but also their families, ad through families their neighbors and the 

wider community. By highlighting the dangers of traffic and air pollution especially to children, we 

are hoping to create a powerful and widely shared message that will overcome some of the obstacles 

that we are currently seeing when it comes to initiate changes towards positive climate impacts.” 

The key to successful engagement is to make 

your research meaningful to people and ensure 

that your participants and other local 

stakeholders feel that you take their needs into 

consideration. (D1.2 s31) 
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4.2.5 Genova Living Lab 

The Genova Living Lab is to be established by the Living Lab partner Centro Internazionale in 

Monitoraggio Ambientale - Fondazione CIMA [CIMA]. The Living Lab will be established in 

collaboration with the Regional Environmental Agency of Liguria (ARPAL), the Liguria Region, and 

Genoa Municipality, that deal with climate change impacts on synergic manner. The Living Lab will 

focus on flash floods and hydrogeological instability.   

 

 

4.2.5.1 Living Lab Management 

The Genova Living Lab team have not established a local living lab in previous projects and a lot of 

things are new for the team in that sense. They are very experienced academics working on projects 

and holding the project coordinator position in I-CHANGE. This of course gives an advantage in 

prioritizing time and resources in knowing the many I-CHANGE elements and having a wide 

knowledge of what is going on. But it might also lead to a capacity overload in that there is a limit for 

what is possible simultaneously. 

 

In the Genova Living Lab team we identify a risk of superficial stakeholder engagement, which is 

also refered to in their self-assessment. It is pointed out in the self-assessment that it is up to the 

researchers to involve everyone well. We recommend considering if the Genova management 

should prioritize to dedicate a Living Lab manager. In dedicating one person to gather all the Living 

Lab tasks; have time to be available to both stakeholders and citizens; and to manage and coordinate 

events and communication would be of great importance - especially when the researchers of the 

team also have other project tasks and not least have academic responsibilities. 

 

The stakeholder engagement is a general risk, and a lot of good advice and perspectives are 

described in D1.2. We recommend organizing frequent specific events and involve the participants 

in co-design and collaborative development. It is important to include community priorities for 

example by co-creating with the stakeholders and citizens. Asking them what activities would be 

attractive for them to participate in and make them participate in the development and planning og 

activities. The use of inclusive communication is vital. 

 

When this is said the Genova Living Lab have some strong stakeholders, who can help and lift the 

Living Lab. Stakeholders have directly offered their help, and we recommend prioritizing a personal 

contact to these stakeholders. The general recommendation is to open the circle of stakeholders 

and have a larger network of organizations helping with resources, ideas, facilitation, and 

dissemination. Especially the dissemination to a broader group of citizens would benefit of a broader 

group of stakeholders acting gatekeepers. 

 

4.2.5.2 Activities 

The self-assessment points to the risk of planning vague and unimpactful activities. The advice, 

which the Living Lab partner points out themselves, is to co-plan actions of change so that activities 

are meaningful to the participants. As the Genova Living Lab also point out as a potential is that 

scientific knowledge has little value if it only speaks to scientists. Furthermore, scientific knowledge 
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gains at getting citizen input and by joining forces the Living Lab will improve the chance for climate 

change. 

 

We very much recommend that the first row of activities could be a process of co-creating activities. 

It could be a line of interacting workshops, where the purpose is to co-create and get input to what 

kind of activities would be meaningful and interesting for the citizens to engage in. To ensure a 

continued dialogue between citizens and researchers aligning between different types of knowledge 

the workshops should involve both scientists, stakeholders, and citizens. This could also meet the 

self-assessed risk that participants experience distance and deafness from collaborating institutions 

and scientists. 

 

Planning these kinds of events and following up on them takes a lot of effort and time and the 

suggestions of dedicating a Living Lab Manager is relevant here as well. 

 

4.2.5.3 Communication 

In the self-assessment communication is mentioned as a way to address some of the identified risks. 

The idea of engaging with the institutions and discussing their role and purpose is a good start and 

we recommend to also have a sharp focus on using inclusive, targeted language. As mentioned in 

the self-assessment it is important to make the results of science simpler from a communicative point 

of view and we recommend to also think of ways to communicate results other than in formal written 

language; maybe more interactive meetings could help more to understand and engage or maybe 

others groups of people can be trained to disseminate results with their own words. 
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4.2.6 Hasselt Living Lab 

The Hasslet Living Lab is a living lab already established in the iSCAPE project, managed by the 

Living Lab partner Universiteit Hasselt [UHASSELT]. The Living Lab focuses on the reduction of 

human impacts on the environment by means of switching to sustainable activity-travel behavior.  

 

4.2.6.1 Living Lab Management 

The Hasselt Living Lab is experienced and have already established themselves as a strong player 

in the local community. They have engaged stakeholders within Hasselt City, the municipality, as a 

strong and central stakeholder. 

 

The stakeholder survey identifies a risk as only half of the recruited stakeholders agree that the 

Living Lab focuses on the most pressing climate challenges. Efforts should be made to align the 

Living Lab focus with community concerns, as a fundamental lack of alignment may become a great 

barrier for successful engagement. We recommend that the Living Lab partner plan an involving and 

co-creating process to align the topic. 

 

In the self-assessment the Hasselt Living Lab points out the risk that the, in some ways competing 

and other ways partnering project, High-Five may outrun the efforts of I-CHANGE in technology and 

participants. High-Five is a project funded by Hasselt City and it seems as if these two projects, I-

CHANGE and High-Five, deliver similar knowledge to the City. This state of possible competition 

and dependency of the crucial stakeholder Hasselt City may influence and disturb the focus on 

engaging other stakeholders and citizens.  

 

We in DBT do not have insights in this cooperation, so we recommend considering how the 

partnership is constructed and if there could be other ways. A shift in focus, target group, etc. to 

supplement each other instead of competing may be a viable option. This could also be a part of the 

former recommended co-creating process. 

 

If High-Five are claiming the usual suspects of engaged citizens, the Hasselt Living Lab could see 

this as an opportunity to explore the more unknown citizens. This could even result in having a more 

diverse group of citizens which is part of the I-CHANGE goal. We recommend prioritizing interactive 

and co-creative processes with citizens and stakeholders where activities can be developed and 

input on how to find more participants can be gathered. This would also include getting in contact 

with relevant parents of participating schoolchildren, who may use their house to install sensors, 

which is a task that the Living Lab partner also find difficult. It would be good to focus on community 

building and maybe this effort can be done in collaboration with High-Five. Such collaboration should, 

however, only be done with great care, as it may be confusing for the citizens and other stakeholders 

if they must relate to two similar projects. 

 

In this work it is important to work on framing the project in an interesting way, including community 

priorities and to build on existing networks and processes. We recommend committing resources to 

recruitment, following the recommendations laid out in D1.2 and D1.8 and to incorporate family-

based activities and presenting project activities as collective fun. 
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Another risk is identified in the active participation of schools and their potentially lacking ability and 

willingness to provide the needed electricity and WiFi. This is a very practical risk could be addressed 

through funding from other stakeholders. Maybe the schools’ interest in the project can be 

awakened, potentially making them willing to take on that expenditure. The Living Lab partner 

suggests that a way to go is by involving schools from the start and showing the importance and 

possible learning by carrying out various workshop with the school staff and with kids and their 

parents. When the schools are provided details of the activities and some intermediate results, they 

might see the value of engaging. But challenges like this would also be worth exploring in an 

interactive and co-creating processes as mentioned before. 

 

4.2.6.2 Activities 

Regarding coordinating activities that require active collaboration, the stakeholders foresee 

difficulties. Again, it would be valuable to learn more from the stakeholders to specify what the 

challenges are and whether it is based on incompatible or divergent wishes and get their input on 

how to come around them. A stakeholder in the survey also points out that since there are several 

stakeholders it is especially important to ensure a broad and varied dissemination and 

communication. This is both a sign of the stakeholders’ willingness to engage, but also a raised 

finger not to waste their time. We recommend holding the stakeholders close and meet them in more 

workshops to stay on top of their concerns. 

 

4.2.6.3 Communication 

To communicate and disseminate the project outcome is not an easy task, but with a communication 

strategy where the Living Lab have identified the target groups it should be manageable. The Living 

Lab need to identify the target groups and where you can meet them and how they talk. Students, 

parents, and school staff may be targeted in three different ways. We recommend using engaged 

stakeholders and citizens to help the alignment with local priorities. 

 

A great potential is that the objectives of I-CHANGE and Hasselt City are already in alignment, 

allowing for extensive resources and heightened municipality participation. We recommend ensuring 

a continued dialogue between citizens and researchers so that alignment between different types of 

knowledge persists and to continue the close communication with Hasselt city to ensure a continued 

alignment between I-CHANGE and Hasselt city objectives and later to prepare the I-CHANGE policy 

briefs. 
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4.2.7 Jerusalem Living Lab 

The Jerusalem Living Lab is to be established by the Living Lab partner Tel Aviv University [TAU]. 

The Living Lab has strong collaborations with Israel National Museum of Science, Technology, and 

Space, the Jerusalem Science Museum and local and regional authorities. The Living Lab focuses 

on extreme weather events.  

  

4.2.7.1 Living Lab Management 

The Living Lab partner is rather inexperienced in managing Living Labs. The Jerusalem team is very 

open for new ideas and seem very engaged in working with stakeholder and citizen engagement. 

But the team is small, and the workload poses a challenge. The Living Lab partner themselves are 

flagging human resources as a risk. We recommend that the Jerusalem management consider 

dedicating a person experienced in engagement, network and event planning to manage the Living 

Lab committing resources to recruitment and planning and facilitating the activities, following the 

recommendations laid out in D1.2 and D1.8. This would give more time to Meteorological research, 

which is highlighted by the Living Lab partner as one of their potential strengths. 

 

The Jerusalem Living Lab have strong stakeholders and especially the Jerusalem Science Museum 

contributes to the Living Lab as hosts and planners of the very successful stakeholder workshop with 

more than 50 participants and interactive round-table discussions. Unfortunately, they did not have 

time to get the stakeholders to fill out our survey, so this assessment is done without a potentially 

valuable input. The museum has a budget from the government to facilitate activities like the 

engagement activities in the I-CHANGE Living Lab, which should be exploited by the Living Lab 

partner. The municipality is also very engaged and interested and they have a political focus on 

climate change and sustainability. They are working with the many different communities in 

Jerusalem and in that way work as excellent gatekeepers to minorities, e.g., the religious girl-school 

that are participating in the pilot, but who normally does not even receive science education. 

 

The Living Lab partner flags a risk though to the possibility of political change and hence change of 

budgets. Such risks are of course very difficult to meet, but a way to go is building a strong community 

around the activities. This is a challenge, but the Jerusalem Science Museum seems to be a good 

partner that would be interested in partaking.  

 

4.2.7.2 Activities 

The Jerusalem Living Lab has ended a pilot in June 2022. The pilot engaged a lot of very enthusiastic 

university students, who will be able to help in the Living Lab. The pilot engaged three very different 

schools giving voice to very different communities. 

 

The Living Lab will engage and include more students and also other communities, such as the civil 

society groups of cyclists and “weather geeks”. 

 

TAU will continuously ask the engaged participants if they know more groups or citizens who should 

or could be involved. TAU will also work on elaborating the work with minorities, but since Jerusalem 

is one big platform for minorities almost everyone is part of a minority in Jerusalem. This was also a 
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working question in the stakeholder workshop and will be a continuous effort in this Living Lab. We 

see this engagement as a big potential for the coming Living Lab and community building.  

 

4.2.7.3 Communication 

One of the Living Lab potentials highlighted by the partner is the improvement of the weather forecast 

and nowcasting for extreme rain and floods. This of course needs to be communicated in order to 

have value and we recommend engaging stakeholders and citizens in developing this 

communication. 

 

Other potentials mentioned are the stakeholders hope to preserve the natural area in and around 

the city, better infrastructure planning and better city ambience planning – such as shadowing, 

thermal comfort, air pollution issues. This requires close cooperation between the Living Lab and the 

decision makers in the municipality. The Living Lab partner will address this through data collection, 

data sharing, and discussions that will give and transfer information on the pressing issues and will 

help the stakeholders and the Living Lab partner to increase their knowledge, for better planning and 

dealing with climate and environmental issues around the city of Jerusalem.  

 

 

 

 

 

“If the representation from a given stakeholder organization is 

deemed vital, a one-on-one dialogue with the people in question 

could be beneficial. It is often useful to ask questions starting 

from the mandate and priorities of the organization and first 

when their position (their internal barriers and enablers) is better 

understood, then proceed to asking what it would take to get 

them to join or support the project (what they need from you and 

what they may need to do internally to be able to prioritise your 

project).” (D1.2 p.34) 
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4.2.8 Ouagadougou Living Lab  

The Ouagadougou Living Lab is to be established and led by the Living Lab partner West African 

Science Services Centre on Climate Change and Adapted Landuse [WASCAL]. The Living Lab is to 

use trans- and inter-disciplinary, participatory, and proactive approaches to better address the heavy 

rain events, wastes, and urban flash floods in the city of Ouagadougou in Burkina Faso. 

 

4.2.8.1 Living Lab Management 

The Ouagadougou Living Lab consists of a large and well-organized team with team members 

covering different competencies and are very willing to work with the DBT and our requests. 

 

The Living Lab has a strong group of stakeholders where the most important stakeholders, including 

the local authorities, have been involved in the early activities of the Living Lab. I-CHANGE 

environmental issues are of great importance both at municipal and national scale and the 

stakeholders from other initiatives/projects are involved in I-CHANGE as well.  This is a great 

potential for the further Living Lab activities and outcome, not least in working on the coming policy 

briefs in the I-CHANGE project.   

 

The Living Lab partner points out that some stakeholders have highlighted other climate hazards 

such as heatwaves and drought in the city. This is of course worth having in mind when working with 

the stakeholders and we recommend if it is not done already to make an agreement with the group 

of stakeholders of the prioritization of topics so that everybody feel included and stay engaged. 

 

The Living Lab partner states that theft of monitoring tools and misuse of the provided equipment 

such as wastebins are serious risks. The Living Lab partner must handle this in collaboration with 

the authorities and the Living Lab partner has already required the permission of four different 

districts of the City of Ouagadougou to install the automatic rain gauges in four schoolyards, where 

the risk of theft is reduced because of the presence of a guard. Another way to meet this is by intense 

communication efforts to create awareness and engagement. The more citizens engaged the more 

people might help guarding the equipment. More concrete advice could be to provide guidelines for 

participants regarding safe placement of monitoring tools and to post information next to the 

equipment on what it is and why it, for everyone's sake, should stay there and how to participate 

instead. 

 

4.2.8.2 Activities 

Recruiting households to participate in the Living Lab is a risk identified by the Living Lab partner. 

This is a general risk of citizen engagement and there are many ways to meet this, and it will be an 

ongoing process to find out what works. The partners own suggestion is to identify households 

through gatekeepers in the stakeholder network. Our recommendation is to work to understand the 

citizen households better and to identify and address their needs in order to motivate them. It is also 

very important to communicate the Living Lab tasks in a language and in terms they understand and 

to explain the aims of the project and the importance of the participants work. Furthermore, it could 

be a good motivator to understand how to reward the households. Maybe training and responsibility 

could be rewarding as would recognition and constructive feedback. 
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Input from the stakeholder survey also points out the necessity of being clear about the role of each 

citizen group and avoid bringing them together for a training workshop. This is a very contextual 

approach, since we normally recommend mixing different groups, but it is very important to listen to 

stakeholders that knows the community and we recommend to look into this dilemma. 

 

Another stakeholder advice is to select an ad-hoc capacity building team to better meet the 

requirements and expectations of the laboratory. We recommend this as well if it involves citizens 

and civil organizations, as it is a good way of handing out mandates and responsibility and making 

the Living Lab a place where people can grow professionally and personally. This will attract attention 

and thus increase desired awareness. 

 

The stakeholders also point out that the coordination of the Living Lab need more awareness raising 

and more practical work; they also call for more meetings. Based on this we recommend facilitating 

a process of involving meetings or workshops with both stakeholders and citizens with the goal of 

planning Living Lab activities for both raising awareness and for engaging more participants. 

A potential that could work well with this is that a specific group of stakeholders, the stakeholders 

connected to waste management, wish to create a network with each other. This could connect to 

the planning of activities. And their example could be a base for others to do the same. The Living 

Lab could benefit from facilitating networking activities and in this way promote I-CHANGE to reach 

common objectives. 

 

The Living Lab partner also flags the risk that stakeholders do not comply with instruction from the 

Living Lab coordination unit in data collection and behavioral change as expected. This can be 

addressed in several ways where trust building, respect and explicit instructions are vital. We 

recommend being thorough in showing off the practical application of the data, to be explicit in the 

knowledge exchange, and to do this in an accessible language. Draw the bigger picture and help 

the communities to feel part of this. A very important advice is to find out what motivates the 

stakeholders and reward their engagement This could potentially be done by teaching new skills, 

which could be a way for them to enhancing their career options - a great motivator for many. This 

is also mentioned by a stakeholder in the survey with the advice of doing training sessions for 

capacity building and to improve the framework of the actors because some actors are not able to 

follow the exchanges, or they are afraid to express themselves. 

 

4.2.8.3 Communication 

Regarding the communication perspectives in the Living Lab the stakeholders have a lot of remarks 

in the survey. Mostly they encourage massive awareness-raising e.g., of the local population for 

environmental management. They also point out the need for always adapting the project to the 

mentality of the beneficiaries and to add the local Moore language in the communication. 

Furthermore, they encourage to have an inclusive approach, to make a good communication 

strategy and to work with communities and minorities. Lastly the stakeholders request to be included 

in the chain of action and specifically to be provided with activity reports. The DBT can only second 

this advice. 
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5 Conclusion 

 

In this deliverable we have provided an overview and assessment of the estimated risks and 

potentials identified in each living lab region. The assessment showcases the many pitfalls in working 

with stakeholder and citizen engagement and provides recommendations for future courses of 

action. What is important to note for all partners is that this assessment only provides information 

about the current estimations of risks and potentials made by partners and stakeholders prior to the 

actual Living Lab activities. It is also important to note that the assessment primarily provides 

information based on the data given by Living Lab partners and in some cases their stakeholders. 

At the current stage of the project, Living Lab activities have yet to begin and estimations of risks 

and opportunities have proven difficult to most partners. For this reason, it is especially important to 

highlight that risk assessment is an ongoing procedure, requiring foresight, reflection, and inclusion 

of citizens and stakeholders throughout the rest of this project. Living lab partners should familiarize 

themselves with the condensed overview pulled from D1.2, where both risks and potentials are 

presented in a concise manner. By being aware of common barriers and drivers for successful 

engagement in Living Labs, partners are more likely to identify potential risks and potentials in their 

respective region. 

 

This deliverable has also been very important for the DBT and the further management of WP2 and 

the continuing guidance of establishing and managing the eight Living Labs. During this writing 

process taking time to dwell on and process the many inputs we realize that this work would have 

benefitted from discussing this detailed information with each Living Lab making the assessment 

together. This would have given the assessment a broader insight. In the future management from 

WP2 and the coming 1:1 meetings discussing risks and potential will be a standing agenda item as 

will the further management of engagement and activities all in order to reach the project objectives 

of enabling citizens to act on climate change and to preparing the best foundation for citizen science 

and civic engagement. 
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Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Bologna 
 
1. When will your workshop(s) take place? 
The 9th of June 2022 
 
2. How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
In the range of 35-50 participants, considering the summer period. We will start focusing 
on the most relevant stakeholders. 
 
3. Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are you 
staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
We mapped possible stakeholders in all four interest groups that were indicated. See the 
stakeholder mapping already done here. Personal email invitations were sent to all 
stakeholders described in the mapping document, using a LL email account created ad-
hoc for the LL management and associated communications. 
 
At the moment, we have focused on the involvement of stakeholders and have only given 
some thought to the possibility of involving minorities and how to do so. Should not the 
involvement of minorities be addressed at a later stage when working on citizen 
engagement? 
 
4. How do you plan to introduce stakeholders to your ideas for data collection? 
In this introductory meeting, we perhaps do not think it necessary to go into the technical 
details of how to collect data. Rather, we consider it useful to give an idea of the planned 
activities and a possible use of the available sensors. For this, we will use presentations 
and bring sensors to the workshop to show the participants. 

 
4.1 What instruments do you want to present? 
Low-cost sensors and other sensing technologies that we already own  
(e.g. Meteotracker). 

 
5. What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders to report 
in your workshop?  
Heat waves, drought, air pollution, energy consumption. 

 
5.1 How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new 
perspectives or issues that you have not yet considered? 
After giving an overview of the activities and aims of the project, we establish 
an open discussion with the stakeholders, stimulating a critical debate and 
aiming to incorporate and align the ideas that arise. 



 
5.2 What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have not 
been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living lab so 
that the issue may be addressed? 
Addressing new environmental and climate issues not considered in the 
proposal may require a great effort. We are open to consider other 
environmental and climate issues insofar as these can be addressed with the 
available resources. 
 
Yes, we are open to modifying the research actions of the Living Lab, always 
maintaining consistency with the aims of the project. It is important to focus on 
issues that we have already mapped in the proposal (pages 8,9) and that can 
be developed in different research directions depending on the feedback from 
stakeholders. 

 
6. How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and concerns 
of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
Firstly, we will propose the main focus of the research and of our LL as from the proposal; 
after the open discussion, we will analyse the feedback received and see how they can 
contribute and widen our key research questions, according to the specific needs and 
requirements of the different stakeholder groups. 
 

6.1 What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open 
discussion? 
For the time being, we are thinking to use an open discussion or a 
brainstorming-like strategy to gather new input from stakeholders. At this 
stage of the proposal, the results of WP1 are not yet fully available. Perhaps 
DBT can help Living Labs to assimilate and reuse the knowledge learnt in 
WP1 in this workshop. 

 
6.2 How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 
We will collect all needs and concerns, and subsequently we will make an 
analysis of which inputs to prioritize, justifying the choice.



Practical details 
 
A. Venue, date, and timeslot 
Dept. Physics and Astronomy, via Berti Pichat 6/2, Bologna. The 9th June 2022. Two 
identical meeting are organized: one in the timeslot 10.00-12.30, one at 16.00-18.30. This 
structure was designed to allow as many stakeholders as possible to participate. In 
particular, it is considered that the morning slot is more suitable for institutions and 
companies, and the afternoon slot for associations and academia. 
 
B. Participant list 
Work in progress. The list of invited stakeholders can be found in the Excel file in which the 
stakeholders are mapped. The final list of participating stakeholders will be drawn up after 
the workshop. 
 
C. Methodology 
We will use the work made in WP1, waiting for a more specific framework of WP leader. In 
any case, we use a collaborative method. For the time being we are focusing on a short 
presentation and a round table discussion focusing on specific questions we will address to 
stimulate the debate. Demonstration activities with the sensors will also be organized. 
 

C.1 Justification for methodology 
We are thinking that it is better to have some time to introduce firstly the 
stakeholders to the project, as for most of them it will be completely new. For 
this we will need a short presentation. After that we will move to more 
collaborative sessions in which we hope to stimulate discussion about our key 
research questions and how we are planning to address them. Therefore, for 
this second part we need a more collaborative and interactive method. 

 
D. Agenda 
The agenda is under construction, reflecting the main outputs requested for this particular 
Task, the need to administer two questionnaires to the stakeholders, and the need to 
stimulate a fruitful discussion for this first I-CHANGE workshop. 
 
Update – please find here the agenda on the day. 
 



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Dublin 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
10th June 10am - 1pm 
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
23 invited 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
Yes, Public authorities 10, Civil Society 4, Industry 6, Academia 3. We will recruit schools from a 
range of SES areas. 
 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
Traffic, air pollution 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 

We will do interactive group work, where the stakeholders will contribute their opinion on the planned 
work and hopefully identify further opportunities.  

 
What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed?  
Within reason. We need to take into account the scope of I-CHANGE and 
also the resources and staff that we have available. 

 
How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
We will use an interactive group work and ask stakeholders to identify risks, constraints and 
opportunities.  
 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

We will need to prioritize based on the objectives and deliverables of I-CHANGE first. After that we 
will prioritize based on the resources and staff that we have available.  
 



Practical details 
Venue, date, and timeslot  

Spatial Dynamics Lab, Richview campus, UCD 
10th June 2022 
10am - 1pm 
 

Participant list 
List has been removed for privacy concerns. 
 

Methodology 
Presentation and group work 
 
 

Agenda 
 
Welcome  
What is I-CHANGE?  
I-CHANGE Sensors  
Planned work with schools Group work - Risks, Constraints and Opportunities  
Wrap-up  
Lunch



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Hasselt 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
13th June 10am – 12 noon  
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
14 invited 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
Yes, we are recruiting participants from all four stakeholder groups.  
During our living lab activities, we will focus more on recruiting citizens that represents vulnerable 
and minorities. One of our stakeholder participants is representative of a hospital and could help us 
identifying and recruiting citizens that are part of a particular vulnerable group. 
 
 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
Sustainable Transport, Air pollution 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 
Based on the interactive session in the workshop, stakeholders could raise their 
opinions and it may bring new perspective in defining our citizen science activities. 
During our initial meeting with Stad Hasselt representative, we have been now aware 
of a High-Five project being carried out in Hasselt city. The stakeholder workshop will 
further pave way for finding out opportunities to collaborate with this project. 

 
What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed?  
Hasselt living lab has an expertise related to Mobility, Air quality and 
Road Safety. We will be focusing issues that are mainly related to these 
expertise and we are also aware that these issues are quite relevant 
within the Hasselt city.  

 
How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 



Before the workshop we had already several small interactive sessions with the Hasselt 
city representatives from all relevant domains. This helped a lot in setting out a very 
clear agenda for the stakeholder workshop. Within the workshop we will facilitate an 
interactive session where others stakeholders (including Hasselt city) can raise their 
opinions, also try to find out solutions based on various Hasselt living lab activities that 
can help facilitate those relevant opinions and directions that may come out during the 
stakeholder workshop    

 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 
We focus first on I-CHANGE objectives, and then prioritize based on the available 
resources (sensors within I-CHANGE, equipment/tools available within our institute) 
and staff expertise. Within the above constraints, we try to diverge direction of our living 
lab activities if needed.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Practical details 
Not filled out 



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Amsterdam 
by Wageningen University 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
14 June 2022 
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
At the moment I would be pleased with 10 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
As best as I can, but it is also a bit out of my hands 
 

How do you plan to introduce stakeholders to your ideas for data 
collection? 

- Give introductory presentation on topic 
- Explain our idea for the Living Lab 
- Present what we would expect from them, but that we are open for suggestions 
- Interactive session with stakeholders to find a common ground, discuss potential 

collaborations and ask for input into the living lab. Still need to define this 
- Session where we will show the instruments and where the stakeholders can use/interact 

with the instruments (see next point) 

 
What instruments do you want to present? 

During the workshop we want to present Netatmo weather stations, those are the stations we will 
install inside about 100 houses. We hope to bring the climate cargo bike. We will also bring a few 
radiation instruments that are handheld, easy to use instruments that measures temperatures of 
surfaces. We will also bring the meteotrackers and air quality sensors. 
 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  

- Urban heat 
- Household’s energy consumption and energy bill (heating during winter, air-conditioning 

during summer) 
- Urban design and planning (warming/cooling features in neighbourhoods) 
- Citizen's health 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 

This will be challenging. Hopefully the interactive session provides us with new perspectives and 
issues.  



 
What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed? 

Yes, but only to a certain extent. We predefined what we will measure and we don’t have a budget 
to measure other things. However, if our data can be used for research that we haven’t thought about 
before, then we would be open to that. 

 
How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
I hope the interactive sessions has this as outcome. Still have to think about what this interactive 
session can look like 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
The interactive session will be designed such that this is facilitated. 
 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

I don’t expect that this will be a big issue in our case. If this happens, I am not sure yet how to 
manage it.  
 



Practical details 
Venue, date, and timeslot 

Amsterdam Institute of Advanced Metropolitan Solutions (AMS Institute). 14 June 2022. 
 
Programme of the stakeholder workshop: 
12:45 Walk-in with coffee and tea 
13:15 Welcome and introduction round 
13:25 Presentation + Q&A on the I-CHANGE project and Amsterdam Living Lab by Esther 
Peerlings (WUR) 
14:00 Creative brainstorming session on the study in smaller groups 
15:15 Outdoor activity. Walk around Amsterdam in two groups with different sensor to discover and 
understand heat in the city 
16:45 Plenary conclusions 
17:00 Drinks 
17:30 End. 
 

Participant list 
Working on it. 
 

Methodology 
See Mural for a draft outline of the stakeholder workshop. Especially the interactive session is not 
yet defined. 
 

Justification for methodology 
It’s good to first explain the topic and what we intend to do, to have everyone on the same page 
before we have an interactive session. It is always good to let people do something and interact with 
objects, that’s why we will show the instrument (before or after the interactive session) and let them 
interact with them. 
 

Agenda 
Programme of the stakeholder workshop: 
12:45 Walk-in with coffee and tea 
13:15 Welcome and introduction round 
13:25 Presentation + Q&A on the I-CHANGE project and Amsterdam Living Lab by Esther 
Peerlings (WUR) 
14:00 Creative brainstorming session on the study in smaller groups 
15:15 Outdoor activity. Walk around Amsterdam in two groups with different sensor to discover and 
understand heat in the city 
16:45 Plenary conclusions 
17:00 Drinks 
17:30 End.  
 
See Mural for a draft outline of the stakeholder workshop. 



- Give introductory presentation on topic 
- Explain our idea for the Living Lab 
- Present what we would expect from them, but that we are open for suggestions  
- Interactive session with stakeholders to find a common ground, discuss potential 

collaborations and ask for input into the living lab. Still need to define this 
- Session where we will show the instruments and where the stakeholders can use/interact 

with the instruments



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Barcelona 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
We have planned to have two different kind of workshops: 

- Individual online workshops with the different groups of stakeholders we want to involve (at 
least three of them:  April 8 (municipal public administration) and May 18 (industry) and 20 
(supramunicipal public administration) of 2022. Also individual in-person workshops will be 
held, particularly with schools 

- In-person workshop (9.30 a.m. to 1.30 p.m.) on the 8th of July (2022) with representatives 
from the different stakeholder groups 

 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
For our firsts minor-online workshops we have involved about 60 people from the different 
stakeholder sectors we are targeting to involve in the Living Lab. For the in-person workshop of July 
the 1rts the idea is to have only one person for organization or department, or entity. We are 
expecting from 40 to 50 participants. 
 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
We have been planning the in-person workshop to be as inclusive as possible. The idea is to sit all 
together administration, enterprises, and civil society to work in collaboration for the Barcelona Living 
Lab Challenges. As we are aware that minorities can be difficult to engage, we have involved 
different civil organizations such as Consell Nacional de les Dones de Catalunya and the Sant Egidio 
community. And we will listen their suggestions and advice to build in a co-creative and co-operative 
manner all the activities and initiatives that will help us to achieve the Barcelona Living Lab objectives 
and targets 
 
 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
We expect them to report extreme temperatures in summer affecting unevenly the different districts 
of the city with some of them with increased vulnerability. We also expect them to report concern 
about flash floods that may irrupt on public transport and flood the ground or undergrown levels of 
different services and facilities in the city. Finally, also concerns about high pollution levels and how 
that affects the health of our citizens, although that’s not going to be the main focus of the Barcelona 
Living Lag since we are not experts in the subject, but we may conduct some activities to address 
the subject (with the collaboration of other entities and experienced researchers). 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 

As mentioned, we have planed the engagement of stakeholders trough two type of workshops.  



In the first phase (individual but virtual one), the purpose is to introduce the I-CHANGE project to 
every of them, and to explain what we intend to do, which meteorological extreme factors affect our 
city and how we need them to get involved. After the first meeting we will send them a survey that 
will help us to design and include some of their perspectives about the problems we want to address 
in the in-person workshop of July 1rst. Continuous dialogue between researchers and participants 
will be employed throughout the project to ensure greater inclusion of stakeholders’ perspective. 
 

 
What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed? 

As previously mentioned, the in-person workshop activities will be designed after getting the 
stakeholders answers from the first survey, so we will be able to include also their ideas and 
thoughts. Moreover, the in-person workshop activities are planned to be guided but not a close 
process. That is the reason why we will do the previous individual surveys. The exercises will not be 
completely open questions; they will be formulated based on our previous findings in the online-
meetings with the stakeholders. Through the different activities of the in-person workshop we plan 
to build all together new strategies and actions to find the most effective way to address the Living-
Lab challenges through the so mentioned cooperative and co-creative process. 

 
How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
Our research is very focused on the development of adaptation measures in front of climate 
change impacts. It means that the own process developed into de project will be useful for 
it. In the heavy rainfalls case, the information provided by citizens will help us to identify the 
points where more incidences are produced, and its potential relationship with the 
distribution of convective and heavy precipitation. In their time, this will be useful to improve 
the early warning system over the area of the Living Lab 
 
As explained above, our idea is first to show a good introduction to the I-CHANGE project 
through the entity-individual online workshops and, then, in the in person one to build in a 
cooperative manner the different strategies, and activities to obtain the changes that we 
want to produce through our Living Lab activities. Building the strategies in that way will 
ensure greater consensus between the different stakeholders, listening to all of their 
opinions and experiences. We hope in the end to diminish the impact of extreme events by 
applying sustainable measures available to all citizens.  
 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
For the in person workshop (1rst of July), the idea is the following: 

1. Short presentation of the project, challenges and targets of the LLB-BCN  
2. Presentation of the main conclusions of the online workshops (using the surveys as a ground) 



3. Individual exercise. Postits activity. A series of proposals will be placed on panels and 
stakeholders will be asked to point out what they consider most important and contribute new 
ideas. Those proposals will be elaborated from the answers of the online survey (circulated 
after the online-workshops in whose we presented the project). In this way, the activity will 
be more efficient and dynamic.  

4. Coffee break to encourage them to get to know each other 
5. Co-creative working in small groups (about 6 people per group, mixing the different 

categories of stakeholders we have). Posters activity. Each group will work on the same 
questions and challenges and will create a poster with the potential solutions and difficulties. 
In each group, a person from the UB team to take note of all.  Each group must propose a 
mediator 

6. Plenary session. Presentation of each poster by a person from every group. 
7. Feedback to all the participants after the workshop. 
8. Design of the citizen science experiments that will be done in the LLB-BCN 

 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

First, we need to list down all the needs and concerns of the different parties. It seems reasonable, 
even to expect that some of them may be in conflict or in the need of actions walking opposite 
directions. For each proposal, we will apply a SWOT technology (Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats). 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Practical details 
Venue, date, and timeslot 

8 July 2022 
9:00-13:30 
Startup-UB Center  
Barcelona Knowledge Campus 
Carrer de Pascual i Vila, 08028 Barcelona 
 
 

Participant list 
In preparation 
 

Methodology 
It has been already explained 
 

Justification for methodology 
It has been already explained 
 

Agenda 
9-9:30 Arrival, delivery of personal identification 
9:30 Main challenges on extreme events in the Barcelona Living Lab 
9:45 Introduction of the I-Change project and objective of the workshop 
10:15 Instructions to proceed along the workshop 
10:20 Posit activity 
11:00 Coffee-break 
11:30 Poster activity 
13:00 Plenary session 
13:30 End of the worksop 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in … 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
End of May 
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
25-30 
We want to focus to the main representatives of the stakeholders.  
 

 
Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
Yes, the mapping have been adequately done, but we are not recruiting yet. 
We are reflecting about what kind of minority we want to involve. Genova LL wants to involve 
homeless and disability people. 

 
How do you plan to introduce stakeholders to your ideas for data 
collection? 
We want to use a concept note, the MoU, the communication materials – flyers and video – available 
in the next weeks. 
After we want to discuss about data and the usefull of them with all citizen. 

 

What instruments do you want to present? 
Static meteo stations and meteotracker. 

 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
Floods, landslide, extreme weather events, effects of climate change. 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 
 
We will use a participatory methodology (face to face meeting) and questionnaires. 

 
What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed? 

 
Yes, we are open, but it’s important to focus on the typical risks we 
already map and the stakeholder have subject. 

 



 

How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
Research objectives will merge with the needs and concerns of the stakeholders: if the stakeholders 
understand the research objectives (the behavioral changing), they could be fit their needs in. 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
 

We will use the work made in WP1, waiting for a more specific framework of WP leader. 
In any case, we use a collaborative methods. 

 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

 
As above.



Practical details 
Venue, date, and timeslot 
Mesum G. Doria,  31 may 2022, 17-19 
 

 

Participant list 
Extracted from the stakeholder mapping. 

 
 

Methodology 
We use the work made in WP1. In any case, we use a collaborative methods and press 
conference. 

 
Justification for methodology 
Participation is the key for the changing. 

 

Agenda 
 
17.00-17.45 Introduzione -Luca Ferraris(Presidente Fondazione CIMA)-Giuliano Doria(Museo Doria): saluti -Antonio 
Parodi(Direttore Programma –Fondazione CIMA): I-CHANGE -Carlo Emanuele Pepe (Direttore ARPAL) e Francesca 
Giannoni(ARPAL): climate change in Regione Liguria-Gabriella Fontanesi(Comune di Genova, Protezione Civile): protezione 
civile e cambiamento climatico-Laura Muraglia(Regione Liguria): New EU Bauhaus-Gianluca Gramegna(ERG): ambiente e 
responsabilità sociale d’impresa-Marina Morando (Referente Ambito Pianificazione e Procedure –Fondazione CIMA): 
partecipazione e climate change 
 
 
17.45-18.00 Genoa LivingLab: i protagonisti -Introduce e modera Francesca Munerol (Ricercatrice –Fondazione CIMA)Scuola 
Val Polcevera, Scuola Perasso, Lega Sestri, Turchino Outdoor, Battellieri Chiavari, Comune di Chiavari18.00-18.30 Genoa Living 
Lab: co-creation activities -Antonio Parodi(Direttore di Programma –Fondazione CIMA)-le ultime scoperte scientif iche sul 
climate change-sensori e piattaforme: tecnologia al servizio del monitoraggio (Meteotracker1, Smart Citizen Kit for air quality2, 
ACRONET weather station3) 
 
 
18.30-19.00 I-CHANGEAperitivoNetworking 
 
 
 



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in Jerusalem 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
June 28th 
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
50± 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
Yes, we recruited all four stakeholder groups. 
We still need to think about minorities that should be included. We will ask at the stakeholder 
meeting. 
Maybe in the east part of Jerusalem and “poor” neighborhoods?  
In general, Jerusalem is a very diverse city that consists of many minorities. Each neighborhood of 
the city has its own characteristics and uniqueness. 
 

How do you plan to introduce stakeholders to your ideas for data 
collection? 
We are planning an introduction at the beginning of the workshop that will focus on data collection 
and the idea of citizen science.  
 

What instruments do you want to present? 
Meteotrackers and the low-cost sensors. 
 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
High radiation, Pollution, Heat waves, Extreme rain events. 

 
How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 

In order to answer this question, we will hold a "round tables" session and a panel with some of the 
stakeholders.  
 

What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed? 

Yes. For example, we were not considered to measure air pollution, but our partners very interested 
in this topic, and we are considering adding this to the issues we are focusing on. 
 



How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 
All our research objectives are aligning with the stakeholders' needs. For example, we are aiming to 
improve the forecast for extreme weather events that may help the municipality with the preparations. 
Furthermore, our findings will contribute to better planning of the city environment in terms of 
shadowing and high pollution concentration hot spots. 
 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
Round table and a panel. 
 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

We will prioritize the most urgent issues that we can address through our research. 



Practical details 
Not filled out 
 



Annex A: Action plan for stakeholder workshop in West Africa- 
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso 
When will your workshop(s) take place? 
Our first meeting took place on 31st March 2022 
The next workshop is scheduled for 29th June 2022 
 

How many participants do you expect to attend your workshop(s)? 
For the first we had 51 participants and we expect at least the same number for the next workshop. 
 

Have you been adequately recruiting all four stakeholder groups and are 
you staying aware of how minorities could be included? 
Yes. The four stakeholder groups recruited are Government offices and Agencies (Public sector), 
Waste collectors and Sorters and Waste recyclers/reusers (Mixed Private sector and Civil society), 
Researh, Capacity building and Sustainability (Acadmia and Civil society).  
The concept of minorities is not a social issue in Ouagadougou. However, the selection of model 
households for monitoring waste and flood management will take into account the vulnerability of 
both neighborhoods and households. 

What climate and environmental issues do you expect the stakeholders 
to report in your workshop?  
Waste management, extreme rainfall, flood event, land degradation in agriculture, and infrastructure, 
 
   

How are you ensuring that stakeholders may bring in new perspectives or 
issues that you have not yet considered? 

We submit selected themes to them which will be discussed during the workshops in order to gather 
as many new and relevant opinions as possible. For instance, in the first workshop, we submit each 
taskforce of the living lab to the appreciation of stakeholders in terms of relevance, activities, 
feasibility, stakeholders to be involved and suitability of the planning.  
 

What will you do with climate and environmental issues that have 
not been considered by you yet? Are you open to redirect your living 
lab so that the issue may be addressed? 

Yes, we will consider them if they are in line with the LLWA objectives. What is important to underline 
is the fact that proposed climate and environment issues come from past initiatives which also 
involved citizens. So that the main concern is to have a better and common comprehension, 
measurement and the ways to solve many linked issues in integrated manner.  

 
How do you plan to align your research objectives with the needs and 
concerns of the stakeholders of your workshop? 



Our approach is fully participatory, and stakeholders help us to tailor our approach locally while 
keeping the same objectives. The content of workshops will be specified together with the 
stakeholders and will therefore not be planned before it makes sense. For example, the prior activity 
retain by stakeholders in the last workshop is the cleaning of drainage canals of the City of 
Ouagadougou to prevent flash flood. In the upcoming workshop we planned to discuss the way to 
implement this activity and moreover we will train stakeholders to use different data collection 
instruments and methods. 

What methods will you use to facilitate dialogue and an open discussion? 
We organise work groups and give them exercises on the different thematic during workshops. They 
present their results in plenary to get feedback from the other participants. Between two workshops, 
exchanges continue within the LL commissions. 

How do you expect to prioritize diverging or opposing needs and 
concerns? 

We consider all the proposals and keep the most relevant ones within the framework of our LLWA 
 



Practical details 
Venue, date, and timeslot 

 
WASCAL Competence Centre Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso  
 
31 March 2022 From 9am to 5pm GMT 
 
29 June From 9am to 5pm GMT 

 

Participant list 
I-CHANGE kick-off and stakeholder networking workshop 
List has been removed for privacy concerns. 
 

Methodology 
Our approach combines Presentation, Group discussions, Plenary discussion and Interaction with 
objects 

Justification for methodology 
It appears important to introduce firstly the stakeholders to the project and the concept of "Living 
Lab", as for most of them it will be completely new. It’s good also to explain the topic and what 
activities we intend to do. For this we need presentations. Group work sessions allow to stimulate 
discussions about our main task forces and how we are planning to address, discuss the roles of the 
stakeholders in the Living Labs. Plenary sessions help discuss and criticize each group work results 
and retain formally the living lab activities and bodies. The interaction with the objects consists in 
practicing the different functionalities of the softwires (ODK, Kobo toolbox) and let stakeholders 
interact with the instruments to be use for data collection. 
 

  



Agenda 
 

Time  First workshop (Launch and 
networking of the LLWA stakeholders) 

31 March 2022 From 9am to 5pm GMT 

Second workshop (Training and sampling) 

31 March 2022 From 9am to 5pm GMT 

8:30 - 
9:00 

Welcome and installation of the participants 

9:00 - 
09:45 

Opening Session 

- Welcome by the WASCAL 
Research Director  

- Welcome by the I-CHANGE 
coordinator  

Round table of the participants 
followed by the family photo 

- Updated Waste Disposal Site Map: 
Discussion and Validation and Selection 
of Areas for Testing of LLWA research 
questions 

09:45 - 
10:45 

Plenary session  

- Presentation and adoption of the 
workshop program  

- Presentation of the I-CHANGE 
project and the concept of Living 
Lab of Ouagadougou (LLWA)  

- Questions/Answers 

10:45 - 
11:05 

Coffee break 

11:05 - 
13:00 

- Presentation of the LLWA (HRA, 
LCE, MSP) 

- Group Discussion Sessions on 
LLWA activities (HRA, LCE, MSP) 
including community service 

- Report of group work in plenary 

- Identification of model households 
- Distribution of colored garbage cans to 

model households 
- ODK software: Training/installation 

13:00 - 
14:00 

Pause déjeuner 

14:00 - 
16:30 

- Plenary: Presentation and 
constitution of the commissions 

- Group discussion sessions on 
LLWA commissions 

- Report of group work  
- Synthesis of the work and end of 

the workshop 

- Meteo-trackers training 
- Community service: Implementation Plan 

and Perspectives 
- Completion of the Stakeholder survey  

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Bologna 
 

1. What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according to you? 

We have already indicated the most impactful issues in the proposal and they have been 

included in the description of the Living Lab. They are: the air pollution within the urban 

environment associated with local emissions, the urban heat island also under thermal 

stress periods (e.g., during heat waves), and we add the loss of biodiversity. The domains 

of action are: sustainable transport, energy consumption, air pollution, and biodiversity. 

 

2. What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according to the 

stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

The stakeholders agree with us that the domain of action identified are the most interesting for the 

city of Bologna. Of particular interest, the air pollution domain is a historical concern for Bologna 

actors and a well-known issue also for citizens associations. The other issue of primary importance 

is the sustainable transport and the identification of more solid and effective measures to limit the 

traffic impacts especially on the air quality. Secondarily, biodiversity preservation is seen as a 

measure to green the city and reduce the heat stress on its inhabitant, while a transition to more 

energy-saving infrastructures and behaviors are invoked. In addition to the proposed domains, water 

management was also suggested, both involving the water-saving within the city and (mostly) the 

management of the water system for agriculture and drought prevention. 

 

2.1 What research objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

The discussion during the workshop revealed that a group of stakeholders is particularly interested 

in developing sustainable transport tools and strategies. Specifically, the development and test of 

sustainable-transport policies in present and future climate scenarios is looked for by the 

stakeholder, also as a way to impact of the city center mobility and the transition to electric engines 

(especially for public transport and logistics). UniversiRà, ENEA, the municipality and some citizens' 

associations are interested in the development of NBS (green areas) to mitigate pollution, the urban 

heat island, and increase local biodiversity. Also, NBS are seen as an optimal complement for 

building energetic requalification using sustainable energy supply (i.e., solar panels). Almost all of 

the invitees are very interested in monitoring city pollution and developing mitigation measures which 

mostly tackle source management (i.e., mobility management and vehicle-engine transition) and the 

correct use of NBSs.  

 

2.2 What do you expect to be realistic outcomes of your Living Lab, both for you, the 

stakeholders, and citizens? 

The agreement between all the Living Lab actors can be reach in determining the impact on air 

quality of our mitigation and adaptation strategies. In fact, the major concern regarding the need of 

a more sustainable transport, but also the implementation of NBSs, the enrichment of biodiversity 

and energy-saving transition, are looked for in view of a mitigation of air pollution within the city. This 

outcome would also be a combination of behavioral change actions, where we will be able to monitor 

the citizens willingness to adopt a certain virtuous behavior, and monitoring/modelling of certain 



implementation and management strategies regarding the transport, energy consumption and 

biodiversity domains (all having an impact on the air quality). 

 

3. What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

Barriers can be first ascribed to the citizen engagement, as tackling a wide variety of domains will 

not necessarily accommodate the interest of all. Each citizen will then be free to participate in the 

activities they are interested in, choosing from those proposed. Also, vulnerable people may not be 

easy to reach, especially for a long time and if we are asking them a great effort in term of sensing 

activities. Another important barrier is to identify a final goal for the Living Lab and do not make 

stand-alone researches. Each stakeholder has his own main interest; create a strategy to involve all 

the key ones toward a common objective would be necessary also to identify the target citizens to 

engage. 

 

4. What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching your research 

objectives? 

Communication with citizens and associations, to keep them involved until the end of the project. 

Make data and knowledge accessible for the actors and the general public. 

 

4.1 How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

Communication and citizen engagement will be done in collaboration with the stakeholder willing to 

collaborate with the project. Co-operation between our project and those active or closely finished 

by some stakeholders will allow integration of research activities and grant access to a larger 

audience and citizen participation. Ad-hoc initiatives will be planned to reach vulnerable people, 

following the experience of some stakeholders in this field. 

 

5. What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

The possibility to implement a research strategy on based on already existing and active initiatives 

on the territory, granting a possible collaboration to maximize the final impact. The definition of a 

common goal for the research. 

 

6. What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your research 

objectives? 

The open and continuous communication between the different actors involved in the Living Lab. 

The superposition of intents between I-CHANGE and the other initiatives/projects the stakeholders 

are involved in. The open accessibility of data and results.  

 

6.1 How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

Our drivers are not physical tools, but they will become a key component of the methodology we will 

develop. 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Dublin 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to you? 

Traffic, air pollution 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

Traffic, air pollution, flooding, biodiversity 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

Encouraging active travel to school is an important objective to all stakeholders. 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

Running activities in schools to encourage a behavioural change to active travel. These activities 

could be pilots to demonstrate to other schools and the wider public what changes are possible, and 

could translate into long term/wider changes. 

 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

To us the main barrier is the sensor installation in the schools as they need electricity and WiFi. 

Other barriers will be to keep the schools engaged during the school year as teachers and students 

may be busy with other activities as well. The resources that schools have available will differ from 

school to school, and also how much knowledge/experience students have with STEM will differ.   

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

We did a risks, constraints and opportunities exercise with the stakeholders during which they 

identified a number of risks and constraints, but also opportunities to overcome them. A few 

examples are:  

- keeping schools engaged between workshops => show what could be achieved (sample 

from other schools), prizes/incentives, additional resources/lesson plans 

- low science capital could be a challenge for students => I-Change could address this 

- lack of WiFi in schools => mobile hotspots via Virgin/SmartDublin 

- poor transport links in some schools => use I-Change results to improve transport 

I have added photos of the outputs to the Teams folder.  

 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

Some addressed in previous question 

We wil install sensors during the first workshop, I.e. someone from UCD will be present. We’re 

currently looking into alternative power sources (solar/wind) and SIM card based WiFi hotspots. 



There will be 3-4 workshops during the year to keep the schools engaged and we will try to match 

support based on needs of the school in terms of resources and knowledge.  

 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

There’s widespread concern about the traffic/air pollution situation in Dublin. However, policy 

initiatives tend to get blocked by small but very vocal minorities. Through work with schools we will 

engage not only children, but also their families, ad through families their neighbours and the wider 

community. By highlighting the dangers of traffic and air pollution especially to children, we are 

hoping to create a powerful and widely shared message that will overcome some of the obstacles 

that we are currently seeing when it comes to initiate changes towards positive climate impacts. 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

In addition to the concern about traffic, air pollution and climate change, there is interest to provide 

more educational resources on these topics. 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

There seems to be a great opportunity to combine the interest in learning about science, environment 

and technology topics with actual data collection and behavioural changes. Ultimately, we hope that 

this will translate into policy initiatives in the Dublin councils that are supported by the vast majority 

of the population.  

 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Hasselt 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to you? 

Transport, Air Quality, Extreme events (i.e. Flooding, Windy weather and Heat waves) 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

Transport, Air Quality, Extreme events (i.e. Flooding, Windy weather and Heat waves), Waste 

recycling 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

Encouraging active transport modes and also lesser exposure to harmful air pollutants 

(especially for vulnerable groups). 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

Carrying out several behavioral change interventions that encourage use of more 

active transport modes (such as use of Public transport, bicycle and walk), the 

behavioral change interventions will be coupled with the information about exposure to 

air pollutants, carbon footprint. We believe that this information will be received 

positively and give one more reason for citizen to bring positive modal shift.  We will 

start first with collaborating with High-Five project that also aims to promote active 

school travel using gamification approach.   

 

 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

To us the main barrier are as follows:  

• Technology difference of our sensors and the technology used by High-Five project. 

• Active participation of Schools (specially to provide resources for air quality sensor 

installation (such as electricity and Wifi) 

• Not enough sensors to keep pace with High-five project 

• Identifying potential parents houses that can support installation of sensors and also provide 

relevant resources to integrate with High-Five project.    

• Communication with Students, parents and School staff to disseminate the outcomes  

 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

Some of the above barriers were also raised by stakeholders during the workshop. Though other 

key issues raised were as follows:  

• Quality of data obtained from low-cost sensors data and obtaining convincing results 



• Co-ordination of different activities, especially those which required active collaboration 

• Recruitment of citizens for placement and installation of sensors.  

  

 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

We have discussed all the relevant barriers with Hasselt city (during previous sessions) and also 

during the stakeholder workshop to identify their solution so that we reach our objectives. The 

following are a few key points: 

 

 

- Brainstorming and technology adaptation session with High-Five to sort out solutions to 

integrate sensors with their technology. If this is not possible then determine other solutions 

(e.g. installing sensors at the houses near the strategic poles) 

- Involving schools from the start and also carrying out various workshop with the school staff 

and with kids and their parents to provide them the details of the activities and some 

intermediate results.  

- Periodic replacement of sensors by some rigorous planning  

 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

Hasselt city is already very much convinced on benefits of use of sustainable transportation and this 

is reason they have provided funds to carryout High-five project. The city wanted to monitor the 

impacts of this project not only on the modal shift aspect but other aspects too, and air quality 

improvement is one of them. The I-CHANGE project and relevant Hasselt living lab therefore provide 

another opportunity for city to reach their objectives, and this will also facilitate Hasselt living lab to 

achieve its objectives.  

 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

 

Already mentioned this point above that how Hasselt city (which is our main stakeholder) 

will be benefited from Hasselt Living lab activities. 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

 

Data collected from various Hasselt living lab activities will ultimately benefit Hasselt 

city, and through this we will create a good bond between Hasselt city and our living 

lab.   

 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Amsterdam 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to you? 

Outdoor and indoor heat, extreme weather (heat, rainfall). 

 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

Heat, extreme rainfall/flooding, droughts, access to cooling in summer. 

 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

Knowledge of the Living Lab Amsterdam project and involvement in the urban climate.  

 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

For us a better insight in how to tackle challenges in the project. And for the 

stakeholders and the citizens an increased knowledge about the urban climate and the 

our project, as well as the ability to work together on this and other projects. 

 

 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

One barrier is to get enough households and to get the right/interesting households to participate in 

the living lab. We aim to have in total 100 households participating. We would like to also include 

social housing and apartments from the same building (so the architecture etc. is the same). In the 

question below we made a list of points that could potentially be an issue for people to reject joining 

our living lab.  

 

Other barriers are just the scope of the logistics to get the living lab up and running. In the week of 

27/06, we installed in three days the first weather stations (about 5 per day). This was very energy- 

and time-consuming, so we have to think about ways to make the installation more efficient.  

 

Another barrier is to keep participants engaged once they have a weather station at home. 

 

The last barrier is to find out what drives/motivates the stakeholders to participate in the project.  

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

In the graph below we asked our stakeholders to identify barriers for participating in the living lab. 

 



 
 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

 

• Think about giving some kind of reward to the people who decide to participate, or some 

continuous reward so they are more inclined to be actively engaged 

• Be clear what people can expect during the project. Also for us, we should make clear what 

is part of the research and what is not 

• Accessibility of materials/collaboration on knowledge production for non- academics  

• Involve different kinds of stakeholders and keep them actively involved 

• As this stakeholder suggests: “don’t be afraid of making contact with people participating. 

Make it on a human level interesting for them to be involved. Don’t focus too much on 

individual gain, people like to help also just to help.”  

• Include knowledge/expertise from different professions/expertises  

• Give room and trust participants to make the project their own 

• Gain access to apartment buildings and social housing via existing projects/project members 

that already keep contact with the people living there 

• Flyer or present the project at community locations (libraries, community houses, schools, 

AMS Institute, etc.) 

 

To make the installation process of the weather stations more efficient, we can think of doing the 

following: 



• Employ students to install weather stations at people's homes 

• Only visit people on one day that live close to each other (depending on registrations)  

• Ask people who already have a Netatmo weather station to share their data with us. The 

problem is that we don't have their contact details, so we can only reach them via open 

forums (but is a lot of indirect work) 

• Be clear in the email the participants receive about what they can do to make the installation 

visit more efficient 

• Making a frequently asked questions page and making explanatory videos. Makes the 

contact more personal and hopefully all questions that they can have will be answered in this 

way, instead of us sending emails the whole time 

 

To keep participants engaged we could: 

• Approach local representatives 

• Invite people to meetings/activities with other LL participants and stakeholders 

• Show people examples of other people that already participate 

• Construct a means of communication (facebook/whatsapp group) between participants and 

organize meetings between participants  

• Make and share a newsletter every month / every two months 

• Using clear and comprehensive language 

 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

I think the previous paragraph mentions many drivers. Producing a as long and as comprehensive 

dataset as possible for further scientific research is the main driver for reaching the research 

objectives. Next to this, raising awareness and educating the public is also a driving factor.  

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

The stakeholders refer more to practical drivers such as:  

- Asking help from local representatives and municipalities 

- Using clear communication to the stakeholders 

- Use networks that are already in place 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

We plan to exploit these drivers by using the advice that the stakeholders gave us. We 

will work to increase the understandability of our communication towards participants. 

Aside from this we will contact local representatives that are at the core of the 

communities which we want to reach. We are specifically looking at placing information 

point with working weather stations in public places as crowd engagement.  

 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Barcelona 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues 

according to you? 
Barcelona constitutes a good example of a Mediterranean coastal megacity that can be severely 

affected by climate change impacts. The urban-heat-island effect is particularly important in 

Barcelona and could magnify direct impacts on health produced by the frequency and intensity 

increase in heat waves and tropical nights. Directly linked with the climate change causes, pollution 

is a serious problem in the city, where live near 2 million people, and, if we consider the Metropolitan 

Area of Barcelona, population increases to more than 3,5 million people.  

 

On the other hand, in a warmer climate, the risk of floods might also increase, according to the most 

recent regional and global projections. Consequently, considering that urban floods repeatedly 

threaten Barcelona, damaging the city infrastructure and endangering the safety of its population, 

this is a hazard that must be also considered when accounting for the different phenomena that 

could affect the city in near future. 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

Heavy rainfalls, extreme temperatures and pollution are also the most pressing climate and 

environmental issues according to the stakeholders of our workshops. Particularly they are identified 

the following specific problems related with heavy rainfalls and extreme temperatures: 

 

A. Heavy rainfalls and floods 

1. Sewer saturation 

2. Floods in streets 

3. Water pollution in rivers and beaches 

4. Malfunction of traffic lights, escalators, elevators 

5. Disabilities to mobility, stop services, closing metro accesses 

6. Emergency services overload 

7. Increase in CECAT (Civil Protection) and fire services 

8. Need of focusing resources on surveillance, inspection functions… 

9. Dangerous situations arising from reckless behavior 

10. Increased pedestrian accidents on both the street and public transport 

11. Increased risk of traffic accidents 

12. Difficulties due to mobility problems 

13. Affecting productive sector - crop fields in the Baix Llobregat, infrastructures, shops, transport 

(public, private, flights and airport, ...) 

14. Affectation of the flood on other primary services (electricity supply, etc.) 

15. Affecting water quality in drinking water 

16. Lack of house of poor people that puts them at the mercy of the danger of the floods (mostly 

they live in the center of the city) 

17. Need of increasing in urgent social care services  



B. Extreme temperatures 

1. Water cycle: drought, increase in domestic consumption, increase in groundwater 

consumption, and increase in energy from drinking water treatment plants and desalination 

plants 

2. Health services: Increased demand for preventive and care actions for health effects 

3. Impacts on jobs 

4. Incidents due to heat sickness 

5. Massification in air-conditioned spaces 

6. Polarization of activity schedules 

7. Changes in drinking water quality -> microbiotic aspects 

8. Lack of public sources to be able to access water by vagabonds or elderly 

9. Increased mortality risk and inequalities  

10. Affecting the quality of sleeping and rest 

11. More domestic and labor energy consumption due to indiscriminate use of refrigeration 

12. Increasing inequalities and gaps between social classes 

13. Greater polarization of poverty 

14. Impact on learning of children and young people  

15. Irritability of people 

16. Lack of green spaces (many hard squares) to shelter from the heat 

17. Massification of water-sensitive natural spaces: rivers / gorges / lakes / beaches ... 

 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

The research and citizen science projects that will be carried out at Barcelona Living Lab are based 

on stakeholder meetings. The project has been approached from a bottom-up approach, in which 

the objectives will be configured in a co-creative process with stakeholders. This means that 

objectives will be aligned between us and the stakeholders. 

 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

1. Identification of incidents due to heavy rains in different parts of Barcelona from photographs 

and information sent through an App. 

2. Identification of storm nests in the study region from incidences and radar images. 

3. Improvement of convective rain prediction algorithms. 

4. Information to the population living in flooded areas 

5. Induce behavioral changes that are preventive and self-protection in case of heavy rains 

6. Analysis of temperature variations in different transects from measurements with 

meteotrackers and fixed weather stations. 

7. Validation and calibration of satellite images. 

8. Definition of safe routes to reach climate shelters. 

9. Awareness of the use of air conditioning. 

10. Comparative analysis between environmental conditions in green schools and schools 

located in different areas of the city 



 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

1. Increase mosquitoes if new gaps such as NBS solutions are created 

2. Need to do works so that the pavement can absorb water and recycle. 

3. Difficulties in getting the water to the treatment plants. 

4. Need for economic investment. 

5. Difficulties in getting people involved and maintaining interest 

6. They have added the following ones: 

7. Possible collateral damage that would need to be compensated. Need to change the design 

of the fonts, which is an obstacle identified as important. 

8. Tax increase (the biggest barrier) 

9. Technological barriers. 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

1. Lack of time and financial resources 

2. Lack of a comprehensive strategy and synergies-coordination 

3. Administrative procedures 

4. Lack of political will to make structural changes 

5. Infrastructures in poor condition or malfunction 

6. Difficulties in executing works for aesthetic reasons 

7. Difficulties in reformulating public spaces as a climate refuge 

8. Lack of ventilation in some public spaces (i.e. underground stations) 

9. Insufficient weather forecasting products 

10. Difficulties in predicting convective rainfall 

11. Lack of funding from organizations (NGOs) that promote citizen science 

12. Lack of financial resources in maintenance 

13. Lack of knowledge of what is being done (projects) by administrations or services 

14. Aging population 

15. Physical barriers (difficulties in reaching a climate shelter) 

16. Barriers to access to knowledge (eg dissemination channels) 

17. Resistance to change 

18. Energy poverty 

19. Lack of a nearby climate shelter 

 

 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

We will look for the obstacles we can face. We believe that we can face the difficulties 2, 7, 9, 10, 

11, 16, 17, 19, in collaboration with mass media, administration, meteorological services and 

stakeholders. 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

We have identified the following drivers: 



• Community tables and associations that exist in many neighborhoods. 

• Take advantage of and increase the infrastructure of existing street informants, a relatively 

easy solution, adapted to the reality of each neighborhood, making use of the knowledge of 

the citizen. 

• Promote climate influencers 

• Strengthen the concept of corporate social responsibility 

• Provide happiness as a guiding goal 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

Through the workshops we have identified the new following drivers: 

• Promote climate influencers 

• Strengthen the concept of corporate social responsibility 

• Provide happiness as a guiding goal 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

We will focus on the neighborhoods with more problems in the face of heavy rains and extreme 

temperatures. Through the contacts of the city council and existing projects with the population, such 

as Terrífica, we will contact these key groups to promote the actions that will be carried out in the 

Livin Lab. The schools where the sensors will be installed have already been contacted 

 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Genova 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to you? 

 

The most pressing climatic and environmental issues are flash floods and hydrogeological instability. 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

 

The most pressing climatic and environmental issues for the stakeholders of CIMA’s workshop are 

floods, but also marine storms. 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

 

1. People can do something  

2. Institutions and people must work together  

3. the results can be short and long term 

 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

 

Create a network of citizens, institutions, research centers and private companies who 

know the risks, climate change and want to do something to change this negative trend 

 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

  

The lack of real stakeholder involvement could result in a failure to achieve our research objectives. 

However, it is up to us researchers to involve everyone well. 

Another obstacle could be the lack of concreteness of the activities we propose: if we fail to co-plan 

the actions of change, our words on climate change will remain "dead letter". 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

 

The deafness of the institutions and the distance of scientists from the everyday world. 

 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

 



We will try to make it clear that the Institutions exist (as we have already done with the 

first WS, where the Institutions have heard the representatives of some stakeholders involved 

speak). Then we will try to make the results of science simpler from a communicative point of view 

 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

 

1. Expert knowledge and profane knowledge are complementary  

2. Science makes no sense if it doesn't speak to everyone, in clear and effective language  

3. Change is possible if we all drive in the same direction, each for how he/she could 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

 

1. Profane knowledge may or may not validate models 

2. "Distant" science distances citizens from issues that would concern them 

3. Change is possible if we all drive in the same direction, each as it might 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

 

Participation, meetings, calls, round-tables, comparisons, co-planning of events. 

 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in Jerusalem 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to you? 

- Heat waves  

- Extreme rain events 

- Floods. 

 

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 

to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)? 

- Floods,  

- Air pollution  

- High UV radiation  

- Thermal comfort 

 

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders? 

Meteorological observations in high resolution, or at high-risk regions will help both sides, in terms 

of decision-making and research. 

 

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for 

you, the stakeholders, and citizens? 

- A database that will serve everyone and every purpose 

- Good communication between groups that will allow us to help each other - data sharing 

 

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives? 

- Cooperation 

- Budget  

- Human Resources 

- Unstable political situation 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 

your research objectives? 

Don’t know 

 

How do you plan to overcome these barriers? 

 

 

 

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives? 

- Meteorological research – many open questions about the atmosphere and the boundary 

layer in urban areas.  



- Improving the weather forecast and nowcasting for extreme rain and floods – there is a great 

lack of observations in the atmosphere 

 

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 

research objectives? 

- Preserving the natural area in and around the city 

- Better infrastructure planning  

- Better city ambience planning – such as shadowing, thermal comfort, air pollution issues. 

 

 

 

How do you plan to exploit these drivers? 

 

Data collection, data sharing, and discussions that will give and transfer information on the pressing 

issues and will help the stakeholders and us to increase our knowledge, for better planning and 

dealing with climate and environmental issues around the city of Jerusalem. 



Annex B: Action plan for living lab in West Africa- Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso  
  

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 
to you?  
The increasing frequency and intensity of precipitation events during the June-September season 
mainly contribute to an increase in floods and water stagnation in the city of Ouagadougou. 
Moreover, inadequate disposal and household waste result in illegal dumping of garbage which 
prevents rainwater from draining properly. Uncollected waste in the City of Ouagadougou favors 
flash flooding, causes water pollution, and increases the risks of cholera, diarrhea, and other water-
borne diseases. Thus, the most pressing climate and environmental issues are weather hazards 
(e.g., Heavy rain, flash floods), and Waste management.   
The role of LLWA is to use trans- and inter-disciplinary, participatory, and proactive approaches to 
better address the heavy rain events, wastes, and urban flash floods in the city of Ouagadougou in 
Burkina Faso.  

What are the most pressing climate and environmental issues according 
to the stakeholders of your workshop(s)?  
The stakeholders agree with us that floods and waste management (91% and 95% of the 
stakeholders respectively) are the most interesting issues for the city of Ouagadougou. Of particular 
interest, waste management domain is a long date concern for Ouagadougou town hall and a well-
known issue also for citizens associations. Since September 1st, 2009, urban flash became the 
primary issue of concern not only for the city but also at the national level.   
However, there are some of the stakeholders who have highlighted other climate hazards such as 
heatwaves and drought in the City.  
  

What objectives can be aligned between you and the stakeholders?  
From the conclusions of the working groups of the workshops and the responses from stakeholders’ 
survey, the additional objectives to account for include:   
• Use of biodigester technologies in urban areas.  
• Sensitizing the citizen on the of organic compost to replace chemical fertilizers  
• The creation of field schools to strengthen market gardening activities  
• Experience sharing and environmental education  
• Cleaning the drainage canals and to dredge the reservoirs in the City where rainwater is 
discharged.  
  

What do you expect to be a realistic outcome of your living lab, both for you, the 
stakeholders, and citizens?  
Our living lab is expected to provide significant products such as:  
• Implemented Community works engaging the Citizens of the City of Ouagadougou on Waste 
and flash flood managements.  
• Updated dumpsites map to help the Municipality locate official and unofficial waste disposal 
in the City.  
• Impact maps: This is a set of colored maps providing expected HRE (category 1, 2, or 3, date 
of occurrence, confidence level), the inundated areas, and the anticipated damage to residential 
buildings, road traffic, transport of waste contaminants in the city of Ouagadougou. These maps 
should be readily available to users on a user-friendly map room on an interactive platform.   
• Short Warning messages: Based on the results on the impact maps, a quick warning 
message will be issued in plain language (e.g., French & Mooré), targeting severely threatened 
locations in the city. These messages will be delivered to a set of targeted people’s phone numbers 
who can also send feedback.  



• A combination of behavioral change actions, where we will be able to monitor the citizens 
willingness to adopt a certain virtuous behavior, and monitoring/modelling of certain implementation 
and management strategies regarding waste management and flood risk prevention.  
  

What do you identify as barriers for reaching your research objectives?  
The main barrier is the risk of theft and vandalism of installed equipment (e.g., smart sensors, 
measurement devices, and color wastebins). Another barrier is the risk that stakeholders do not 
comply to instruction from the living lab coordination unit in data collection and behavioral change  as 
expected.  
  

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as barriers for reaching 
your research objectives?  
• Security of the sensors and open data kit clients installed for them.  
• Risk of misuse of the equipment (wastebins).  
  

How do you plan to overcome these barriers?  
We required the permission of four different districts of the City of Ouagadougou to install the 
automatic rain gauges in four schoolyards. In the schools the risk of theft is reduced because there 
is always a guard.   
Identification of households and others ODK clients will be done in participatory way with 
stakeholders and the monitoring will be assured by the change commission. The choice of wastebins 
will be made in accordance with the recommendations made by the waste collectors.  
  

What do you identify as drivers for reaching your research objectives?  
All the important stakeholders involved in management of floods, and waste in the City of 
Ouagadougou, including the local authorities have been involved in the activities of LLWA - 
Ouagadougou. I-Change environmental issues are of primary importance both at City and national 
scale. The stakeholders from other initiatives/projects are involved as well.  
  

What do you see the stakeholders identifying as drivers for reaching your 
research objectives?  
• The link between heavy rains, flash floods and waste management is known but not 
scientifically established.  
• The willingness of all the citizen to participate in the collection of quality data to address the 
issue of heavy rains in urban cities and flood occurrence.  
• The common awareness of environmental stress caused by both household wastes, water 
stagnation and flash flooding in the City of Ouagadougou.  
• The establishment of the network citizens and stakeholders in value-chain of waste 
management and disaster risk management.  
  

How do you plan to exploit these drivers?  
• The use of proactive and consultative iterations among stakeholders.   
• Exploiting willingness of all participants through their engagement in data collection, 
information sharing and behavioral changes.  
• Improve the awareness and Instill behavioral change by providing “good habit” or standards 
for the reduction of carbon footprint of households through LLWA research activities.   

 



Annex C 
Level Description Party Keyword(s) 

Structural High pressure on researchers to produce results 

and papers, limiting ability to spend time with 

citizen scientists and facilitate meaningful 

interactions. 

Facilitators time; resources;  

Structural pressure from work, family or social 

network, denoting citizen science as time not well 

spent. 

Participants culture; pressure; 

Other social and civic commitments posing a 

greater need than citizen science activities 

Participants time;  

resources; 

Experiencing one’s resources being 

unnecessarily drained while partaking in citizen 

science  

Participants fatigue;  

exchange value; 

motivation 

Citizen science activities not being affordable for 

participants  

Participants resources; 

Participants not seeing an opportunity to partake 

due to structural barriers (e.g., lacking childcare 

opportunity, transportation, wheelchair 

accessibility) 

Participants time;  

resources; 

Lacking information about the projects, leading to 

unawareness or disinterest 

Participants information; 

communication 

Alienating (scientific) discourses about the 

project 

Participants unalignment; 

communication 

An overly technical or scientific focus of the 

project deemed irrelevant for the participant 

Participants unalignment; 

communication 

Institutional mandates and organizational 

priorities hindering participation of interested 

stakeholders 

Stakeholder unalignment; 

resources; 

Design of technological interface lowering 

usability (easy, user-friendly, quick to use, 

glitchless) for participants 

Participant tools; 

unalignment; 

communication 

Procedural Local expertise being disregarded in research 

implementation and engagement processes 

Participant unalignment; 

lack of context; 

Rigid research procedures that do not allow 

adjustments when people/situations change 

Participant unalignment; 

lack of context; 

Research processes are non-receptive of 

participant critique 

Participant unalignment; 

elitism; 

Data protection and privacy not being handled 

correctly 

Participant information; 

privacy; 

Participant not seeing the true value of citizen 

science data 

Participant information; 

unalignment; 



engagement 

Lacking confidence in citizen science data Participant information; 

engagement 

Personal Inability to conduct citizen science together with 

children and/or family 

Participant time; facilitation; 

Lacking confidence in own skills and/or 

embarrassment holding one from asking for help 

Participant confidence; 

information; 

communication; 

engagement 

Lacking trust in the project team Participant information; 

unalignment; 

engagement 

Self-perceived lack of personal communication 

and engagement skills 

Facilitator confidence;  

engagement 

 



Mapping Stakeholders for I-CHANGE
Categories:
Civil society
Academia
Industry
Public authorities

In this document you will find our guide to map participants for the upcoming stakeholder 
workshops in May-June 2022. We ask of you to use this template to store the collected data 
securely and provide an overview of the stakeholder mapping.

For the workshops in late spring 2022, we will be focusing on stakeholders to identify barriers and 
opportunities in the respective living labs, but also to identify potential citizens that may be 
involved in the living labs. 

In the stakeholder database we ask that you fill out the basic information data on the people you 
find relevant for the workshops. Find information on persons rather than organisations, when 
conducting desk research. If you are aware of an organisation that matches the profile of relevant 
stakeholders for the workshops, try to contact them or use their directory to find  people that 
could be interested. 

It may be useful to begin to consider how you want to communicate with the stakeholders based 
on their interest and influence on the project. A typology like the following may help develop a 
useful communication plan.

Manage closely: Meeting often and integration of feedback
Keep satisfied: Regular updates and consideration of feedback
Keep informed: Regular updates
Minimal contacts: Major updates

Quadruple helix:
I-CHANGE is built on a quadruple helix approach, which the 
stakeholder mapping should reflect. We therefore ask of you to 
cover the four categories of 
Academia; Public authorities; Industry; and Civil Society

To find relevant stakeholders  within each category, we 
recommend that you "snowball" by identifying and recruiting 
"gatekeepers" in your relevant communities. Try to find the 
people that have access to larger groups of people within the 
four societal categories (e.g. religious leaders, professors, 
volunteer managers; lobbyists). Please use the colour coding on 
the right to keep an overview of the relevant categories

GDPR:
We ask that you follow European GDPR rules and that you only store 
relevant personal data that is either (a) publicly accessible or (b) obtained 
through a written permission (e.g. email confirmation)

Personal data must be stored on European servers or servers that follow 
GDPR law, and we advise to password-protect the database. Personal data 
should be deleted no more that three years after the project has ended. For 
questions on GDPR, contact your DPO or us at the DBT.
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