
 

 

 

Horizon 2020  

INFRADEV-1-2014 - Design studies 
 

 

 

RICHFIELDS Working Package 3  

Deliverable D3.3 
 

 

Report from first Stakeholder workshop  

 

Date delivered: M20 

 

Authors: 

Kerry A. Brown, Lada Timotijevic (USurrey - UK) 

Siân Astley (EuroFIR AISBL ï BE) 

Paul Finglas (IFR ï UK) 

 

Deliverable lead beneficiaries: 

University of Surrey (UK) 

EuroFIR AISBL (BE) 
  



2 
 

 
 

 

 

Project 

Project acronym: RICHFIELDS 

Project full title: Research Infrastructure on Consumer Health and Food 
Intake for E-science with Linked Data Sharing 

Grant agreement no.:  654280 

Project start date: 01.10.2015 

Document: 

Title: Report from first Stakeholder workshop  

Deliverable No.: D3.3 

Authors: Kerry A. Brown, Lada Timotijevic, Siân Astley (EuroFIR), 
Paul Finglas (IFR) 

Reviewer: Karin Zimmermann ς Project Coordinator 
tƛŜǘŜǊ Ǿŀƴ Ψǘ ±ŜŜǊ ς Scientific Coordinator 

Start date: 1.10.2015 

Delivery date: 30.05.2017 

Due date of deliverable: 30.11.2016 

Dissemination level: PU 

Status: Final 

 

Change history:  

Version Notes Date 

001 D3.3 Report from first Stakeholder workshop DRAFT 30.10.2016 

002 D3.3 Report from first Stakeholder workshop UPDATED 30.03.2017 

003 D3.3 Report from first Stakeholder workshop SUBMITTED 30.05.2017 

 

 

 

Karin Zimmermann  ǇǊƻŦΦ ŘǊΦ ƛǊΦ tƛŜǘŜǊ ǾŀƴΩǘ ±ŜŜǊ 

Project Coordinator  Scientific Coordinator  



3 
 

 
 

 

 

Table of Contents 
 
Table of Contents .................................................................................................................................... 3 

1. Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................. 5 

2. Background ......................................................................................................................................... 7 

2.1 RICHFIELDS objectives ................................................................................................................... 7 

2.2 RICHFIELDS structure .................................................................................................................... 8 

2.3 RICHFIELDS Phases 1-2: Findings to date ...................................................................................... 8 

B.3.1 Phase 1 ................................................................................................................................... 8 

B.3.2 Phase 2 ................................................................................................................................... 9 

2.4 User requirements analysis........................................................................................................... 9 

2.5 Information architecture ............................................................................................................ 10 

2.6 RICHFIELDS final design ............................................................................................................... 10 

3. Workshop objectives and outputs .................................................................................................... 11 

3.1 Aims of the workshop ................................................................................................................. 11 

3.2 Output of the workshop ............................................................................................................. 12 

4. Workshop methodology ................................................................................................................... 13 

4.1 Recruitment and participants ..................................................................................................... 13 

4.2 Procedure and materials ............................................................................................................. 14 

5. Results from the workshop ............................................................................................................... 15 

5.1 Measurement .......................................................................................................................... 15 

5.2 Inference ................................................................................................................................. 16 

5.3 Problems and potential solutions ............................................................................................... 17 

5.3.1 Ownership of the activities at a consortium level ................................................................... 17 

5.3.2 Clarity of vision and offerings .................................................................................................. 18 

6. Workshop conclusions ...................................................................................................................... 20 

6.1 WP3 Conclusions on the process and outcomes  ....................................................................... 20 

6.2 WP3 Conclusions on stakeholder reflections ............................................................................. 20 

6.3 Consequences for RICHFIELDS going forwards ........................................................................... 20 

6.4 Schedule for Workshops 2 and 3 and the second Platform ....................................................... 20 

  



4 
 

 
 

 

Annex 1: Workshop attendance ........................................................................................................... 21 

A1.1 Invitations ................................................................................................................................. 21 

A1.2 External participants ................................................................................................................. 22 

A1.3 RICHFIELDS beneficiaries .......................................................................................................... 26 

Annex 2: Workshop programme ........................................................................................................... 31 

A2.1 Workshop agenda ..................................................................................................................... 31 

A2.2 Workshop presentations .......................................................................................................... 32 

A2.2.1 10:30 ς 10:35 Welcome (Siân Astley, EuroFIR AISBL - BE)................................................. 32 

A2.2.2 10:35-10:45 Introduction (Paul Finglas, IFR - UK) .............................................................. 33 

A2.2.3 10:45-11:05 Introduction: Phase 1 (Monique Raats, Uni Surrey ς UK) ............................. 35 

A2.2.4 10:45-11:05 Introduction: Phase 2 (Bent Egberg Mikkelsen, Aalborg Uni ς DK) .............. 38 

A2.3 Workshop materials ................................................................................................................. 47 

A2.3.1 Summary of the B2R - GfK Denmark ................................................................................. 47 

A2.3.2 Summary of the G2R - Statistics Denmark......................................................................... 51 

A2.3.3 Paprika recipe manager ..................................................................................................... 52 

A2.3.4 Pantelligent ........................................................................................................................ 54 

A2.3.5 OCADO ................................................................................................................................... 56 

A2.3.6 MyfitnessPal .......................................................................................................................... 58 

A2.3.7 Lloyds bank mobile banking .............................................................................................. 61 

A2.3.8 Fitbit ....................................................................................................................................... 64 

A2.4 Sign-in sheets ............................................................................................................................ 67 

Annex 3: Workshop notes: presentation and breakout session ........................................................... 71 

A3.1 Group assignment and questions ............................................................................................. 71 

A3.2 Measurement break-out session feedback .............................................................................. 72 

A3.3 Inference break-out session feedback ...................................................................................... 77 

3.4 Plenary discussion ............................................................................................................... 83 

Annex 4: Workshop evaluation ............................................................................................................. 89 



5 
 

 
 

 

1. Executive Summary 

 

Stressing the need for world-class research infrastructures, EU Horizon 2020 has provided financial 

support for RICHFIELDS, which commenced on 1st October 2015 for three years. LEI Wageningen UR (NL) 

coordinates the project, bringing together 16 organisations from 12 countries. Competences include 

nutrition, sociology, information management, ICT, business and consumer science.  

 

RICHFIELDS aims to design a consumer-data platform that will collect and connect information about 

food behaviours, specifically the determinants of food intake. To achieve this, analysis of user 

requirements is essential to ensure the consumer data platform is fit-for-purpose. Activities to 

characterise RICHFIELDS end-users and stakeholders and their requirements are being conducted 

iteratively alongside design of the platform, and includes informal interviews, questionnaires, 

inventories, and workshop discussions with user groups/stakeholders in Phases 1-2.  

 

²tо ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ, the first of which was 

held on 27th September 2016 at Schiphol Amsterdam (NL). The aim of this workshop was to support on-

going work specifying and characterising datasets providing information about consumer behaviour 

around food choices. A secondary goal was to secure a group of individuals with expertise not 

represented amongst the beneficiaries (e.g. App developers) or potential users (e.g. researchers) who 

could engage with RICHFIELDS to support design of the platform. Results from this workshop will feed 

directly into RICHFIELDS activities, informing the architecture and user requirements analyses. 

 

The external delegates had expertise in food composition, nutritional surveys and statistics (Aida Turrini 

ς IT), sports nutrition (Paolo Colombani ς CH), App development, sales and marketing (James Lay ς UK), 

data quality (Pieter Francois ς UK), applied use of consumer data (Roel van der Heijden ς NL), data 

analysis (Giulia Vilone ς IE), research infrastructure ethics, data protection and intellectual property 

(Maud Alligier ς FR, ECRIN), computer systems programming (Paul Allington ς UK) and social simulation 

(Kristrún Gunnarsdóttir ς UK). In addition, 12 beneficiaries were represented. Following the welcome 

and introductory presentations, delegates participated in two group sessions and plenary feedback. 

Participants were pre-assigned to groups with a good mix of disciplines including both beneficiaries and 

external stakeholders. Examples of data sources supported discussions around the extent to which data 

can be used to understand better consumer behaviours around purchase, preparation and consumption. 

 

Two issues were identified as important for RICHFIELDS with respect to data, namely measurement and 

inference, which were the focus of this workshop. Definition of appropriate vocabularies/ ontology for a 

common understanding of metadata and data type and quality, however, were not achieved, largely 

because of the lack of clarity around the final design at this early stage in the project. Nevertheless, 

exchange with the stakeholders was very useful to shape potential core offerings (tools and services), 

and stakeholders are interested in the concept of RICHFIELDS. There was agreement about advantages 

and disadvantages of the various data sources, meta-data needed to utilise potential resources, 

potential difficulties in understanding/ interpretation of data, and exploitation of existing and future 

data sources within a research framework 
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Several issues for WP3 and appropriate solutions to improve external uptake and internal engagement 

have been identified, and will be applied for workshops 2 and 3 in 2017. Specifically, beneficiaries need 

to be supported to engage actively with WP3 events through the creation of small teams responsible for 

development of the programme and delivery of the event, and these individuals should be drawn from 

the Project Management Team as well as the WPs involved, directly or indirectly.  

 

Following this workshop, RICHFIELDS must decide the exact nature of the proposed consumer data 

platform, specifically whether it is a platform exclusively for the use of researchers or if there will be 

personalised feedback to consumers, potential data sources (i.e. individuals or tools and services, such 

as Apps), likely cooperation of providers and whether and how this can be secured, and the types and 

quality of data and meta-data resources to be included. This will help clarify aspects of the design for 

stakeholders. These decisions will come from on-going WP activities and outcomes will form the basis of 

a core offering at the minimum viable product level. Similarly, deciding on the nature of the platform will 

enable outputs (e.g. vocabularies/ ontology) to be defined using tools such as focus groups and pilot 

studies, if not by RICHFIELDS then in the future as activities in the framework of the ESFRI roadmap.  
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2. Background 

RICHFIELDS aims to design a consumer-data platform that will collect and connect information about 

food behaviours, specifically the determinants of food intake. The first two phases (Phase 1 WP5-7; 

Phase 2: WP8-10) will deliver knowledge about consumer-related data (e.g. type, quality, restrictions 

etc.), which might be linked to the RICHFIELDS platform. Outputs from these phases will then be used to 

support design of the platform during the last phase of RICHFIELDS (Phase 3: WP11-13). 

 

To-date, the first two phases of RICHFIELDS have identified sources of un-/structured data that could 

provide information about the determinants of consumer dietary intake. These sources are diverse, 

including data collected and provided through consumer mobile phone applications, commercial 

company sales, national/ government resources, research infrastructures and research facilities. 

 

Throughout Phases 1-2, each data source is being considered for the: 

 

1. Scientific case - why the data source should be linked to create the RICHFIELDS platform (e.g. what 

research questions can be asked/ answered with these data or what can be inferred/deduced from 

these data?) 

2. Ability to comply with FAIR1 principles for data sharing including whether data are findable, 

accessible, interoperable or re-usable (e.g. what are the technical and legal constraints of accessing, 

processing, linking or disseminating certain data sets, such as the constraints from intellectual 

property or data protection standards?) 

3. User strategy (e.g. what are the characteristics of the RICHFIELDS platform end-users and what are 

the user requirements of the data/ tools/ services that could be provided by RICHFIELDS?) 

 

 

2.1 RICHFIELDS objectives 

RICHFIELDS will design the technical requirements for a consumer data platform to collect and connect, 

compare and share information about our food behaviours. We seek to determine which facilities, 

resources, and services could support research activities to learn more about what we choose to eat, 

and how and why we make those choices. RICHFIELDS is exploring the integration of data on food 

purchase, food preparation and food consumption, generated from different sources:  

 

¶ Consumers (e.g. apps, sensors)  

¶ Business (including retail, e-commerce e.g. sales)  

¶ Research (including European and International research, e.g. surveillance data) 

 

A business model will outline the services provided by the RICHFIELDS platform, and how these will 

generate revenue to sustain it in the longer-term, while a roadmap will outline the steps needed to 

introduce a platform that can serve the whole of Europe. 

 

 

                                                           
1 FAIR principles https://www.force11.org/group/fairgroup/fairprinciples 
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2.2 RICHFIELDS structure 

Stressing the need for world-class research infrastructures, EU Horizon 2020 has provided financial 

support for RICHFIELDS, which commenced on 1st October 2015 for three years. LEI Wageningen UR (NL) 

coordinates the project. Sixteen organisations from 12 countries, bring together competences including 

nutrition, sociology, information management, ICT, business, consumer science, and food processing. 

The first two phases of RICHFIELDS (Phase 1 WP5-7; Phase 2: WP8-10) will deliver in-depth knowledge 

about the available consumer-related data and, based on these outputs, the future requirements for 

such a platform (design) will be developed (Phase 3: WP11-13) (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. RICHFIELDS structure 

 

 
 

 

2.3 RICHFIELDS Phases 1-2: Findings to date 

B.3.1 Phase 12 

An inventory management system (RIMS) has been created for storage and assessment of an online 

inventory of tools (e.g., mobile phone applications), which produce consumer generated food and/ or 

beverage purchase, preparation or consumption data. RIMS is comprised of two parts: (1) a typology 

categorising the purpose of tools and (2) metadata to enable assessment of data quality, either related 

to a scientific case (e.g. are the data sufficient to answer a what/ who/ why/ how/ where research 

question) or whether the data are findable, accessible, inter-operable or re-useable (e.g. legal, 

governance or technical data management constraints). Information about these is fundamental to 

developing the architecture and governance structure of the RICHFIELDS platform. 

 

 

                                                           
2 D5.3, 6.3, 7.3: Susanne Ekman, Anouk Geelen Naomi Klepacz, Marcus Maringer, Anne Normann, Anne Normann, Muriel Verain 
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B.3.2 Phase 23 

Case studies in work packages 8-10 allow a more detailed approach to investigate the technical 

components, interfaces and services necessary for data to be linked to create a functioning RICHFIELDS 

platform. These case studies include: 

 

¶ Work package 8: Three case studies addressing business generated data on purchase and 

procurement: (i) Coop DK, (ii) Statistics DK, (iii) Göteborgs Stad SE 

¶ Work package 9: Four case studies exploring the potential for delivering data and content to the 

RICHFIELDS platform from existing infrastructures or those currently under development: (i) food 

composition and food attributes (EuroFIR, FoodExplorer, ePlantlibra, Brandbank, FoodWiz); (ii) 

Standardised food intake from population based surveys (Globodiet); (iii) Clinical interventions; and 

(iv) consumer diet, health and lifestyle (PRECIOUS, Quisper).  

¶ Work package 10: Three case studies investigating laboratories and facilities that undertake 

consumer research on food choice, purchase and consumption: (i) the Fake Food Buffet at ETH 

Zurich (food choice); (ii) the FoodScape Lab at Aalborg University (food choice, consumption); (iii) 

Restaurant of the Future at Wageningen University (food choice, purchase and consumption). 

 

Phases 1-2 both reflect on the scientific case for using the data source, compliance with FAIR principles 

and user strategy (as described in Section 2: Background).  

 

 

2.4 User requirements analysis 

An on-going task throughout RICHFIELDS will be a user requirements analysis. A series of tasks will be 

performed to characterise RICHFIELDS end-users and stakeholder groups their requirements to ensure 

the platform is fit-for-purpose. User requirements analysis will be conducted iteratively alongside the 

design of the RICHFIELDS platform. The user requirements analysis tasks include: 

 

¶ Informal interviews with stakeholders at the RICHFIELDS stakeholder platform (2nd June 2016, 

Brussels ς BE, see D3.1 for meeting details) 

¶ Questionnaire survey distributed to existing research infrastructures on user groups and provision of 

food and health research services to establish provisional user group profiles 

¶ Phase 1-2 research activities including inventories, focus groups and workshop discussions with user 

groups/stakeholders in Phases 1-2. This information will inform the research questions in the survey 

below.  

¶ Questionnaire survey and follow-up interviews with user groups/ stakeholders to identify user 

groups and user requirements 

¶ Workshops and stakeholder platform meetings throughout Phases 1-3.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
3 Phase two protocol: Paul Finglas, Sophie Hieke, Haris Hondo, Bent Mikklesen, Kwabena Ofei, Mark Roe 
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2.5 Information architecture4 

Work package 4 will collate information generated during Phases 1-2 and the user requirements work 

performed to produce a RICHFIELDS information architecture draft. This will outline the key principles 

and building blocks for RICHFIELDS to aid the development of the final design in Phase 3. 

 

 

2.6 RICHFIELDS final design5  

Phase 3 will use the knowledge generated in Phases 1-2 as well as any additional Phase 3 activities to 

generate three elements of the final RICHFIELDS platform design: 

1. Semantic model - this is necessary to encode data and information, and allow the sharing (re-use) of 

data with various RICHFIELDS end-users or information systems (software agents). Work package 11 

aims to produce an ontology and set of classes to aid the re-use and integration of data, information 

and knowledge. 

2. Business model - work package 12 will produce different business models dependent on the value 

proposition (service offered), supply chain configuration (means to deliver services to users) and 

revenue system (remuneration mechanism for the platform). 

3. Governance model ς will be depend on how governance is defined, i.e. which elements of 

governance will be included within the design of RICHFIELDS. Issues related to FAIR data, such as 

data ownership, privacy, intellectual property rights, and ethics will all need to be considered.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
4 Led by WP4 
5 WP11-13 internal notes 2015: Marc-Jeroen Bogaardt; Elisabetta Chierici, Barbara YƻǊƻǳǑƛŏ {ŜƭƧŀƪ 
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3. Workshop objectives and outputs 

3.1 Aims of the workshop 

The aim of this workshop was to support the on-going work regarding requirements for specifying and 

characterising the wide range of datasets identified as providing information about consumer behaviour 

around food choices. The workshop aimed to secure a group of individuals with expertise not 

represented amongst the beneficiaries (e.g. App developers) or potential users (e.g. researchers) who 

could engage with RICHFIELDS to support design of the consumer data platform.  

 

Results from this workshop should feed directly into RICHFIELDS activities, informing the architecture 

and user requirements analyses. To achieve this, two issues were identified as important for RICHFIELDS 

to link with data, and create tools and services related to dietary behaviour (e.g. purchase, preparation, 

food choice, consumption), namely: 

 

1. Measurement (units of observation), which is associated directly with the scientific case and 

compliance with FAIR principles as well as user strategy 

2. Inference (interpretation): What questions might analysis answer regarding dietary behaviour (e.g., 

purchase, procurement, preparation, food choice, consumption) (user strategy)? 

 

Measurement, characterising the observations in a way that enables inferences about the phenomenon 

being studied, requires that the following issues be addressed: 

 

 

1. What is the core unit of observation linked to the data? 

The unit of observation is the major entity being analysed (who, what, when, where, why), and clarity 

about these elements is essential to understand the limits for inferences. Understanding what is 

measured (e.g. sampling specification) provides the basis for interpretation. 

 

In relation to the RICHFIELDS scope, the following units of observation are possible:   

¶ Individual (captured through the measures of behaviour, cognitions, emotions);  

¶ Household (captured through the measures of e.g. energy consumption, purchase data, sensors);  

¶ Organisation (captured through the purchase/procurement data, legal/documentary data),  

¶ Location (which may include a range of spatial data from the GPS-recorded movement data, through 

to epidemiological data on e.g. morbidity and mortality within a specific geographic location, waste 

production etc.);  

¶ Social networks (articulated social networks ς e.g. Facebook links and behavioural social networks, 

derived from communication patterns and cell coordinates) 

 

 

2. What are the attributes ascribed to the observation to make it measurable? 

For RICHFIELDS, how we can define the attributes and use them to infer from the data might be easier in 

certain domains (e.g. frequency of intake) than in others (e.g. recipe sharing). Equally, some offer more 

significant (e.g. self-reported individual consumption) in understanding determinants of food behaviours 

than others (e.g. purchase at household level).  
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Inference is interpretation based on the analysis of data, and clarity is needed about what can be 

inferred from data captured or rather the extent to which these data reflect research concepts, such as 

attitudes, cognitions, emotions, etc. in food behaviours. Extracting meaning from data enables factors 

(e.g. purchasing behaviour) to be transformation into variables that form the basis of analysis. Questions 

to be addressed include: 

 

a. To what extent can the data be interpreted in a way that enables extrapolation of meaning based 

on current core constructs of consumer behaviour? What data can we analyse and what questions can 

such analysis can answer? What is the unit of analysis?  

Answers link back to scientific research questions and forward to decisions rules for inference. For 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƛƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ Řŀƛƭȅ ŦƻƻŘ ƛƴǘŀƪŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ 

aggregate intake data permit claims about population level behaviour.   

 

b. What criteria need to be in place to enable inferences?  

Sampling is essential for social science, as it defines the unit of analysis, which allows inferences about 

validity (i.e. context), ethics, reliability, etc. but these issues also enable understanding of uncertainty, 

biases and limitations of the data and our understanding. 

 

 

3.2 Output of the workshop 

Outputs from the workshop were anticipated to be, amongst other things, definitions of appropriate 

vocabularies/ ontology for a common understanding of:  

 

1. Metadata 

2. Data type and quality inventory (Phase 1) as related to un-/structured sources (Phase 2) 

 

Outputs from the workshop will be summarised as criteria that should be considered as part of the 

design (Phase 3), and provide a case for the scientific need and potential for links across datasets. 
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4. Workshop methodology 

4.1 Recruitment and participants 

The aims of the first Stakeholder Platform were to (1) introduce RICHFIELDS to the stakeholder 

community and (2) identify the stakeholder needs on the scientific and business cases. This was achieved 

with a meeting on 2nd June 2016 (Brussels ς BE), which is described in D3.1 Report from first Stakeholder 

Platform meeting. A parallel aim of the larger platform was to identify individuals with expertise not 

represented amongst the beneficiaries (e.g. App developers) or potential users (e.g. research) who could 

engage with RICHFIELDS to support design of the research infrastructure in a series of workshops, the 

first of which is described herein (Amsterdam Schiphol ς NL, 27th September 2016) and focussed on 

measurement of consumer data and inference.  

 

Thus, potential participants were selected from those invited to the first Stakeholder Platform who has 

expressed an interest in working more closely with RICHFIELDS in a workshop environment, individuals 

who were from business and industry, technology, research or funding bodies identified in a stakeholder 

analysis (see Annex 1: Workshop attendance, 1.1 Invitations for more information) including, for 

example, existing research infrastructures, and personal connections across the consortium as well as 

beneficiaries, either as speakers or representing specific sectors.  

 

From these sources, 40 individuals with expertise in 10 areas (economics, epidemiology, public health, 

app developers, big data curators and analysts, data users for research, diet and health researchers) 

were identified as having a specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and timely interest in the design of 

RICHFIELDS. Invitations were sent to these individuals during June-September 2016, and nine accepted 

(28%, see A1.2 External participants).  

 

Briefly, external participants included individuals with expertise in food composition, nutritional surveys 

and statistics (Aida Turrini ς IT), sports nutrition (Paolo Colombani ς CH), App development, sales and 

marketing (James Lay ς UK), data quality (Pieter Francois ς UK), applied use of consumer data (Roel van 

der Heijden ς NL), data analysis (Giulia Vilone ς IE), research infrastructure ethics, data protection and 

intellectual property (Maud Alligier ς FR, ECRIN), computer systems programming (Paul Allington ς UK) 

and social simulation (Kristrún Gunnarsdóttir ς UK).  

 

In total, 22 beneficiaries were invited and 32 external delegates. Of these, 12 (55%) representatives of 

beneficiaries attended (see A1.3 RICHFIELDS beneficiaries). Briefly, Moniqe Raats, Lada Timotijevic, 

Charo Hodgkins, Kerry A. Brown ς (University of Surrey ς UK, Phase 1-3 and expertise in consumer 

behaviour), Paul Finglas (IFR, UK -diet and health research), Siân Astley (EuroFIR, BE - diet and health 

research, and communications), Angelika Mantur (EuroFIR BE - dietetics and nutrition), Naomi Klepacz 

(University of Surrey, UK ς psychology), Marcus Maringer (WUR, NL - psychology) and .ŀǊōŀǊŀ YƻǊƻǳǑƛŏ 

Seljak (JSI, SI - computer science and informatics). The University of Surrey was over-represented 

because of staff changes (Kerry A. Brown ς finished, 30th September 2016, Charo Hodgkins ς started, 1st 

September 2016). 
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4.2 Procedure and materials 

Following the welcome and introductory presentations (see A2.1 Workshop agenda and A2.2 Workshop 

presentations), there were two group sessions (90 minutes each) followed by ол ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΩ feedback in 

plenary session, totalling four hours closing working.  

 

The participants were assigned to two groups of seven with a good mix of disciplines, internal and 

external stakeholders. The groups were given ŦƛǾŜ ΨŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩ όǎŜŜ !нΦо ²ƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎύ ǘƘŀǘ 

collect data that might be useful for determining purchase, preparation and consumption. One case also 

contained information about business-to-reseller (B2R) and government-to-reseller (G2R) data.  

 

It total, there were eight ΨŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩΣ tools used by consumers, namely GfK Denmark (B2R) (purchase 

of organic food and beverages), Statistics Denmark (G2R) (grocery purchase at the household level), 

Paprika recipe manager (recipes), Pantelligent (cooking), Ocado (grocery shopping), MyfitnessPal (health 

and wellbeing), Lloyds Bank mobile banking (personal finances), and Fitbit (health and wellbeing). There 

are tens of thousands of such Apps, and related tools and services, collecting data from consumers that 

could be relevant in understanding purchase, preparation and consumption behaviours. These were 

selected as good examples, based on number of users, familiarity and functionality (i.e. bringing together 

different aspects of purchase, preparation and consumption or other relevant behaviours).  

 

In the first breakout session, the groups discussed understanding the nature of consumer-generated 

data, and reflected specifically on what data from the examples would allow potential users to do within 

their disciplines, what research questions could the data help answer, what unit(s) of observation were 

represented by these data and who or what could these data might be attributed to (e.g. individual, 

household, an organisation, geographical location, social interaction, etc.), the shortcomings of these 

data, and how useful these data would be to a (discipline) studying food-related phenomena. In the 

second breakout session, the groups discussed unpinning meta-data, specifically what it is necessary to 

know about the to make it useful for research of food related phenomena (e.g. intake, practices, health) 

and what meta-data are essential for understanding.  

 

Within each group, there was one facilitator and one rapporteur, and the groups were asked to record 

as much of the discussion as possible, using a template provided in Word and/ or hard copy (see 3.2 

Measurement break-out session feedback).  

 

The groups spent 10 minutes summarising their findings prior to feedback.  
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5. Results from the workshop 

The aim to secure a group of individuals with expertise not represented amongst the beneficiaries (e.g. 
App developers) or potential users (e.g. research) who could engage with RICHFIELDS to support design 
of the research infrastructure in a series of workshops was achieved. In future, we aim to retain these 
individuals and continue to work with them and others in workshops 2 (April 2017) and 3 (Late 2017), 
before the final Platform in (March-April 2018) and the final conference (September 2018), where the 
design will be presented for the first time. 
 
5.1 Measurement 

In summary, based on the case studies (8), the groups collectively identified the following with respect 

to data:   

 

Ý What do these data allow you to do within your discipline? What research questions can they help 
answer (or allows you to ask) within your discipline? 

¶ Cross-reference with other source allows criteria to be determined (e.g. anthropometric) 

¶ Better knowledge of approaches, e.g. search strategies, recording of data (manual or automatic) 

¶ How much individuals move and comparisons between times  

¶ Language choice and its relation to cultural norms 

¶ Longer-term data will reveal more usual behaviours  

¶ Market share of products 

¶ Media or public health interventions messages are part of the exchange of information 

¶ Messages are not quality controlled (e.g. consumption of sweets containing vitamin C are given the 

same positive reinforcement as fruit containing vitamin C) 

¶ Purchasing behaviour might reflect or impact supply chain and demand 

¶ Seeking information (e.g. exercise regimens) cannot be assumed to translate into actions 

¶ Wearables and apps are related to exercise and diet, not just exercise or diet 
 

Ý What unit of observation does it represent ς who or what can you attribute to these data to ς the 

individual, household, an organisation, geographical location, social interaction etc.? 

¶ Household level (but it might not be the only retailer used) 

¶ IP Address 

¶ User community 
 

Ý What are the shortcomings of the data? 

¶ !ǇǇ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΩ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜΣ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ 

¶ Bias, uncertainty, falsification (deliberate or neglect) 

¶ Ownership 

¶ Children not included 

¶ Data inputs are all different, data types not known 

¶ Ethical and privacy issues; opt in or opt out; consent versus informed consent 

¶ Household and population-wide purchase behaviours not individuals 

¶ Individual activity or consumption not household and population  

¶ Demographics of users; hard-to-reach, low socioeconomic groups not users 

¶ List of ingredients can be structured but not processing (e.g. foods might be grilled or fried) 
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¶ Lack context of activities (purchase, preparation or consumption) 

¶ Public and private sharing behaviours 

¶ Relationship between purchase and consumption is unclear 

¶ RICHFEILDS does not want to collect and store these data only access on-demand 

¶ Short-termism (during dieting and or fitness behaviours) 

 

Ý How useful would these data be for studying food-related phenomena? 

¶ Aggregate level, can access data individually or collectively 

¶ Food purchase, depending on the type of family, food preparation changes 

¶ Link to other sources to provide aggregated data 

 

The wider discussions and comments with respect to data and specific case studies are included in A3.2 

Measurement break-out session feedback (Group 1 and Group 2). 

 

 

5.2 Inference 

In summary, based on the case studies (8), the groups collectively identified the following with respect 

to inference:   

 

Ý What do we need to know about data to make these useful for research of food related 

phenomena (e.g. intake, practices, health)?   

¶ Community/ population  

¶ Context of input 

¶ Cooking practices  

¶ Data quality 

¶ Impact of updates on data and users 

¶ Legislation, regulation, ethical issues 

¶ Measures 

¶ Research question/ framework 

¶ Numbers of users (consumers) and or sources (Apps) 

¶ Processing of raw data, if any 

¶ Product identity 

¶ Standardisation in reporting of data and activities 

¶ Uncertainty  

¶ Validity of the data (objective measures) 

 

Ý What do we need to be recording about the data in a meta-data document? 

¶ Source 

¶ Organisation of raw data 

¶ Context (e.g. how much of the behaviour is captured) 

¶ Applicability to individuals and populations 

¶ Aggregated or raw data; processing if aggregated 
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The wider discussions and comments with respect to inference and specific case studies are included in 

A3.3 Inference break-out session feedback (Group 1 and Group 2). 

 

An issue identified during plenary discussion was accessing of data directly from individuals, which would 

allow motivation to be considered (e.g. healthier living) and include potentially relevant meta-data (e.g. 

anthropometric measures, geographic location) against indirect access (from a provider). The value of 

individual (direct) data in terms of population outcomes, which is more important for public health, has 

yet to be established. Also, there is a widespread move away from one-size-fits-all to more personalised 

information/ advice, which raises two issues that RICHFIELDS would have to manage: (1) expectation 

that, in exchange for data, individual receive personalised advice and (2) RICHFIELDS could impinge on 

existing tools, commercial and research, that already engage with individuals with this intent.  

 

Similarly, accessing consumer information indirectly would increase the volume of data available, 

reducing the impact of intra-individual differences allowing functional inter-individual differences to be 

revealed and exploited. However, this approach raises ethical and commercial issues. Where individuals 

might expect personalised information/ advice, App developers would have an expectation of 

commercial gain from sharing data over and above what they might achieve independently, bearing in 

mind the primary goal from the majority is income generation/ profit not improving public health. Also, 

terms and conditions might have to be adapted to allow them to share some or all ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ Řŀǘŀ, 

subject to opt-in or opt-out choices. A third option would be to collect data without the knowledge of 

users; this is already done where individuals leave wi-fi and or Bluetooth option broadcasting, and 

activities (shopping in a closed space, such an airport) are tracked based on IP address. This might have 

role in, for example, supermarkets but there are ethical and technical issues in extending this approach 

to food behaviours beyond simply purchase. 

 

These discussions also highlighted different needs of potential providers and users in terms of data. For 

example, a sports nutritionist, diet and health researcher and a commercial enterprise were all 

interested in the impact of intake on health, as measured using biomarkers associated with specific 

health-related endpoints/ risk. In comparison, programmers and curators sought clean, aggregated data 

with clearly defined ontologies, regardless of their original purpose. Meta-data are primarily needed to 

validate data quality and support adaptive-ness. RICHFIELDS would need to know how sources collect 

meta-data as well as what descriptors are being recorded. These issues would also impact any potential 

feedback to users in terms of recommended changes in behaviour. It was suggested that, rather than 

discuss what might be needed, RICHFIELDS should undertake a pilot study with selected Apps, creating 

and API to automatically or semi-automatically define the meta-data. This will be considered by WP11 

Data integration & data management, as part Task 11.2: Semantic data model of the RI Consumer Data 

Platform.  

 
See Annex 4: Workshop evaluation for feedback regarding the content and delivery of the workshop. 
 
5.3 Problems and potential solutions 

5.3.1 Ownership of the activities at a consortium level 

One concern during the planning of this workshop was the extent of buy-in, at the consortium level, and 

engagement with the development of the content, objectives and outputs. This does not reflect an 
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unwillingness to interact with stakeholders, as these activities are occurring in some WPs independent of 

WP3, but rather the perception that these workshops are a WP3 activity. In fact, the WP3 workshops 

were included in the Description of Action to provide opportunities for the consortium as-a-whole, 

Phases 1-3 and individual WPs, together or independently, to interact with stakeholders without the 

burden of organising meetings.  

 

This perceived issue will be addressed through the lessons learned, specifically:  

 

¶ The role of WP3, to ensure the RICHFIELDS platform design is optimised for a range of users through 

building and maintaining effective interaction with stakeholders throughout the life of the project 

and beyond, will be emphasised at project meetings and during planning of subsequent activities 

¶ The objectives of WP3, to establish a vibrant and active stakeholder Platform to engage with the 

project and work proactively with stakeholders through a series of related workshops, and how 

these activities are intended to help guide beneficiaries in the RICHFIELDS platform design will be 

promoted proactively amongst internal stakeholders (e.g. WP-leaders, phase-leaders, project 

management board) since this cannot occur without wider participation (ownership) 

o WPs 5-13 benefit directly from the activities of WP3 and this will be addressed with WP-

leaders in the lead up to the second stakeholder workshop (4th April 2017), which will also be 

led by WP4/ University of Surrey (UK) and facilitated by WP3/ EuroFIR AISBL (BE) 

o The project management board will be engaged directly to support development of the 

content to assure added value in the second stakeholder workshop alongside those 

occurring in individual WPs 

o Activities and proposed content for discussion of second stakeholder workshop will be 

presented at the consortium meeting in March 2017 to encourage involvement and 

increased perceived value 

 

5.3.2 Clarity of vision and offerings 

An issue that arose during discussions with stakeholders, during both the larger platform and this 

workshop, was the lack of apparent clarity in the vision for RICHFIELDS, specifically what would be 

offered in terms of tools and services. Potential data providers (e.g. programmers) and users (e.g. 

researchers) struggled to understand how they might use this consumer data platform over other tools 

or services, particularly in the absence of a specific research question or commercial drivers. More 

specifically, programmers and developers wanted to understand more about what was wanted to 

determine how data should be collected and ensure outputs are relevant whilst social and biomedical 

researchers expressed the need for a research framework to define what data are valuable and what 

meta-data are needed to give it context. However, whilst biomedical researchers favoured a specific 

research question before interrogating the data, social researchers were more interested in the wider 

landscape and what behaviours the data might inform with pre-assumptions.  

 

In bringing the pre-design phase to stakeholders, there is always a risk that the outcomes are not clear, 

and the specific needs and goals of potential data providers and users would not be addressed 

immediately at the individual or even level of different specialisms. Whilst this is an important 

consideration for workshops 2 and 3, and the final Platform, it is also one that will resolve itself, as the  
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consortium works through the various phases and Deliverables generate outputs that can be translated 

into tools and services, based on robust ICT, business models and ethics and governance. By engaging 

stakeholders at this early stage, however, even if the outcomes are not entirely clear, the feedback is 

useful, helping to identify potential issues and shape the discussions across the WPs. Overall, therefore, 

the outcomes from workshop 1 ς real and implied ς ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ wL/ICL9[5{Ωǎ ŎƻǊŜ 

offering at the minimum viable product level.   
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6. Workshop conclusions 

6.1 WP3 Conclusions on the process and outcomes (WP leader, Siân Astley ς EuroFIR AISBL, BE) 

¶ Attracting stakeholders to events hosted by RICHFIELDS to discuss the design is achievable 

¶ Beneficiaries need to be encouraged and supported to engage actively with WP3 events 

¶ There is a perceived lack of clarity in the vision for RICHFIELDS that could weaken stakeholder 

participation, but should resolve as the project progresses 

¶ Outputs from workshop 1 were not fully achieved, specifically definition of appropriate 

vocabularies/ ontology for a common understanding of (a) metadata and (b) data type and quality 

¶ Exchange with the stakeholders is useful to shape potential core offerings (tools and services) 

 

6.2 WP3 Conclusions on stakeholder reflections 

¶ Stakeholders with a variety of expertise are interested in the concept of RICHFIELDS 

¶ Broadly, there is agreement amongst stakeholders about (1) advantages and disadvantages of 

potential data sources, (2) meta-data needed to utilise these resources, (3) potential difficulties in 

understanding and exploitation existing and future data sources within a research framework. 

 

6.3 Consequences for RICHFIELDS going forwards 

¶ RICHFIELDS must decide the exact nature of the proposed consumer data platform with some 

degree of urgency, specifically whether (1) it is a platform exclusively for the use of researchers or if 

there will be personalised feedback to consumers, (2) data sources will be individuals or tools and 

services, such as Apps, (3) cooperation of App providers can be secured or if Apps to collect data 

need to be developed and (4) types and quality of data and meta-data resources to be included. 

Currently, the lack of clarity around this is confusing and alienating all stakeholders, internal and 

external, and risks jeopardising their continued participation in development of the design. These 

decisions will come from on-going WP activities and outcomes will form the basis of a core offering 

at the minimum viable product level.  

¶ Defining the nature of the platform, as above, will enable outputs (e.g. vocabularies/ ontology) to be 

defined using tools such as focus groups and pilot studies, if not by RICHFIELDS then in the future as 

activities in the framework of the ESFRI roadmap. 

¶ Internal stakeholders need to have a sense of ownership over WP3 events. WP3 and WP4 will work 

with WP2, the management team and WP-leaders to encourage participation. 

 

6.4 Schedule for Workshops 2 and 3 and the second Platform 

¶ Workshop 2 Tuesday 4th April 2017, MAI 40 rue Washington, 1050 Brussels, BE 

o December 2016 ς draft agenda 

o January 2017 ς identify and invite delegates 

o February 2017 ς publish agenda and draft supporting information 

o March 2017 ς Open registration, secure numbers for catering, etc.  

¶ Workshop 3 October-November-December 2017 ï to be agreed 

¶ Platform 2 mid-late April 2018 ς to be agreed 
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Annex 1: Workshop attendance 

A1.1 Invitations 

 

Between November 2015 and June 2016, individuals and organisations including umbrella organisations 

(i.e. SME Associations and Research Infrastructures, e.g. ECRIN) were identified as RICHFIELDS 

stakeholders from a range of sources. This process created two lists: (1) RICHFIELDS STAKEHOLDERS 

Contact Details containing 269 individuals or individuals representing an organisation and (2) RESEARCH 

INFRASTRUCTURES containing 187 individuals representing an EU-funded research infrastructure, based 

on information provided in http://bit.ly/2eU9gFZ, with a likely interest in or potential relationship with 

RICHFIELDS (i.e. biomedical and or social science).  

 

Review and update of these lists is on-going and will be throughout the lifetime of the project. However, 

information includes (stakeholder) name, contact person, contact form URL or email address(es), 

website, country, city and category of interest group, specifically whether research, technology, funding 

or industry. Additional information for each research infrastructures is acronym, project/ overarching 

organisation and purpose.  
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A1.2 External participants 

 

Aida Turrini - CREA-Alimenti e Nutrizione (IT) 

 

!ƛŘŀΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛǎ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ƛƴ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎΣ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ол ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ 

at the research institute, now Research Center for Food and Nutrition (CREA - 

Council of Agricultural Research and Economics) formerly the National Institute 

of Nutrition. She has a statistical background and has developed research 

nutritional database systems as well as food coding and classifications. She is 

author of peer-reviewed papers, co-authored as a research group member, and 

reviewed proceedings, chapters and books. Overall, Aida has 98 international 

publications (60 peer-reviewed as author) and 59 national publications (38 peer 

reviewed as author). She is registered as ORCID 0000-0002-2188-9406 and 

RESEaRCH ID K-5353-2016. She is also an experience teacher in graduate and 

post-graduate courses. Aida is collaborating in national (e.g., CLUSTER AGRIFOOD) and international 

committees, such as the Network on Food Consumption Data (European Food Safety Authority), and 

international association like EuroFIR AISBL. Currently, she is a senior researcher (level I) leading the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƛƴ άbǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǳŘȅέΦ IŜǊ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŀǎƪ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 

coordination of the fourth Italian nationwide dietary survey. 

 

Paolo Colombani - Independent consultant (CH) 

 

Paolo Colombani is a nutrition scientist. He studied food engineering at the 

ETH Zurich (MSc) and did his PhD on nitrogen metabolism in endurance 

athletes at the same university (1993-1998). For 15 years Paolo lectured 

and carried out research projects in the areas of physical activity, nutrition 

and health and was head of the Swiss food composition database for six 

years. He was partner of the FP6 Network of Excellence EuroFIR and 

president of EuroFIR AISBL. In 2010, Paolo started delivering scientific 

support in nutrition as an independent consultant to the food industry, top 

management of different industries including banks, elite athletes, Swiss 

Olympic, Antidoping Switzerland and many more.  Today, he is self-

employed and continues to deliver scientific support in food and nutrition. He founded the Swiss Sports 

Nutrition Society and he is his current president. As a partner of an US based technology start-up, he is 

also strongly involved in the field of personalised/precise recommendations across different health 

areas.  
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James Lay - Food Angels UK Ltd. (UK) 

 

I am Managing Director of Food Angels UK Ltd. a partners of the Institute of 

Food Research on a European project regarding the eating habits of 16 and 

17 year old adolescents. We wrote the software and provided the 

database for an app. similar to MyFitnessPal for the project. I have a 

background in sales and marketing fence I am a Fellow of the Institute of 

Sales and Marketing. 

 

 

 

 

 

Pieter Francois - University of Hertfordshire and University of Oxford (UK) 

 

Pieter Francois is a Senior Lecturer in Digital History, University of Hertfordshire, 

and the research coordinator of the Cultural Evolution Lab, at the Institute of 

Cognitive and Evolutionary Anthropology, University of Oxford. In 2011, he co-

founded the Seshat: Global History Databank project, which aims to be the 

premier home to test social sciences theories with historical and archaeological 

data. The Seshat project makes full use of RDF technology and of the possibilities 

the Semantic Web offers. The development of the Seshat platform is funded 

ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ IƻǊƛȊƻƴнлнл ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ψ![LDb95 ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ-centric, software and 

Řŀǘŀ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ 5ǊΦ CǊŀƴŎƻƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ /ƻ-PI. His key research interest lies in 

how data quality is defined and measured in large collaborative projects.   

 

Roel van der Heijden - University Medical Center Groningen (NL) 

 

After obtaining my MSc. in Medical Biology at the Radboud University 

Nijmegen, I continued my metabolic studies at the University of 

Groningen Medical Center (UMCG) where I obtained my PhD studying the 

role of diet-induced systemic inflammation in obesity and linked micro- 

and macro vascular pathologies. Having left the lab, currently, I work at 

the UMCG's Center for Development and Innovation as innovation officer 

Food & Health. In this role, I'm brokering between UMCG researchers and 

industrial parties in launching innovative projects in different EU funding 

schemes (EIT-Health, H2020). At the national level UMCG is coordinator of 

the Dutch node for DISH-RI, aiming to establish a food and health 

research infrastructure in the Netherlands under the DISH-RI EU umbrella coordinated by the WUR. For 

RICHFIELDS especially, the expertise present in Groningen at the level of consumer science (citizens and 

patient) and large research and data infrastructures could be of major interest. 
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Giulia Vilone - Creme Global Ltd. (IE) 

 

Giulia Vilone is a senior data analyst at Creme Global Ltd., a data science 

company based in Dublin (IE) specialising in predictive modelling and 

software for assessing consumer health. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Maud Alligier - European Clinical Research Infrastructure Network (ECRIN) 

 

Maud completed her PhD in 2011 (University of Lyon, FR) in the field of 

Nutrition, Metabolism and Endocrinology. She is in charge of the scientific 

coordination of the FORCE network (French Obesity Research Network of 

Excellence). This network includes more than 20 centres (Clinical and 

research units and Investigation platforms) and aims to develop and conduct 

multicentre clinical trials. To achieve this objective, Maud works to ensure 

the harmonisation of clinical investigation practices and data 

collection/storage/analysis between the various centres. Alongside this on-

going project, Maud is closely involved with ENPADASI, which aims to deliver 

an open access research infrastructure that will contain data from a wide 

variety of nutritional studies, ranging from mechanistic/ interventions to epidemiological studies, 

including a multitude of phenotypic outcomes that will facilitate combined analyses in the future. In 

ENPADASI, Maud helps the Pr Laville with the coordination of the Regulations (WP5), which deals with 

Ethics, Data Protection and Intellectual Property of the data sharing. Recently, Maud has also become a 

part-time (20%) member of the ECRIN nutrition team, as a project manager. ECRIN nutrition hub is a 

structured European human nutrition research centres network (80 centres in 21 European Countries) 

dedicated to performing clinical research in Nutrition with the highest standards of quality, following 

European and International Directives for Clinical Research.  
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Paul Allington - The Code Guy (UK) 

 

I am a Microsoft certified professional developer, systems architect and 

problem solver, with 11 years continuous experience both as an 

employee working for start up companies and as an entrepreneur 

starting up a digital agency, growing a team of skilled developers, 

designers and marketing professionals to bring to market innovative 

ideas, solutions to life in general and solving business problems for my 

clients. My skills center around .Net and C#, although my degree in 

Computing for Artificial Intelligence means I have the foundation to work 

around many languages and techniques. 

 

 

Kristrún Gunnarsdóttir - Centre for Research in Social Simulation (CRESS), University of Surrey (UK) 

 

Kristrún Gunnarsdóttir is a Research Fellow at the Centre for Research in 

Social Simulation (CRESS). She is the project manager of HomeSense, a 

three-year ESRC-funded project to develop tools to facilitate and simplify 

the use of sensors in social research. The project team includes researchers 

at the 5G Innovation Centre at Surrey and is in partnership with Microsoft 

Research Cambridge. Drawing on recent developments in the use of fixed 

and mobile sensors, the team is trialling the use of a sensor suite in a 

sample of UK households and will build from that a package of training and 

capacity-building resources with the UK National Centre for Research 

Methods (NCRM). Kristrún completed her PhD and MSc at Cardiff University 

(UK). Her background covers conceptual/ visual ICT designs, IT administration and development, 

philosophy and sociology. Her research interests draw mainly on Ethnomethodology, activity and 

cognitive theories, to examine the relationship between computational functions and subtle human 

judgement in meaning-making, decision-making and ordinary action. She has also worked on a number 

of EC-funded projects to investigate ethical, legal and socio-economic implications of new-emerging ICTs, 

applying socio-technical analyses and assessments of ICT/data-driven innovations and visionary work, 

public engagement, policy and governance programmes. 

  



26 
 

 
 

 

A1.3 RICHFIELDS beneficiaries  

 

Monique M. Raats - Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre, University of Surrey (UK) 

 

Professor Monique Raats is Director of the University of Surrey's Food, Consumer 

Behaviour and Health Research Centre. Her portfolio of research is wide ranging 

in terms of topics being addressed (e.g. food choice, food preparation, policy 

development, food labelling), and methodologies used (e.g. qualitative, 

quantitative, stakeholder consultation). She has published over 110 peer-

reviewed papers, 19 book chapters, and co-edited two books (The Psychology of 

Food Choice; Food for the Ageing Population). She is a founding member of the 

International Society of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity. In 2011 

aƻƴƛǉǳŜ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƻƴ bǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀ 

member of its Subgroup on Maternal and Child Nutrition. Currently she is a 

partner in the Horizon 2020 RICHFIELDS project that aims to design a consumer-data platform to collect 

and connect, compare and share information about our food behaviours, to revolutionise research on 

every-day choices made across Europe and PROSO project that is to providing guidance on how to 

encourage engagement of citizens and third sector organizations, like non-governmental organizations 

όbDhǎύ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό/{hǎύΣ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΦ {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ 

coordinates the REDICLAIM project, which investigates how EU legislation impacts on the substantiation 

ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ Ǌƛǎƪέ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻƴ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛƴƪǎΦ 

 

Bent Egberg Mikkelsen - Aalborg University (DK) 

 

Javier de la Cueva - Independent consultant (ES) 

 

Paul Finglas - Institute of Food Research (UK) 

 

Paul Finglas joined the Institute of Food Research in 1981 and is, 

currently, Head of the Food Databanks National Capability at IFR 

(www.ifr.ac.uk/fooddatabanks), and research leader in Food and 

Health. He has, for most of his science career, been involved in food 

nutrition and health including food composition and analysis 

(nutrients & bioactive compounds), traditional and ethnic foods, food 

description and data quality, dietary intake assessment, nutritional 

labelling & health claims, reformulation and impact on food intake and 

health, personalised nutrition and research infrastructures.  Paul has 

considerable experience in both participating in EU projects in food, 

nutrition and health (PRECIOUS, REFRESH & RICHFIELDS) as well as leading (EuroFIR, TDS-EXPOSURE & 

BACCHUS). Paul has a broad range of experience in science publishing and is editor for the journals Food 

Chemistry, and Trends in Food Science and Technology. Paul has a degree in Chemistry from Aston 

University in Birmingham and has published over 150 publications on a wide range of topics in food 

science and nutrition. He is also the President for EuroFIR AISBL, a non-profit organisation based in 

Brussels (BE).  
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Siân Astley - European Food Information Resource (EuroFIR AISBL, BE) 

 

Siân has worked extensively with individuals and organisations throughout Europe 

from a variety of disciplines including research, food and biotech industries and 

the media. She is author of more than 300 popular science articles for magazines 

and trade publications as well as 27 peer-reviewed papers, and she was awarded 

her Diploma in Science Communication in 2009 (Birkbeck University of London). 

After 14 years as a bench-scientist, Siân became Communications Manager for 

NuGO, one of the first FP6 Networks of Excellence, and was the European 

Communications Manager for the Institute of Food Research in Norwich (UK) until 

April 2012. Currently, she is a senior researcher and the training and 

communications manager for the European Food Information Resource (EuroFIR 

AISBL), supporting research as well as training and communications activities within EU-funded research 

projects and networks. She is also an independent science communicator and an editor for Food 

Chemistry. 

 

Angelika Mantur - European Food Information Resource (EuroFIR AISBL, BE) 

 

Angelika joined EuroFIR in November 2015 as a Research Associate. She is 

responsible for support with the on-going and new EU projects on food and 

health, assisting with membership recruitment and training. She studied 

dietetics at the Medical University of Bialystok (Poland), where she obtained 

her Master degree in June 2013. She worked as a dietitian for MedFitness, 

where she was responsible mainly for consultations with clients and nutritional 

advice. She has participated in many medical and fitness conferences and trade 

shows, presenting body composition analysers and performing body 

ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ !ƴƎŜƭƛƪŀ ǘƻƻƪ ǇŀǊǘ ƛƴ ΨYŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜΩΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

Polish Dieticians Association and National Food and Nutrition Institute, where 

for three months she educated patients on nutrition and wellbeing. 

 

Lada Timotijevic - Food, Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre, University of Surrey (UK) 

 

Having completed my PhD in 2000 (University of Surrey) in the area of identity 

processes in the context of social and cross-cultural mobility, I have 

subsequently worked within advertising industry (J. Walter Thompson). I joined 

the Food, Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre (FCBH) at the 

University of Surrey (Department of Psychology) in 2002, a multidisciplinary 

research centre that brings together skills and expertise from across the 

University in order to address research questions on food related policy, 

consumer behaviour and public health. Since my arrival, I have played an 

instrumental role in the success of the Research Centre, working on research 

projects of substantive theoretical and applied relevance. I work within the 

critical public health framework and my empirically-oriented work has focused on understanding the 

role and nature of public and stakeholder engagement and dialogue in policy and science, risk 
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perception and governance, and science-policy interaction. Policy relevance is a key theme across my 

research projects, and my work is aimed at both understanding the processes of policy making, and 

contributing evidence on which to base policies. I am particularly interested in public health nutrition, 

sustainable diets and illness prevention. 

 

Kerry Ann Brown - Research Fellow and NHS South East Coast Research Design Adviser, University of 

Surrey (UK) 

 

Kerry is a researcher with interests in public health, primarily the 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛŜǘŀǊȅ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΦ YŜǊǊȅΩǎ ŀcademic 

training has been in the biological and medical sciences (Sport Science, 

bǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ όtǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅύΦ {ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ƻǾŜǊ мл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ 

research experience working within multi-disciplinary and international teams 

and designing studies using a variety of methods (qualitative, quantitative and 

mixed). As a NHS research design adviser, Kerry works with front line 

clinicians to facilitate research to benefit NHS patients. As a research fellow, 

Kerry has been involved in regional and national projects related to child and 

adolescent dietary behaviour; as well as European projects related to 

micronutrient recommendations (EURRECA), health claims (CLYMBOL), and European research 

infrastructure (EuroDISH, RICHFIELDS). 

 

Naomi Klepacz - Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre, University of Surrey (UK) 

 

Naomi Klepacz is a Chartered Psychologist specialising in health and a 

Research Fellow in the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at the 

University of Surrey. She holds a PhD Health Psychology and her 

research interests focus on health communication and promotion. She 

ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƛƳŀƎŜǊȅ ƛƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

understanding of health and memory for health related information. 

She has an interest also in health damaging behaviour and 

psychological interventions used for primary prevention, as well as the 

processes influencing the effective delivery of health care and its 

impact on individuals, family members and caregivers. Naomi has 

experience of conducting research both as part of both UK and EU funded projects, employing both 

qualitative and quantitative methods. 
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Charo Hodgkins - Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre, University of Surrey (UK) 

 

Charo Hodgkins is a science graduate and started her career with GSK 

as a development chemist. In 1997 she moved to the retail sector as 

Head of Technical Services for Superdrug Stores PLC. During her 14 

years in industry, she gained extensive experience of managing 

technical and data management projects within both branded and 

retail environments. Her expertise includes research and 

development, manufacturing, and quality/supply chain management 

for a wide range of products including, pharmaceuticals, medical 

devices, foods, toiletries and non-foods. Her responsibilities also 

involved extensive auditing of production facilities across Europe and 

the development and delivery of training packages in Continuous Improvement, HACCP, Data 

management, Crisis Management and Problem Solving techniques. In 1999, Charo took a short career 

break to start a family and in 2002 joined the Food, Consumer Behaviour and Health Research Centre at 

the University of Surrey as a Research Fellow. She has been active in a number of UK and EU funded 

research projects in the area of food, consumer behaviour and public health. Charo has recently 

completed her PhD investigating the role of food composition data, nutrition information and health 

claims in communicating healthier food choices. 

 

Marcus Maringer - Wageningen University (NL) 

 

Marcus Maringer is a Social Psychologist who acquired his PhD in Behavioral 

and Social Sciences in 2007 at the University of Groningen. In his research and 

theoretical approach, he emphasized the socially situated and embodied 

nature of social cognition and the role of accessible information, feelings and 

subjective experiences in judgment and decision-making processes. He has a 

keen interest for innovative scientific methodology especially in the field of 

computer-aided research. He is an expert in technical solutions engineering for 

social scientific research on mobile phones and as scientific technical advisor 

and software engineer he has designed and developed research applications 

and supporting infrastructures for diverse Institutions including the University 

Medical Center Groningen, Radboud University or Pluryn Research & Development. In 2015 he joined 

the Wageningen University and the RICHFIELDS project as a researcher exploring and evaluating 

publically available technical solutions for collecting food consumption and associated lifestyle data. 
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Barbara KorouǑiŏ Seljak - Institut Jozef Stefan (SI) 

 

.ŀǊōŀǊŀ YƻǊƻǳǑƛŏ {ŜƭƧŀƪ ŜŀǊƴŜŘ ƘŜǊ tƘ5 ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƧǳōƭƧŀƴŀ ƛƴ /ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ 

{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛŎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ {ȅǎǘŜƳǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ WƻȌŜŦ 

Stefan Institute, in Ljubljana (Slovenia). Currently, she is the Assistant Professor at 

ǘƘŜ WƻȌŜŦ {ǘŜŦŀƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭΦ {ƘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Executive Board of the Slovenian Society for Clinical Nutrition and Metabolism as 

well as of EuroFIR. In the project RICHFIELDS she is the leader of WP11, where a RI 

platform will be designed considering state-of-the-art ICTs for collecting big and 

open data created by consumers and researchers or generated by machines, such 

as sensors gathering information, digital pictures and videos, purchase transaction 

records, GPS signals, etc.  
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Annex 2: Workshop programme 

A2.1 Workshop agenda 

 

09:30 ς 10:30 Arrival and registration  

10:30 ς 10:35 Welcome (Siân Astley, EuroFIR AISBL - BE) 

¶ Welcome, aims of the meeting 

¶ Structure of the day 

 

10:35-10:45 Introduction (Paul Finglas, IFR - UK) 

¶ Overview of RICHFIELDS  

 

10:45-11:05 Introduction 

¶ Phase 1 (Monique Raats, Uni Surrey - UK, 10 mins) 

¶ Phase 2 (Bent Egberg Mikkelsen, Aalborg Uni - DK, 10 mins) 

 

11:05-11:15 Coffee break 

11:15 -12:30 Group session 1: Understanding the nature of the data 

Reflect on the five cases presented and address the following issues: 

1. What do these data allow you to do within your discipline? What 

research questions can the data help answer (or allows you to ask)? 

2. What unit of observation does the data represent ς who or what can 

you attribute these data to ς individual, household, an organization, 

geographical location, social interaction etc.? 

3. What are the shortcomings of these data? 

4. How useful would these data be to a (discipline) studying food-related 

phenomena? 

 

12:30-13:00 Plenary session ς feedback from the groups 

13:00 ς 14:00  Lunch buffet 

14:00 ς 15:30  Group session 2: Developing a meta-data 

1. What do we need to know about the data to make it useful for research 

of food related phenomena (e.g. intake, practices, health)? 

2. What meta-data do we need to be recording? 

 

15:30-15.45 Coffee break 

15:45-16:15 Plenary Session ς feedback from the groups 

 

16:15-16:30 Closing plenary & Good bye 

¶ Summary of results 

¶ Next steps and good bye 
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A2.2 Workshop presentations  

A2.2.1 10:30 ς 10:35 Welcome (Siân Astley, EuroFIR AISBL - BE) 
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A2.2.2 10:35-10:45 Introduction (Paul Finglas, IFR - UK) 
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A2.2.3 10:45-11:05 Introduction: Phase 1 (Monique Raats, Uni Surrey ς UK) 
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A2.2.4 10:45-11:05 Introduction: Phase 2 (Bent Egberg Mikkelsen, Aalborg Uni ς DK) 
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