
DeSIRA LIFT MEL Dialogue June 5th 2024: 

How to evaluate multi-actor collaboration? 

This MEL Dialogue brings together key perspectives on how to evaluate collaboration between various 
partners in DeSIRA projects. Almost all DeSIRA projects involve living labs, platforms, or partnerships of 
different stakeholders in the Agriculture Innovation System. Clearly, collaboration among agri-food 
system actors plays an important role in fostering innovation. But how do they do this, and when do we 
call that a success?

Koen Vervoort from the European Network on Living Labs, ENoLL, will present their Living Lab 
framework and assessment processes. The ENoLL assessment serves to enable certification of Living 
Labs, and can also be used for accountability, benchmarking, value capturing, and maturity assessments.

Erwan Sachet from the DeSIRA project Santes et Territoires will present the project’s experiences with 
using Development Evaluation during the start-up phase of the living labs in Senegal and Cambodia.

The DeSIRA MEL support team will present some other existing approaches and presents a new way of 
thinking about the functioning of MSP based on behavioral change theory.

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fenoll.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarlene.roefs%40wur.nl%7C784a8f11f9d04bc3526108dc8479280b%7C27d137e5761f4dc1af88d26430abb18f%7C0%7C0%7C638530903133039602%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CtwVxMxJsrUC0gO9Ld7wp86YhH0dQOIk2Q3zjmYmqa4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.santes-territoires.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarlene.roefs%40wur.nl%7C784a8f11f9d04bc3526108dc8479280b%7C27d137e5761f4dc1af88d26430abb18f%7C0%7C0%7C638530903133052306%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ktcIH%2FwzwRjGlb2av1jOZfbdCafXBUW0wpNBNROn2CY%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.desiraliftcommunity.org%2Fservice-4-group-coaching-sessions-on-mel-for-agricultural-innovation-system-ais-interventions%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarlene.roefs%40wur.nl%7C784a8f11f9d04bc3526108dc8479280b%7C27d137e5761f4dc1af88d26430abb18f%7C0%7C0%7C638530903133059862%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qolPaPhqCp2XSPpwGQA1i3M6%2FWl60LrxS5GEEaUFR0w%3D&reserved=0


How to evaluate multi-actor collaboration?

• Koen Vervoort ENOL LL assessment framework

• Erwan Sachet Santés & Territoires Project

• MEL team reflections on MEL of MSPs
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European Network of 
Living Labs

The open innovation ecosystem 
empowering everyone to innovate



1. ENoLL

2. Living Lab? 

3. ENoLL Harmonized evaluation 

framework

4. ENoLL services
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ENoLL association
ENoLL is the international, non-profit, independent association of 
benchmarked Living Labs.

ENoLL facilitates knowledge exchange, joint actions and project 
partnerships between its historically labelled +/- 500 in Europe 
and worldwide. 

Its aim is to promote the Living Labs concept in order to influence 
EU policies, enhance Living Labs and enable their 
implementation at a global level.
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What are Living Labs?
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Living Labs are open innovation ecosystems in real-life environments based on a systematic user co-creation 
approach that integrates research and innovation activities in communities, placing users at the center of innovation.

Living Labs are problem driven, not solution driven.

In this context, Living Labs operate as intermediaries/orchestrators among citizens, research organizations, companies 
and government agencies/levels, focusing on interdisciplinary collaboration.

Within a wide variety of Living Labs, they all have common characteristics, but multiple different implementations, 
combining tools and methods from different fields or providing new ones according to specific contexts.



Common characteristics of Living Labs

Co-creation & 
Co-design

OrchestrationMulti Methods 
Approach

Real Life 
Context

Multi Stakeholder 
Participation

Active User 
Involvement



The 3-layered model of Living
Labs

Macro-level: actors co-deciding on the long-term strategy and objectives

Meso-level: innovative living lab projects using the living labs integrative 

process

Micro-level: activities, tools and methods focused on user innovation
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Schuurman, 2015



A harmonized evaluation framework



What is it?
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Vervoort, 2022

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/371315414_Harmonizing_the_evaluation_of_living_labs_a_standardized_evaluation_framewo

rk

A harmonized assessment method and KPIs for evaluating all diverse types of Living Labs 

to help them become more impactful and sustainable (stable).

Diverse networks and funders evaluate Living Labs and Light Houses in different ways. 

This means it is difficult to compare the maturity and stability of various types of Living Labs and to support cross 

learning/fertilization between multiple types of Living Labs.



Why harmonization?
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Ingrid Mulder & al (2008):

Helps to learn from each other (by better understanding how others are 

working)

Benchmarks LLs and its main building blocks

Enables the identification of synergies between LLs

Facilitates a common ground for sharing the essentials to keep the (network 

of ) LLs living

The more elements that match, the better LLs are harmonized.



Why harmonization?
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H2020 Vitalise (2021-2024)

Enables data sharing and comparison of research 
results

Stimulates cross-organization and transnational research 
collaboration

Increases research quality

Defines a common terminology and language among 

researchers and practitioners

Interoperability between LLs and LHs

https://vitalise-project.eu/
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1. Strategy
– Governance
– Business Model
– Culture & collaboration

2. Operations
– Human resources
– Operations
– Equipment & infrastructure

3. Openness
– Innovation partnerships, projects & processes
– Ownership of results

Vervoort, 2022

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/371315414_Harmonizing_the_evaluation_of_living_labs_a_standardized_evaluation_framewo

rk

Developing the framework (2022)

4. Users & reality
• User-centricity

• Lifecycle & real-life

• Tools & methods

5. Impact & value
• Co-created values

• Impacts

6. Stability & harmonization
Stability

Harmonization & scale-up
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Developing the framework (2023)
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Developing the framework (2023)
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Developing the framework (2023)
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Developing the framework (2023)

Surveys

Formulas

Scoring tables

Piloting



18

Developing the framework (2023)



The evaluation process
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Each applicant and/or Living Lab being evaluated passes through:

1. A quantitative self-assessment

2. A qualitative 3 peer-blind review by LL experts

All applicants and LLs receive a customized evaluation report, including recommendations for capacity building



Applications of the framework
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1. ENoLL Labelling & certification

2. Living Lab evaluation in funded projects

3. Benchmarking of LLs

4. Value capturing of ENoLL members

5. Self-assessment by organizations concerning their LL maturity



www.enoll.org

info@enoll.org

koen.vervoort@enoll.org

Senior Stakeholder Strategist

European Network of Living Labs

Kunstlaan 6

1210 Sint-Joost Ten Node

Belgium



Place-based evaluation in Living Labs : from ethnographic 
tools and PAR approaches to UFDE implementation

Erwan Sachet



Situating the project



Santés & Territoires Project
An R&D project proposing an innovative approach to socio-ecosystem health and agroecological transition through 

living labs.

The desired state of health of a given territory can be mobilized as a "Common" to guide the agroecological transition actions through multistakeholder 
collaboration.

By combining the "One Health" and agroecological transition frameworks, we can define and improve global health at the territorial level, contributing to the 
implementation of sustainable agroecosystems.

A project that implies a posture of accompaniement :

✓ Challenging ideas in the field

✓ Acknowledging uncertainties

✓ Clarifying the various stakeholders standpoints:

✓ Improved mutual construction of knowledge

✓ Facilitating dialogue between stakeholders

✓ Helping the creation of space for persuasion-negotiation

Adapted from Raphaël Duboz, webinar "santés territoires" June 12, 2020



Location of the living labs

#1 #4

#2 #5

#3 #6

SENEGAL
Keur Momar Sarr 

BENIN
Monnon

SENEGAL
Mbane

BENIN
Kakanitchoé

LAOS
Phong Saad

CAMBODIA
Rom Say Sok
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4
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Living Lab Kick Off
March 2023

Living Lab Kick Off
April 2023

Living Lab Kick Off
November 2022
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Living Lab Kick Off
March 2023

Living Lab Kick Off
March 2023

Living Lab Kick Off
November 2022



Year 1 : Diagnostic

Ressources

Actors and practices
• Local actors
• Productive practices and their drivers
• Agroecological initiatives

Multistakholder 
platform

Theoritical / 
Methodological framework

Initiation

Years 2 to 5
Experimentations Cycles

Accompaniement
Living Labs

Co-conception 
• Scenario / Backasting / 

Ideotypes
• Innovative productive systems
• Value chain 

Ex ante

Intervention / Experimentation
• Control conditions
• By producers / farmers 
• Agroecosystem level & 

Territory Level

Ex post

Interactions 
Practices / Resources

Environnement 

Pre-diagnostic 

Women and men health

Environment health

.
Agroecosystem health

Territory health

Evolutions & 
Dynamics

Co-conception

Living Labs

How the project unfolds



Situating the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning process



At the beginning - Tools for MEL Data collection

• A need to grasp the particularity of the project :
• 6 Living labs with the same co-construction approach in 4 countries
• Different potential level for the MEL : 

• The project scale
• The Living Lab Scale
• The experiment / innovation / intervention scale

Observation tool Interview tool PAR tool 



Framing the MEL under the UF / DE

Evaluation USE of 

Purpose

Key evaluation 

questions (KEQs)
Evidence needed Tools

Collective Highlights
1.Observation tool based on CIRAD’s 

COMMOD experience,

Lived experiences from LL

2. Living memories of living labs (LL): a 

standard interview protocol with semi-structured 

interviews

Captures people’s experiences and 

indicators during interventions

3. Note books/log books on different thematic 

groups

How people perceive the project.
4. (In preparation) forum reflections through 

group interviews / workshops

<peoples’ perceptions on what 

territorial health looks like. 5. (In preparation) Santeff (in Senegal): local 

interviews by local inhabitants

• Main task for the MEL is to refine, make sense of, simplify and explain them under a UFE/UFDE approach.

• A guiding question : how to open a space of PAR through the MEL in the project S&T ? 



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



A strategy in itinere for implementing UFDE



Challenges 

• Distance mentoring, difficulties to manage local teams and local 

capacities

• Having a glance at the local way of meeting:

• Thé-débats in Senegal 

• Discussion around a collation in Cambodia

• Connecting the Project MEL with the LL MEL with the Exp. MEL, 

and vice-versa 



THANK YOU 



Multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs)

• Multi-stakeholder platforms emphasize 
collaboration to solve problems that affect multiple 
actors; they are not necessarily based on 
innovations or co-design methods.

• Innovation platforms emphasize innovation, for 
example around value chains, and include attention 
to institutional contexts and scaling; they can be 
top-down or bottom-up and may include 
experimentation.

• Living labs emphasize experimentation, with 
emphasis on co-design of innovations and 
experimentation in real-life contexts; they can be 
limited in time and thus may not transform existing 
regimes (p4)

Navarrete-Cruz, A.; Bergamanini, N. & Triomphe, B. (2023). Reading Note 1: 

What are living labs? Agrocecology Initiative.   Alliance Bioverstiy, CIAT, CIRAD.

“Developmental 
evaluation supports 

innovation development 
to guide adaptation to 
emergent and dynamic 

realities in complex 
environments.” (p.1)

 
Patton, M.Q. 2011. Developmental evaluation: 

Applying complexity concepts to enhance innovation 

and use. New York and London: The Guildford Press. 

Evaluating Multi-stakeholder 
partnerships (MSPs)

The literature advocates for: 
• stakeholder engagement in 

evaluation design
• evaluations that embrace the 

complex and evolving dynamics 
of multi-stakeholder collaboration

• evaluation should focus on 
adaptive capacity as the 
evaluation lens

DeSIRA LIFT 2023. Annotated Bibliography of LL Evaluation

An opportunity to build bridges between two fields

MEL Dialogue: 5 June 2024



“In developmental evaluation, an intervention does not yet exist. Rather, the 
evaluator works in partnership with program developers and organization members 

interested in solving complex social educational or health problems. 

Together they navigate complexity and deliberate about innovative solutions to 
sometimes wicked problems. 

The evaluator’s role in this context is to provide support through the provision of 
evidence, which may take the form of experimenting with ideas, piloting mock 

interventions, and searching for existing relevant evidence.” (p.7) 

Cousins, J.B. & Chouinard, J.A., 2024. Revisiting evaluation as an organizational learning system. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Canadian Evaluation 
Society, Fredericton NB.



Developmental Evaluation (DE) works best under the umbrella of Utilization-focused evaluation 
(UFE) – this calls for the identification of primary evaluation users within the stakeholders in an MSP who take ownership over the 

evaluation. 

Norman, C.  & Navas, J.  (2014). 

Exploring developmental evaluation: 

Reflections on two case studies. Prepared 

for IDRC. p. 32



The primary evaluation users make choices on the evaluation uses with the support of an 
evaluation facilitator – possible uses may include:  

• improving user involvement; 

• documenting and improving strategy, governance & operations;

• confirming joint action, innovation & value creation; 

• documenting and improving the methods and tools used in the MSP; 

• documenting capacity development changes. 



Evaluation USE Key Evaluation Question Evidence needed

To track and improve user 
involvement during the set-up 
phase

• Set up/Organizational stage: 
To what extent did the 
different interactions involve 
users in the development 
process?

Comparing stakeholder analysis 
and targets in the planning stage 
with actual participation 

To review and adjust 
methodologies based on users’ 
experiences

• Sustainability/Contextual 
stage: To what extent and how 
were the methods perceived 
as being interactive?

Exit survey evidence after events 
on outcomes and on procedures: 
what worked, what to add, what 
to eliminate

Example using a utilization-focused developmental evaluation planning table 
(DeSIRA LIFT, 2023: 14) 



Current status

• Ongoing help-desk support with Santés & Territoires to introduce 

DE within their living labs in Senegal and Cambodia

• Draft ‘How-to-Brief’ shared with partners for review and improvement

• Starting a Learning Review on MSPs across DeSIRA projects



“When do we call an MSP successful?”

1. When it functions as an MSP for FS transformation – following MSP guidelines or principles (systems 
perspective and governance dealing with power relations, conflicting stakes, dialogue and transparency)

2. When it does contribute to changes in the FS outcomes, drivers and food value chains (economic, 
technological, social or environmental impacts; KAP among MSP partners supporting innovations and scaling)

3. When it performs well on all its organisational development dimensions - (boundaries, configurations, 
maturity etc.)

4. When it works towards MS collaboration (behaviour) – developing the Capabilities, Opportunities, and 
Motivation for collaboration and FS change

44

‘Good’ governance - normative !

Results (not
process) focused

!

(over?) structured, getting complex !

What is the
essence ?!



4. Focus on Behaviour determinants

The MSP participants differ in factors that influence collaboration and how they contribute to 
changing the food system:

― Capabilities to collaborate and to change (understanding system change, relevant 
knowledge, technical and social skills etc.) 

― Creation of Opportunities to collaborate and change (power dynamics, social norms, past 
pathways, networks, access to resources etc.)

― Stakes or Motivations to collaborate and change (perceived wins, losses, values etc.)

Michie, S., van Stralen, M. M., & West, R. (2011). The behaviour change wheel: A new method for characterising and 
designing behaviour change interventions. Implementation Science, 6(42), 11. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42

https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42


Motivation is defined as all 
those brain processes that 

energize and direct behaviour, 
not just goals and conscious 
decision-making. It includes 

habitual processes, emotional 
responding, as well as 

analytical decision-making. 

Capability is defined as the 
individual’s psychological and 
physical capacity to engage in 

the activity concerned. It 
includes having the necessary 

knowledge and skills. 

Opportunity is defined as all 
the factors that lie outside 

the individual that make the 
behaviour possible or prompt 

it. 

Behaviour (B) occurs as the result of interaction between three 
necessary conditions, capabilities (C), opportunities (O) and motivation 

(M) (Michie et al., 2011).



Refooture: 
establishing Living 
Labs for supporting
Food system 
transformation
- WUR and IKEA 
Foundation in Uganda, 
Ethiopia and Kenya  47

Change pathway MSP



Thinkers EnablersDo-ers

Uptake of innovations and enabling 
measures supporting regenerative 

and inclusive food systems 

regenerative and inclusive food 
systems

Increased motivation to 
foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems

Increased capability to 
foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems 

Increased opportunity to 
foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems 

1. Doers, thinkers, 
enablers

2. Improved food system: 
Regenerative and 
Inclusive

3. Promote support for 
RIFS among 
stakeholders

4. Enhancing 
stakeholders COM to 
collaborate in change 
towards regenerative 
agriculture

5. Set up an MSP
- initiate
- plan
- collaborate

Improved quality of life

Various project activities

Change pathway MSP

1. Who are the key 
actors? 

2. What do they 
collectively work 
towards? 

3. What are they 
expected to do 
together, or to 
collaborate in?

4. How will the MSP 
support 
collaboration? 
(phases)

5. What will the 
intervention do? 



Thinkers EnablersDo-ers

Funding for Food 
system Innovation 

Initiatives

Uptake of innovations and enabling 
measures supporting regenerative 

and inclusive food systems 

regenerative and inclusive food 
systems

Inspiring discourse and dialogue on 
the need and possibilities for 

regenerative and inclusive food 
systems in the regionIncreased motivation to 

foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems

Increased capability to 
foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems 

Increased opportunity to 
foster regenerative and 
inclusive food systems 

A network of 
platforms supporting 
collaboration in RIFS 

development 

Inspirational examples of 
regenerative and inclusive 
food systems in the region

Training in 
RIFS related 

skills and 
concepts

Exchange of 
experiences in 

RIFS 
development

• What are the 
concrete actions that
are being
undertaken?

• With what tangible
results for whom?

• What changes in COM 
among whom 
c/should and do 
these contribute to?

• What behaviours are 
changing/changed 
among whom and 
why?

Improved quality of life

Various project activities

Assess change – ToC or ToAction
• Degree of support to RIFS –
appreciation / liking of policies, 

organisations and actions supporting 
RIFS; political / leadership willingness 

to address RIFS; willingness to 
contribute to and participate in RIFS 
donations, programmes or events.

• Perceived urgency of changes in RIFS –
calls for action to curb degeneration 

and exclusion; hope / belief in 
possibility to transform the FS

• General support for FS 
transformation and RIFS – ongoing 

discourse; events organized to 
address RIFS

• Availability of subsidies and other 
means for experimenting and 

implementing Innovations 
supporting RIFS and RIFS 

transformation.

• Level of knowledge of RIFS 
approaches and techniques – ability 
to identify examples of agriculture, 
environment, nutrition, VC, policies, 

transformation processes etc. in 
own region and elsewhere 

• Skill to engage in RIFS related 
activities – previous experience with 
RIFS transformation activities; skilled 

to implement approaches and 
techniques

• Level of participation in RIFS Living 
Labs and FS platform activities - # 

and types of attendees and 
participants (records events)

• Inclusion of regenerative 
approaches in government 

policies, private sector 
investments, NGO approaches, 

research & development 
initiatives, education and training 

curricula

• Degree of FS 
transformation 
towards RIFS -

RIFS assessment 
(WP3)



Key points

1. People are Food System change agents

2. Collective challenges, collective solutions – trade-offs and dependencies

3. Multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSP) are a mechanism for governing collective (inter)action: collaboration

4. Assessing MSP entails assessing Behavioural change

5. MSP-behaviour and partners’ Behaviour are determined by Capabilities, Opportunities, and Motivation of people 
(COM-B) 
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Contact: Marlene Roefs  - marlene.roefs@wur.nl

Thank you!

Include your logos here
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