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User-focused App Development for Räddningsmissionen
Application for donations from companies
JOAKIM DAHLSTRÖM AND STORM ROTHOFF
Institutionen för Data- och Informationsteknik
Chalmers Tekniska Högskola

Abstract

The project is revolved around an mobile app called �ResursRätt� by Räddningsmis-
sionen. The app allows companies to donate residual products that Räddningsmis-
sionen then sells for a low price in their stores. The app collects information on what
is donated and how the delivery of said products will be done. Räddningsmissionen
either picks up the delivery or the companies delivery it to their warehouse.
The goal of the project is to improve the user experience of the app, this is done
through a user study where di�erent potential users are interview. Users also got to
test the original app and express their opinions of it. The users inputs where then
used in creating di�erent concepts and prototypes.
The prototypes where made in Figma before moving on to coding the �nal version of
the new app. The users also got to try the prototype and give inputs that where im-
plemented in �nal version. The �nal result of the project landed in a more improved
upon UI that is more e�cient and practical than the original version.

Keywords: UX, App, UI, Functions, Structure, Users.
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1
Introduction

1.1 Background

This project is about evaluating and improving Räddningsmissionens current app
�ResursRätt". The app �ResursRätt" is a tool for companies to fast and easily
donate various residual products such as food, clothes and other wares. When a
company has registered a donation through the app Räddningsmissionen collects
the items and stores them to their warehouse, where they are later sold or donated
at one of their locations.
The project will primarily focus on the user experience from the various parties that
use the app, where both the company donating and users from Räddningsmissionen
are included. This involves improvments in information handling and presentation in
the app, and also exploring/improving how the app is implemented in Räddningsmis-
sionen's current systems. The project will also explore how the companies are best
greeted from a marketing perspective, by exploring the possibilities of developing a
web-version of the app.

Räddningsmissionen is a non-pro�t organization that aim to redistribute society's
excess resources to the bene�t of those in need. The products donated go to their
store �MatRätt�, and soon to be opened �KlädRätt�. They are located in Ran-
nebergen in the northeast part of the Gothenburg area.

1.2 Purpose

To analyze and improve the user experience for di�erent users externally and inter-
nally inside the app, but also in the meeting of potential users from a marketing
perspective.

1.3 Goal

To improve the user experience through user studies and iterative prototyping; with
the end goal of increasing simplicity, user satisfaction, and the general number of
users.

1



1. Introduction

1.4 Research Questions

ˆ What problems do the users encounter during the current process?
ˆ What needs to be improved and what is missing with the current app?
ˆ How do we get more users to the app?

1.5 Delimitations

Because Räddningsmissionen are based in Gothenburg, only potential customers in
the Gothenburg area will be studied. The project will only analyze and develop the
�ResursRätt� app, Räddningsmissionen other app �MatRätt� will not be included
in this project.
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2
Method

1. The project will start by identifying the app's di�erent users: What groups
use the app, who could use the app in the future, and who have access to read
collected data. After di�erent target groups have been identi�ed a user study
will begin.

2. The di�erent users will be interviewed about their demands regarding the
product as well as the di�erent problems and areas of improvement revealed
through usage. From these interviews list of problems, functions, and demands
will be created. These will be used to create solutions and then evaluate said
solutions. The users will also �ll in the so called "User Experience Question-
naire" which will weigh di�erent key-categories against each other to create an
image of the experience.

3. Parallel to that internal studies and analyses will be done on the current app;
how it is made and what is positive and negative about its current implemen-
tation.

4. After a pleasing amount of feedback has been collected the concept generation-
phase will begin, where brainstorming will be used to create a large amount of
ideas. These ideas will be based on the demands and functions that the users
expressed in the user study.

5. The di�erent concepts will �rst be evaluated with an elimination matrix which
checks which of the functions are included in the concept and then decides
which to keep and which to discard.

6. The kept concepts will then be used to create a morphological matrix which
takes the sub solutions in the elimination matrix and lists them against each
sub function. The new concepts will then be combined into di�erent sub-
solutions. A small number of sub-solutions will be created in such a they
di�erentiate from each other as much as possible, in order to evaluate every
possible solution fairly.

7. The new concepts can then be evaluated through a Pugh-matrix and a Kesselring-
matrix as described in the theory. From these two methods the �nal concept
can be chosen.

3



2. Method

8. With the chosen �nal concept the prototyping can begin. During this stage
prototypes will also be evaluated and tested with representatives from Räddningsmis-
sionen. The prototypes will be created with the program Figma. Based on
the thought and opinions from Räddningsmissionen, the prototype will be it-
eratively improved upon further.

9. Once satisfaction has been reached the �nal prototype will be tested by users,
their opinions will be in mind when creating the �nal solution. During the
process the list of demands and functions will be used to make sure that the
solution is still solving the problem.

10. During the project the code will be analyzed, reevaluated and optimized in
parallel to the user study.

4



3
Theory and Tools

This chapter provides an overview of the key technologies and theoretical foun-
dations underlying both the design- and developmental phases of the project. It
includes the methods utilized for analyzing user data, the tools and procedures used
in creating prototypes, and the frameworks that supported the �nal implementation.

3.1 Miro

Miro is a software that works like a digital whiteboard [5]. Users can draw, write,
and put post-it notes on a shared canvas. It is an ideal tool for organizing thought
and ideas on an online platform. Miro was used in the project to create a mind map
of the users' thoughts and suggestions. In this project each post-it note is a quote
from a user.

3.2 The User Experience Questionnaire

The User Experience Questionnaire is a questionnaire designed to measure the
attractiveness, perspicuity, e�ciency, dependability, stimulation, and novelty of a
product [1]. The user weighs di�erent keywords to achieve this.

3.3 Elimination Matrix

An elimination matrix is used to check if all functions are met in a concept and
if the concept is worth keeping moving forward [3]. An example of an elimination
matrix is shown in �gure 3.1.

3.4 Morpheus: Morphological Matrix

A morphological matrix lists sub-functions and the di�erent sub-solutions for each
sub-function. It is then used to generate concepts from choosing a sub-solution for
each sub-function. Morpheus is a software tool to create morphological matrices
that was used in this report [2]. An example of a morphological matrix is shown in
�gure 3.2.

5



3. Theory and Tools

Figure 3.1: Example of an elimination matrix from Hulthén's lecture, page 69 [3]

3.5 Pugh-matrix

Pugh-matrix is a method used to evaluate concepts based on di�erent chosen criteria
[3]. One concept is chosen as the reference and the other are compared if it is worse
or better on each criteria. When all criteria and concepts have been scored, the
total score of each concept are summarized. The concept with the highest score is
the best concept. An example of a Pugh-matrix is shown in �gure 3.3.

3.6 Kesselring-matrix

Kesselring-matrix is a method used to evaluate concepts based on di�erent weighted
criteria [3]. Each concept is scored from 1-5 where 5 is the best on each criteria.
The criteria are weighted so that their total weight is equal to 1. When all concepts
are scored the score and the weight of each criteria is multiplied to create a result.
The results are then added to create a total for each concept. The concept with the
highest total is the best concept. An example of a Kesselring-matrix is shown in
�gure 3.4.

3.7 Figma

Figma is a collaborative UI/UX design tool used for digital interface design and
prototyping [6]. The tool allows for interactive high-quality mock-ups without the
need for complex software or extensive programming. Figma's output serves as
references for translating visual designs into functional interfaces. The tool hosts
support for multiple mobile-based layouts, assets, and presets which greatly reduce
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3. Theory and Tools

Figure 3.2: Example of a morphological matrix from Hulthén's lecture, page 62
[3]

the disparity between prototype and �nal product in app development.
Figma was used because it enabled the creation of dynamic prototypes that could
simulate features suggested by users, eliminating the need for any prototype-coding
until the �nal stages of the project.

3.8 A�nity Designer 2

A�nity Designer 2 (or as referenced in the report A�nity Designer) is an image
editing software that can handle both pixel and vector graphics [7]. A�nity Designer
was used to create various vector images in the Figma prototypes, for example button
elements and custom icons.

3.9 .NET MAUI

.Net Multi-platform App UI (MAUI) is the cross-platform framework used in the
app inhereted from Räddningsmissionen. It is designed for building native mobile
and desktop application with a shared singular codebase [8]. MAUI ensured that
the app's codebase (written in C# and XAML) was compatible with Android, iOS,
macOS, Tizen and Windows without the need to rewrite the app for each platform.
The framework has been generally available since May 2022, and includes many
modern features such as hot-reload and the single-project structure which expedites
coding and debugging. Its relative recency ensures constant patches and up-to-date
frameworks, but also means that not every feature has a direct MAUI binding, and
that performance may vary by platform.

7



3. Theory and Tools

Figure 3.3: Example of a Pugh-matrix from Hulthén's lecture, page 66 [3]

3.10 C#

C# is an object-oriented language which serves as the primary backend language for
.NET applications. As Microsoft, the producers of .NET MAUI, describe: �C# is
a cross-platform general purpose language that makes developers productive while
writing highly performant code�[9]. Using C# gives access to a rich array of tools
(such as Visual Studio and IntelliSense) and thorough documentation.

3.11 XAML

Extensible Application Markup Language (XAML) is a programming language based
on Extensible Markup Language (XML) used to de�ne layouts and user interface
elements (UI elements) [10]. XAML is standard for .NET applications and is re-
sponsible for the visual structure and elements of each page in the app.

3.12 Visual Studio 2022

Visual Studio 2022 is an integrated development environment (IDE) developed by
Microsoft [11]. It has top-of-the-line support for .NET development, and tightly
integrates C# features such as IntelliSense as well as XAML-hot-reload.

8



3. Theory and Tools

Figure 3.4: Example of a Kesselring-matrix from Hulthén's lecture, page 69 [3]

3.13 Android Emulators

Android emulators are virtual devices that lets a host computer mimic the behavior
of real Android hardware. Tools that allow developers to test and debug applica-
tions without needing the proper hardware are valuable in the app-making process.
Software used was Android Studio followed by Visual Studio 2022's built-in Android
Device Manager. Android Studio is Google's o�cial IDE for Android development
and a natural choice for Android development [12]; Visual Studio 2022's Android
Device Manager however is integrated in Visual Studio (VS) and provides every
feature required for app-development with better integration once a virtual device
is created.

3.14 Model-View-ViewModel

Model-View-ViewModel (MVVM) is an architectural pattern used in many modern
applications. It facilitates a clear separation between user interface and background
logic which makes codebases more maintainable, modular, and easier to test.
The Model handles application data and logic, the View is responsible for the user
interface (UI), and the ViewModel acts as a condiut and intermediary between View
and Model. A core principle of MVVM is that the View should not communicate
directly- nor be dependent on any speci�c Model-platform, which ensures that the
app remains uncoupled and scalable. .NET MAUI has many built-in commands
and mechanisms that support the MVVM pattern and streamline communication
between the components; such as the ICommand-function for UI elements like but-
tons, and INotifyPropertyChangedto which automatically detect changes in element
variables.

9
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4
Process

4.1 Identifying target groups

Based on feedback from Räddningsmissionen the intended users of the app are com-
pany employees, in particular employed sustainability managers, store managers,
or specialists in logistics. The targeted-groups are industries associated with food
and/or clothing. Common examples include grocery stores, wholesalers, clothing
stores and the like. When contacting di�erent companies, one key aspect was that
the users of the app could refer to a variety of people. The app therefore needs to
be simple enough so that it is easy to use for anyone.

4.2 A semi-structured direct participating obser-
vation

To get a feel for the app and to �nd easily identi�able problems, a semi-structured
direct participating observation was made [4]. This means that each step of the app
was carefully observed, and all relevant thoughts and opinions where recorded. It
identi�ed and explored all areas of the app.

Figure 4.1: The �rst page of the original app

11



4. Process

In �gure 4.1, we see the initial page of the app. It has the logo that reassures the
user that they opened the right app, and that the company is Räddningsmissionen:
It explains the mission-statement of Räddningsmissionen and the reasoning behind
it, and it reassures the user that the donation helps create a sustainable society.
The presence of only a single button on the page, the donation button, helps guide
the user's attention. It is clearly highlighted and guides the user to continue, and
an arrow above it also strengthens this interaction. Lastly, the obligatory sponsor
is displayed at the bottom of the page. All in all, the page is straightforward and
the user does not have a problem moving forward in the app.

Figure 4.2: The donation page of the current app

In �gure 4.2, we see the donation page and all the di�erent pop-ups. The �rst ques-
tion is "What do you want to donate?", which is a text box that the user must �ll

12



4. Process

out. To make the user understand what to write in the box, there is an information
button that displays a more detailed explanation. However, the information box
also �rst states that the app is not for individual people. It is counterproductive
to have this fact be hidden away in an optional information box. It should be pre-
sented in a earlier stage; perhaps in the app store, promotion material or the �rst
page of the app. The other information in the box is relevant and gives examples of
what is usually donated. However, the examples are all food centered even though
Räddningsmissionen accepts donations from a more varied assortment. The fact
that items other than food can be donate is stated earlier however, where in the
description they also mention that they accept clothes.

It might be slightly confusing in what way the company should �ll in the boxes
if they want to donate more than one type of item. For example foodand clothes.
The intended way is to �ll out everything in the same string. In other words, one
would write "Food and Clothes" or "Food, Clothes" in the box. The app then asks
"How much does it weigh? (KG)", this could be rephrased to "How much does ev-
erything weigh in total? (KG)" to increase clarity. The wording of the question
makes sure that the user does not write the individual weight of one of the items
that they want to donate. Furthermore it clears up any confusion when donating
multiple items in regards to if they should de�ne the weight of every individual
item. The app proceeds to ask if you want to donate food, and provides a check
box that states "The product is a refrigerant or frozen goods". This seems to be in
the wrong position or worded wrong. It would be unnecessary to ask this if the user
speci�ed something other than food. Another not is that all food does not fall in
that category, as some food are dry or conserved, which can not be selected. If you
do not check the box for refrigerant or frozen good it does not show the boxes for
best-before date or expiration date. This would cause problems for products that
have a best-before date, but do not need refrigeration. The last question the app
asks is "How do you want to donate?" and gives the user a straightforward choice of
pick-up by Räddningsmissionen or self-delivery.

If any box is not �lled in as you complete the donation, you get an error pop-up
which states what is missing. However text in the error message does not completely
correspond to the boxes. A more visual indicator could be easier to understand by
highlighting the missing boxes. To summarize this page could do with some re-
designing and restructuring.

13



4. Process

Figure 4.3: The company information page of the current app

In �gure 4.3, we see the company page and the error pop-up. The company page
asks the user information about the company for the purpose of delivery and regis-
tration. However, this does not account for companies that have di�erent addresses
for delivery and their o�ce. A choice of either selecting same company address and
delivery address, or otherwise writing down both would solve this issue. In the last
question it also gives the example in the title as well as in the box. For continuity
it would be easier to keep example-text inside the box. To increase clarity the page
could start with stating that you are supposed to write your company information.
The error pop-up corresponds to the boxes on this page unlike the previous, how-
ever, it would probably be more intuitive to visually show the error with highlights.
All in all the page is rather straightforward with some minor adjustments needed.

14



4. Process

Figure 4.4: The contact page and integrity policy of the current app

In �gure 4.3, we see the �nal page before sending the donation. This page asks
who the user is, for the users contact information, and for them to agree with
Räddningsmissionen's integrity policy. The error pop-up that appears when incor-
rectly �lling out the form seems to be repeating itself, and is displayed in another
order than the boxes. As stated with other error messages it would be more intuitive
to highlight boxes with errors instead of a pop-up. The policy page is straightforward
and you can read the policy easily.

Figure 4.5: The thank you page at the end of the app.

In �gure 4.5, we see the �nal page of the app, the thank you page. It thanks the
user and states relevant information of what will happen. The page then present

15



4. Process

the user with two buttons. A button that says "Contact us" that opens an external
browser and directs the user to their website. However, unlike what the button says
it directs the user to the following link "https://www.raddningsmissionen.se/
donera-livsmedel " where the user can donate to them. It would make more sense
to link to " https://www.raddningsmissionen.se/kontakt " where you get contact
information to Räddningsmissionen, since the user is told this is where one �nds
contact information. The other button called "Donate again" sends the user back
to donation page.The page is straightforward with the minor issue of opening the
wrong webpage.

The general appearance is very simplistic but also cheaply thrown together and
poorly thought out. The buttons and boxes especially highlight this phenomena. A
redesign of certain parts could reinforce the image of the app, and reinforce serious
tone that Räddningsmissionen wants to portray. Some sort of progress tracker would
also let the user know how many steps it takes to �ll out, reassuring the user that
it will not take a long time to �ll out the donation.

4.3 Company feedback

To start, about twenty companies where contacted about providing input what they
saw as requirements for the app. Only two of the twenty companies where willing
to answer. The two companies will be anonymous in this report however it is worth
mentioning that one company is from the food industry and the other is from the
clothing industry. Both companies answered questions about necessary functions
and information. The answers where then sorted in to di�erent categories in the
program Miro, see �gure 4.6.

Figure 4.6: Miro of the company feedback, here the feedback are sorted in the
three categories functions, structure and opinions.

In �gure 4.6, the company responses are divided into three categories: Functions,
structure, and opinions. The key functions that they needed were: pick-up delivery,
information when a donation would be picked up, being able to send a photo of

16



4. Process

what one donates, and to have guiding check-boxes to make it easy to �ll in the
donation. Under structure the most important aspect was for the app to be simple
and easy to understand. Both companies expressed the opinion of not wanting to
be informed where their donations went to.

4.4 User Tests

Seven users got to try the current app, where-after they got to express feedback and
answer the following questions:

ˆ "What is good currently?"
ˆ "What is bad currently?"
ˆ "Is something missing?"
ˆ "Is something taking too much time?"
ˆ "Is something unnecessary?"
ˆ "Would you like it more if it instead was web-based? Why?"
ˆ "How are the steps of the app? Do they work great?"

The answers where then categorized in Miro, in the following categories: Positive,
Negative, Functions and Structure. Which are shown in �gures 4.7-4.10.

Figure 4.7: Miro of positive aspects of the current app based on user tests. The
aspects are sorted into the following categories from left to right, UI, functions,
clarity and general

In �gure 4.7 the users positive thoughts about the current app are displayed. They
expressed that no step took too much time and that no step was unnecessary. They
liked that it was simple and easy to understand. In regards to individual functions,
the users especially liked that the date selector was a date-scroll and not free text.
Having to choose if the product needed a refrigerator or freezer was also a great
feature, which meant that the user was not overwhelmed with many �elds that
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4. Process

could otherwise be unnecessary. In regards to the user interface the boxes where of
a great size and it was easy to scroll. The color choice and logo were stylish which
was also positive for the users.

Figure 4.8: Miro of negative aspects of the current app based on user tests. The
aspects are sorted into the following categories from left to right, uncertainties,
annoyance, aesthetics/UI and miscellaneous.

In �gure 4.8, the users negative thoughts about the current app are displayed. The
thoughts can be categorized in the following categories: uncertainties, annoyance,
aesthetics/UI and miscellaneous. The largest uncertainty the user faced was what
to write in the weight-�eld. The app required an integer, but allowed you to write
alphabetical letters in the space. The error-message only showed up after �lling in
everything else and attempting to move forward, which furthered confusion. The
second largest uncertainty was that the user did not know or understand the di�er-
ence between best-before date and expiration date. One user also felt uncertainty
about the level of detail the user should provide in the box that asked what to do-
nate. The biggest annoyance that the users experienced was that the keyboard did
not go away unless they pressed "return". The keyboard did not disappear when
they pressed outside the keyboard-area, which users expected. There was also a
lack of a button that says "done". Another annoying factor was that the link in
the integrity policy was not clickable, so the user had to copy and paste it in to
a browser. In regards to the aesthetics and UI, the users pointed out a bunch of
di�erent issues; such as unclear rubrics, spacing between elements, scroll-bars, and
shadows. Other thing the users commented on was that the app saves data between
uses without explicit permission, and that it takes a lot of time to donate if one
wants to give away mulitple types of items.
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In �gure 4.9, the user-suggested functions are displayed. Most of them are regarding
the donation input, but there are also suggested functions about UI/backend, and
order information. The two most sought-after functions are to provide additional
information, and to specify the quantity of the donation in another way than weight.
Being able to categorize donations, or to scan bar-codes are also wanted features.
Functions regarding UI/backend are for example auto-�lling city based on postal
codes, consequent errors that pop up right away when a �eld is wrong, and a button
to clear and restart the donation process. In regards to order information, many
users said that some sort of feedback when sending the order would be appreciated.
Either an email saying that the order is being processed, or getting a rough estimate
of when the order will be picked up.

Figure 4.9: Miro of functions suggested in user tests. The functions are sorted in
to the following categories from left to right, donation input, UI and Backend, and
�nally order information.
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Figure 4.10: Miro of opinions from the user tests about structure. The opinions
are categorized as follows from left to right, website vs app, miscellaneous structure
and division of the di�erent steps.

In �gure 4.10, the users re�ected on the structure and their opinions about hav-
ing an app versus having a website. First and foremost the users stated that the
donation-steps where in a good order and contained. The structure facilitated speed
and simplicity which was also appreciated. One user said that the starting page was
unnecessary, and another said that they wanted pages that had minimum scrolling.
The opinions about having an app or a website where split. Some liked apps,
while other preferred websites. An individual that liked the website-idea more said:
"...Easy to have all the information on another window and just paste into the form."
and another stated: "...As a company you usually sit at a computer and often have
the information needed on that computer.". Some people saw opportunities with
having both a website and an app. An app was good for frequent donations mean-
while a website was good for one-o� donations.

The user experience questionnaire, as explained in chapter 3.2, was used to compile
user data. This created an insight into what the user thought of their experience
and could later be used to compare to the new version of the app. In �gure 4.11,
the mean result based on all the users questionnaires are displayed.
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Figure 4.11: Mean Result of the User Experience Questionnaire

4.5 Lists of problems, functions and demands

From the user tests the users pointed out a few problems which are shown in table
4.1. Each problem are weighed with a priority. The priority is from 1-5 where 5 is
the most important and 1 is the least important. The priority degree is determined
from how many users stumbled on the problem and how much of a obstacle it is for
the user. Aesthetic problems are less prioritized since it does not stop the user from
donating.
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Problem Priority

General
The keyboard does not disappear as expected 5
Uncertainty what to write in "Weight" 5
Unclickable link in Integrity policy 4
Uncertainty between best-before date and expiration date 4
Could miss that it is scroll 1
Unclear where one should deliver it to 2
Some check boxes that are related are to far apart 2
The date �eld get greyed out when you �ll the other which could
indicate that you only �ll out one

3

Uncertainty of what should be inputted in the donation box 4
Uncertainty about what Räddningsmissionen do 1
Unclear text on the �rst page 2
Only states that the app is for companies in a hidden away infor-
mation window

2

Food-centered even though they accept other products 4
Error does not show after one has �lled in everything on a page 3
Unclear error messages 3
Not possible to �ll in a di�erent company adress and delivery adress 3
Incorrect link to contact information 2
Aesthetics
The scrollbar is overlayed over the boxes 1
The refrigerator / freezer box is not centered 2
Ugly boxes 1
No clear headlines 2
Same font size of the questions and answers 2
Small x for the numbers in the telefon prompt, instead of large X 2
Clipping shadows on boxes 2
Typography error in information pop up 2

Table 4.1: Table displaying identi�ed problems.

In table 4.2, the functions of the app are listed. These functions are based on the
current app, the requirements from Räddningsmissionen, and feedback from users.
Each function is either the main function, a sub-function or a support function.
Every function also has a priority based on how important they are and if they are
realistically achievable.
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Function Boundary Class Priority Comment

Donate things Only from
companies

MF Necessary

Categorize donations SUPPF Desired Food, Clothes, Other
Scan products Barcode SUBF Worth Con-

sidering
Provide additional
information

SUPPF Desired

Set pre�x Metric SUBF Worth Con-
sidering

To de�ne how much
one donates

Create standing do-
nations

SUBF Worth Con-
sidering

Auto�ll City/Postal-
code

SUPPF Worth Con-
sidering

If you �ll in city
it �ll auto�ll postal-
code and vise-versa

Display errors SUPPF Necessary
Login Service SUBF Unnecessary Could be imple-

mented in a more
complex system

Additional pages SUBF Worth Con-
sidering

About page, dona-
tion history, etc.

Reassure user SUBF Desired That the user has
seen everything and
understood the as-
signment

Provide order feed-
back

SUPPF Desired Order and delivery
information

Provide company in-
formation

SUPPF Necessary

Provide contact in-
formation

SUPPF Necessary Both from cus-
tomer and from
Räddningsmissionen

Provide visual jpeg, png SUBF Worth con-
sidering

Photo of the donated
product

MF = Main Function, SUBF = Sub-Function, SUPPF = Support Function

Table 4.2: Table of functions

In table 4.3, di�erent demands regarding delivery, information, process, platforms
and semantics are displayed. These are both demands from Räddningsmissionen,
and the users. They are also prioritized from 1-5; where 5 is the most important
and 1 is the least important. Here key functionalities are prioritized, such as the
app working on di�erent platforms and having delivery options.
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Demand Speci�cation Priority

Delivery Choice for pick-up 5
Choice for self-delivery 5

Information Pick-up information 4
Self-delivery information 4

Process Simple 4
Accessible 4
Fast 3

Platforms Continuity across platforms 5
Android 5
iOS 5

Semantics Express Professionalism 3
Express Simplicity 3

Table 4.3: Table of Demands

These lists will be used to create concepts in the next step but also for evaluating
said concepts and the �nal product.

4.6 Generating concepts

To choose and create concepts for prototyping the following steps have been taken:
Firstly to brainstorm based on the problems, functions and demands de�ned in
tables 4.1-4.3. This creates a concept-catalog that can be evaluated with an elimi-
nation matrix to see what functions are already incorporated, and which concepts
should be implemented in the morphological matrix. The morphological matrix
then takes the sub-solutions of each kept concept and lists them against each sub-
function. Then new concepts are picked by choosing one sub-solution each in the
list. The purpose is to get new concepts that incorporate design ideas from di�er-
ent base ideas. The new concepts must importantly di�erentiate from each other
as much as possible to see interesting results when later evaluating them with a
Pugh-matrix and Kesselring-matrix. The Pugh-matrix and Kesselring-matrix both
use di�erent criteria that seem relevant for the product, and then evaluates each of
the concepts based on that. In the end one or two concepts will be the winners and
their positive attributes can be incorporated in a prototype.

4.6.1 Brainstorming

The following concept catalog was made through brainstorming based on the prob-
lems, functions and demands de�ned earlier.
Concept A, as shown in �gure 4.12 shows the app step by step. The �rst step is fairly
similar to the original but points out to rewrite the text to be more informational.
The main point of the concept comes next which is to categorize the donation. It has
three categorizes "Food", "Clothes" and "Other", based of what you selected it drops
down questions under said category. Choosing one or more categorizes is possible
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and they will follow after each other. If food is selected it asks what food and what
is the total weight, the user �lls the two boxes. It then asks if the food requires a
refrigerator, freezer or if it needs neither. It then asks the user what the best-before
and expiration dates are. The user is provided a information button that explains
the di�erence between them. If Clothes or Other is chosen the app asks the user
to provide the item's name. The user can then choose quantity or weight to mea-
sure the quantity of the item(s). Lastly the user chooses between pick-up delivery
or self-delivery. An arrow then sends the user to the next page. This page has a
rubric that says "Company Information", it asks the user the company's name and
also provides the user with a choice of same delivery address as company address.
If yes the app will make the user �ll in two addresses labeled respectively. When
postal code is inputted the app automatically �lls in the city. The next page has
a rubric called "Contact Information" and asks the user for their name, telephone
number and e-mail. Finally it asks the user to agree to the integrity policy. If the
user clicks on the integrity policy a popup appears that the user can read. Finally a
large button that says "SEND" is at the bottom that sends the order and brings the
user to the thank you page. The last page is visually identical to the original "thank
you" page. The app also sends an e-mail to the user's provided email-address that
contains the submitted order information. This is to reassure the user that their
request has gone through the system correctly. If anything is inputted in a �eld
that would create a error, the app will mark the �eld red and write an error message
under it.

Figure 4.12: Concept A, full step by step guide using di�erent categories to help
the user along and ask relevant questions.
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Concept B, as shown in �gure 4.13 shows the app step by step. It starts with a
similar �rst page as the original app. It then presents the main concept: The user
is presented with a "plus"-button which when pressed adds one item. The user then
writes the item name and �lls in the weight. The user is then presented the choice of
needing refrigeration which in this case the user ignores. The user can then choose
between adding another item with the "plus"-button or go forward with the arrow.
If choosing the plus, the user gets another element that is the same as the previous
one. If the user chooses that the item needs to be refrigerated it then they get to
�ll in best-before- and expiration-date of the item before continuing. The user can
add another item, or go forward with the arrow once more. Moving forward, the
user gets to choose pick-up delivery or self-delivery. Following that, the user �lls in
information about the company and contact information. Finally the user sends the
information through a �nal send button and the app thanks the user.

Figure 4.13: Concept B, step by step guide with the main feature being able to
add multiple items.

Concept C, as shown in �gure 4.14 shows how to �ll in the donation part of the
app. The rest of the app is a mixture of Concept- A and B. Unlike the current
app the user is presented with predetermined choices to easily �ll out correctly. If
the wanted choice is not on the list it then the app lets the user �ll in the �eld
themselves.

Concept D, as shown in �gure 4.14 shows how to �ll in the donation part of the app.
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