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Verifyable ObjectivesVerifyable Objectives



Verifiable project objectives:Verifiable project objectives:

1. Identification of the state-of-the art on transparency knowledge and 
understanding:g

This objective will be served by a compendium on the state-of-the-art on present knowledge 
and understanding of transparency needs, transparency solutions, and transparency potentials as 
derived from research and best practice experiences.

2. Identification of deficiencies in stakeholder transparency and needs for future  
research initiatives:

This objective will be served by a strategic research agenda based on a research framework forThis objective will be served by a strategic research agenda based on a research framework for 
the identification of transparency deficiencies, research needs, and research priorities.

3. Providing transparency uptake support:g p y p pp
This objective will be served by the specification of a ‘blueprint’ information backbone scheme
(representing an agreement on information exchange between system providers regarding 
technology and content) that could support the development of a European communication 
network and facilitate interaction between existing and developing transparency initiatives.

4. Developing transparency awareness:
This objective will be served by the establishment of a transparency platform and dedicatedThis objective will be served by the establishment of a transparency platform and dedicated 
dissemination initiatives with stakeholders on a European scale.



Project organizationProject organization



Work
package

Work package title Type of
Activity

Lead
beneficiary

Person
months

Start
month

End
monthp g

No.
y y

WP1 Project Management MGT UBO 4 1 24
WP2 Feasibility and SUPP KTBL 11 1 24y

Traceability
WP3 Quality and Safety SUPP TUB (SAFE) 20 1 24

WP4 Integrity and 
Sustainability

SUPP SIK
(AU, City)

19 1 24

WP5 Signals for 
Transparency and Trust

SUPP City
(RLabs)

20 1 24

WP6 B P i d SUPP U t 15 1 24WP6 Best Practice and 
Performance

SUPP Ugent
(CCH)

15 1 24

WP7 Integration and SUPP UBO 17 1 24
Coordination

WP8 Exploitation and 
Dissemination of 
Results

SUPP CCH 17 1 24

Results
Total 123



Framework T-readinessFramework, T-readiness







Project milestonesProject milestones
and deliverablesand deliverables



Milestone
no.

Milestone name WPs no's. Lead 
beneficiary

Delivery 
date

Comments
(Verification)

Project workshop ’Roadmap’ (Design WP1 7 m2 Attendance listM1 Project workshop Roadmap  (Design 
of framework for analysis and 
documentation and specification of 
roadmap)

WP1,7
(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO m2 Attendance list

M2 Establishment of working groups WP2 3 4 5 6 7 All m3 Member listsM2 Establishment of working groups WP2,3,4,5,6,7 All m3 Member lists

M3 Stakeholder workshop ‘Awareness’ WP1,7,8
(2,3,4,5,6)

UBO m6 Attendance list

M4 Virtual project workshop ‘Coordination 
of analysis activities’

WP1,7
(2 3 4 5 6 8)

UBO m6 Participation list
of analysis activities (2,3,4,5,6,8)

M5 European Transparency Platform
established

WP1,7,8 UBO m6 Web-site and 
member list

M6 Project workshop ‘Material’ (Analysis WP1 7 UBO m12 Attendance listM6 Project workshop Material (Analysis 
and evaluation of material, further 
specification of project results)

WP1,7
(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO m12 Attendance list

M7 Project workshop ‘Release of Project WP1,7 UBO m18 Attendance listM7 j p j
results and material’ (SRA etc.)

,
(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO

M8 First Stakeholder workshop
and evaluation of material and 

WP1,7,8
(2,3,4,5,6)

UBO CCH m20 Attendance list

approach

M9 Workshop ‘Implementation’
(Workshop for providers of systems 
and standards)

WP2,7,8 UBO CCH m22 Attendance list

M10 Final project workshop with 
presentation of results to public

WP1,7,8
(2,3,4,5,6)

UBO CCH m24 Attendance list



Milestone
no.

Milestone name WPs no's. Lead 
beneficiary

Delivery 
date

Comments
(Verification)

Project workshop ’Roadmap’ (Design WP1 7 m2 Attendance listM1 Project workshop Roadmap  (Design 
of framework for analysis and 
documentation and specification of 
roadmap)
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(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO m2 Attendance list
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UBO m6 Attendance list

M4 Virtual project workshop ‘Coordination 
of analysis activities’
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(2 3 4 5 6 8)

UBO m6 Participation list
of analysis activities (2,3,4,5,6,8)

M5 European Transparency Platform
established

WP1,7,8 UBO m6 Web-site and 
member list

M6 Project workshop ‘Material’ (Analysis WP1 7 UBO m12 Attendance listM6 Project workshop Material (Analysis 
and evaluation of material, further 
specification of project results)

WP1,7
(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO m12 Attendance list

M7 Project workshop ‘Release of Project WP1,7 UBO m18 Attendance listM7 j p j
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(2,3,4,5,6,8)

UBO
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WP1,7,8
(2,3,4,5,6)

UBO CCH m20 Attendance list

approach

M9 Workshop ‘Implementation’
(Workshop for providers of systems 
and standards)

WP2,7,8 UBO CCH m22 Attendance list

M10 Final project workshop with 
presentation of results to public

WP1,7,8
(2,3,4,5,6)

UBO CCH m24 Attendance list





No.
Deliverable name Lead date

Deliverables 2.1 - 2.3
2.1 Specification of tracking/tracing requirements; analysis and evaluation of selected 

tracking/tracing solution alternatives
KTBL 9

2.2 Feasibility study taking into account different ways of serving tracking/tracing 
needs within the sector

KTBL 12
needs within the sector

2.3 Formulation of a blueprint proposal for a European backbone solution KTBL 18

Deliverables 3.1 – 3.5
3.1 Food safety assessment along the production chain. Impact of raw material status, TUB 9y g p p ,

transportation and storage as well as processing, packaging and distribution

3.2 Determination of food quality parameters of selected products according to 
sensorial and nutritional quality definitions

TUB 9
sensorial and nutritional quality definitions

3.3 Analysis, evaluation, and documentation of selected ‘best practice’ monitoring and 
reporting schemes 

TUB 12

3 4 Analysis of deficiencies (weaknesses) within traditional food processing of TUB 123.4 Analysis of deficiencies (weaknesses) within traditional food processing, of 
improvement opportunities through process optimization or emerging technologies, 
and of feasibility regarding industrial implementation 

TUB 12

3 5 Specification of critical research needs and priorities with relevance for food safety TUB 153.5 Specification of critical research needs and priorities with relevance for food safety 
and quality concerns and for improvements in food chain transparency

TUB 15

Deliverables 4.1 – 4.5
4 1 St t f th t i f ti i f d h i ith l f i t l SIK 124.1 State of the art on information use in food chains with relevance for environmental, 

concerns
SIK 12

4.2 State of the art on information use in food chains with relevance for ethical and 
social concerns 

AU 12



4.3 Analysis, evaluation, and documentation of selected ‘best practice’ monitoring and 
reporting schemes 

SIK 12

4 4 Analysis of deficiencies (weaknesses) within traditional food processing of AU 124.4 Analysis of deficiencies (weaknesses) within traditional food processing, of 
improvement opportunities through process optimization or emerging technologies, 
and of feasibility regarding industrial implementation 

AU 12

4 5 Specification of critical research needs and priorities with relevance for AU 154.5 Specification of critical research needs and priorities with relevance for 
environmental, ethical and social concerns and for improvements in food chain 
transparency 

AU 15

Deliverables 5.1 – 5.4
5.1 Report drawn from data collection and review and stakeholder participant 

workshops on the breadth and range of certification systems and labelling schemes 
signalling information to consumers and the strengths and weaknesses of these 
systems and signals

City, RLabs 11

5.2 A meta-analytic roadmap of consumer requests, contexts for such requests and 
priorities.

RLabs 11

5.3 Report of analysis public policy statements and legal requirements and expectations 
f f d t h d th i l i hi i li d l t

City 8
of food transparency schemes and their role in achieving policy and regulatory 
goals.

5.4 Final summary report integrating report findings from Tasks 5.1 – 5.3 City
RLabs

14

Deliverables 6.1 – 6.4
6.1 Topics, performance indicators, and template for analysis of best practice 

experiences 
Ugent 5

6.2 Analysis of selected experiences of ‘best practice transparency solutions’ in Ugent 12y p p p y
enterprises and food chains

g

6.3 Framework for the formulation of ‘best practice guides’ Ugent 14



Deliverables 7.1 – 7.4

7.1 Framework for analysis, documentation and evaluation UBO 2

7.2 Focus guide on transparency, tracking, tracing, sustainability and integrity UBO 6

7.3 Summary compendium on present knowledge incl. knowledge exemplified in 
best practice examples

UBO 20

7 4 Strategic Research Agenda UBO 207.4 Strategic Research Agenda UBO 20
Deliverables 8.1 – 8.4

8.1 Report on dissemination plan and stakeholder groups for inclusion in project 
activities and dissemination of results 

CCH 3

8.2 Report on the development of best practice guides and design of dissemination 
material for stakeholders

CCH 20

8.3 Report on the organization of stakeholder workshops/conferences and the 
development of transparency workshop material

CCH 24

8.4 Report on dissemination activities CCH 24



CommunicationCommunication



Focus groups
1. Stakeholders involving

a) consumers resp. consumer associations,
b) li i tit ti d li t ti db) policy institutions and policy representatives, and
c) industry resp. industry associations.

2. Solution providers involving
a) providers of standards on food safety and quality as well as on 

environmental (as e g environmental management systems) andenvironmental (as e.g. environmental management systems) and 
social concerns (as e.g. on fairness of trade) and

b) providers of computer based transparency systems incl. tracking and 
tracing systemstracing systems.

3. Research groups involving
a) research support organizations (as e.g. European and national 

research foundations, etc.),
b) research institutions and scientific associations.)

4. European Commission



SummarySummary
EU communicationEU communication



1. Compendium on
state of the art (D7.3) Proposal:

2. Strategic Research Agenda

Proposal:
1+2 as book

(Barriers, Deficiencies
and Research needs) (D7.4) 

3. Communication backbone
(How to start - uptake support)

WhitWhite paper
on state of the art andon state of the art and

future needs for initiatives     



Cost/benefitCost/benefit



Costs of
provision

Transparency
deficiencies provisiondeficiencies

I1
2

Increase
In needs Inprovements

in technology
C

T

C

L l f diff ti ti XLevel of differentiation
(categories)

X



FundsFunds



WP WP2 WP3 WP WP WP WP WP8
1 4 5 6 7

Subcontracting 15 5g
Work groups 5 3 3 3 3
Meetings, 0.9 30 5g ,
dissemination
Printing material 1.9 1.5Printing material 1.9 1.5
Web platforms 10
Other direct costs 9 8.5Other direct costs 9 8.5
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T t F dTransparent Food
WP 6: Best Practices and Performance

Transparent Food Meeting
Bonn, Germany , 30‐31 May, 1 June 2011

Xavier Gellynck, Adrienn Molnár, Katrien Van Lembergen
Andras Sebok, Attila Berczeli
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Table of o te t
1 Context

Table of content
1. Context
2. Approach
3 Best practices State of the art3. Best practices ‐ State‐of‐the‐art
4. Best practices ‐ In‐depth analysis
5 P bl /D fi i i R h d5. Problems/Deficiencies Research needs
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1. Context 
EU FOOD SYSTEM

D ti k tDomestic market
International market

Innovation Competi‐
tiveness Growth Welfare Well‐beingtiveness

How? Perfect competitionHow? Perfect competition
→ Perfect information
→ Transparency ↑↑↑→ Transparency ↑↑↑
→ Informed choices
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2. Approachpp



Transparent FoodTransparent FoodTransparent_FoodTransparent_Food

B i• Best practices are 
solutions which go beyond the usual practice and 
that  can  be  applied  for  further  development  of  

existing  systems  or development of new 
systems with superior performancesystems with superior performance

Wh t l f b t ti ?• What can we learn from best practices?
o What goes beyond the usual practice?
o What are limitations, deficiencies?



• Problem
S l tiB t ti

1. Context (3)
• Solution
• Benefits and weaknesses
• Tangible result

Best practice 
inventory (72)( ) Tangible result

Wh t i i t d d h ?•What is communicated and how ? 
•What makes the best practice unique in 
output/result? 

Selected BP (21) •What makes it work?
•What  can be recommended to other situations?

Selected BP (21)

P fl h t f t k h ld• Prepare flow chart of stakeholders
• Analyze information flow
• Identify performance indicatorsIn‐depth analysis (8) Identify performance indicators



Transparent FoodTransparent Food

Best practice inventory (72) Selected best practices (21) + In-depth analyses (8)

1. Food safety (21)
C iti l (6) D t ti f tibi ti i ilk + R d L b tTransparent_FoodTransparent_Food

5 domains and  sub‐domains: 
all highly affected1. Context (2)

•Compositional (6)
•Technological (7)
•Organization & discipline (8)

•Detection of antibiotics in milk + Red Lobster
•Identity preserved soy
•Red tractor

all highly affected( )
2. Food quality (15)

•Composition (3)
•Health & nutrition claims (1)

•Frosta
•“Eat Well Campaign” 

•Sensory properties – handling (1)
•Raw material production (4)
•Storage conditions (1)
F d i h d (2)

•Domino’s Pizza
•Matured beef
•RFID for monitoring storage conditions
Pl k R l G•Food processing methods (2)

•Food packaging and distribution (1)
•Authenticity (2)

•Plukon Royale Group
•Smart packaging
•Quality of AOC wines

3. Food integrity (26)
•Origin (6)
•Environment (9)

•Gut so! + Transparency along chicken chain
•Climate labeling for food

•Ethical & social (11) •CareTrace + Marine Stewardship Council + 
Frilandsgris free range pigs

4. Economic issues (5) •European Food Prices Monitoring Tool4. Economic issues (5) European Food Prices Monitoring Tool
•ValCeno Chain

5. Enabling technologies for transparency (5) •Electronic product code



Best practice
inventory (72)inventory (72)

Selected BPSelected BP 
(21)

In‐depth analysis (8)

Uniqueness

Problems & 

q

deficiencies

Research needs
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3. Best practices – state‐of‐the‐art
• Open communication

Cl i

p
• Easy to understand

‣ F d‣ Claim
‣ Results/assessment
‣ Process/steps/criteria

‣ Focused
‣ No room for confusion

• MeasureableProcess/steps/criteria
‣ Balanced confidentiality

• Economic incentives

Measureable
‣ Benchmark

• Collective use of resources
‣ Differentiation
‣ Price

Collective use of resources
‣ Economies of scale
‣ Stronger impact

• Awareness of weaknesses
‣ What it does not include

• Common interest along 
the chain

• Anticipating target
‣ e.g. Red Tractor
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Uniqueness of the selected best practices

Id tit d S b d bi d f bilio Identity preserved soy: System based on combined use of traceability, 
segregation, record keeping and third party verification

o RFID for monitoring storage conditions: Tool for monitoring and f g g g
recording data along production chain for quick quality control 
actions

o Quality of AOC wines: collectively‐held brand (official bodieso Quality of AOC wines: collectively held brand (official bodies, 
producers, commercial operators)

o Marine Stewardship Council: Stakeholder involvement in developing 
h i t thi d t tifi tischeme, passive transparency, third party certification

o Frilandsgris: cooperation between animal welfare scheme and 
retailers, traceability to farmery

o European Food Pricing Monitoring Tool: Transparency for price 
transmission along the food supply chain
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysis
Fl h S k h ld & i i iTransparent_FoodTransparent_Food• Flow chart ‐ Stakeholders & activities

Obligatory system Voluntary system
Worldwide/EU Worldwide/EU Country 

specific
1 product 
group

≠ product
groups

1 product group ≠ product
groups

1 product 
groupg p g p g p g p

Quality of AOC 
wines

European Food 
Pricing 
Monitoring Tool

Marine 
Stewardship
Council

RFID for 
monitoring
storage

ValCeno chain

Monitoring Tool Council storage 
conditions

Identity
preserved soy

Frilandsgris
preserved soy

Transparency
along chicken 
h ichain
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Flow chart – Case specificity [Differences in situation]

o Quality of AOC wines:Harmonized systems across Europe buto Quality of AOC wines:Harmonized systems across Europe but 
different functioning from region to region, large variation in 
level of integration in the chain

o European Food Pricing Monitoring Tool:Missing data, certain 
products not produced in certain countries

Harmonized regulation at EU‐level: 
t l t d i l i l titranslated in legislation

Region‐to‐region: different implementationRegion to region: different implementation
(incentive, control, penalization)
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow – Value creation for who? 

[Transparency needs/preferences][Transparency needs/preferences]
o Quality of AOC wines: Quality label in accordance with content, 

evidences throughout the chain

N
SU
M
ER
S

o Marine Stewardship Council: Verified claims (sustainable fishery)
o European Food Pricing Monitoring Tool: Demand for statistical 

information on food supply chain but obligatory data collection

C
O
N

IC
Y

information on food supply chain, but obligatory data collection
o Identity preserved soy: GMO free status of products throughout 

the chain, label towards consumers

R
S
PO

LI

o RFID for monitoring storage conditions: Data about time, 
temperature, humidity and pH value (mostly only internally)

o ValCeno Chain: Farmers part of cooperative ValCeno wish to beK
EH
O
LD
ER

o ValCeno Chain: Farmers, part of cooperative ValCeno, wish to be 
informed costs and revenuesST

A
K
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency

European Food Pricing Monitoring Tool

Farmers Food processor Retailer

National
statistical
institutes

EurostatEurostat
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency

Quality of AOC wines
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency

Marine Stewardship Council

MSC  certificate Fishery

MSC 
certification

body MSC chain of

Review under
supervision of 
ISEAL& FAO

Food company

Website

M
SC
  ecobody MSC chain of 
custody certificate
(code on product)

ISEAL & FAO
Retailer, Food
service company

ebsi e olabel

Customer
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency

Radio Frequency Identification for monitoring storage conditions
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysis
• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency

p p y

ValCeno Chain

Grocery shop

Farmers ValCeno

Conad

Costs & revenues



Transparent FoodTransparent Food• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency
4. Best practices ‐ In‐depth analysis

Transparent_FoodTransparent_Food

3. Best practices – state‐of‐the‐art
3 2 I d th l i

Information flow  Current status of transparency

Frilandsgris Delivery note & 
i i3.2 In‐depth analysis  invoice

Validated by
supplier

Radio Frequency Identification for monitoring storage conditions
Delivery notes
& invoices

pp

Controlled by
DB Kontrol

FRILAND label 
& ID code 

Controlled by
FRILAND 
label &  Controlled by

own veterinary
control & 

Veterinary and

package info

Controlled
by retailer & Veterinary and 

Food Agency
by retailer & 
Veterinary
and Food
Agency



Transparent FoodTransparent Food• Information flow ‐ Current status of transparency
4. Best practices ‐ In‐depth analysis

Transparent_FoodTransparent_Food

3. Best practices – state‐of‐the‐art
3 2 I d th l i

Information flow  Current status of transparency

Identify preserved soy

3.2 In‐depth analysis 
1. Seed manufacturer

Certification by crop
inspector

Radio Frequency Identification for monitoring storage conditions

2. Crop production

Signaling system

(independent)

3. Transportation

4. Production of ingredients

Signaling system 
for GMO free (e.g. 

lot number, 
quantity, date of 4. Production of ingredients

5. Food processing

q y,
transport)

Verification by 

6. Retailer

y
managers of 
company

7. Consumer GMO free status
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4. Best practices ‐ In‐depth analysis

Transparent_FoodTransparent_Food

3. Best practices – state‐of‐the‐art
3 2 I d th l i

Information flow  Current status of transparency

Transparency along the entire chicken chain

3.2 In‐depth analysis Documents and 
paper based 
records

Paper based records 
& authority 
i ifi

Radio Frequency Identification for monitoring storage conditions

records

Validation by 
manager

veterinary certificate

Validation by 
a a e ofg managers of 

company and 
authority veterinaryDelivery note & 

quality certificatequality certificate

Validation by 
storage leader

Paper based 
records & label 

Label 

storage leader
Validation by 
manager 

Validation by storehouse 
manager of retailer 
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow – Information quality

Technological transparency systems & obligatory data 
collection: good information qualitycollection: good information quality

Cost‐benefit of better information qualityq y
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Information quality

o European Food Pricing Monitoring Tool:p g g
• Reliability: Price indices gathered by NSI. But data relates to same 

products?
• Accuracy & timeliness: HICP & PPI are collected monthly, ACP are Accu acy & ti e i ess IC & I a e co ected o t y, AC a e

collected quarterly
• Completeness: Good coverage of product groups (e.g. fruit)
• Usefulness: Also other market data available for ACP, not‐publiclyUsefulness: Also other market data available for ACP, not publicly 

available  sources of retailer prices, other PPI are difficult to find
o RFID for monitoring storage conditions:

• Accuracy & reliability: Depends on distance between foodstuff and tagAccuracy & reliability: Depends on distance between foodstuff and tag, 
and quantity of tags

• Timeliness: Data can be measured and transferred within seconds
• Completeness: No boundaries for collecting data only batteries & storage• Completeness: No boundaries for collecting data, only batteries & storage 

capacity
• Usefulness: Cross‐stage application
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Information flow ‐ Information quality

o ValCeno Chain:o ValCeno Chain:
• Many information sharing, little trust. Little information sharing, a lot of 

trust.
• Informal way of information sharing: useful relevant information• Informal way of information sharing: useful, relevant information
• Reliability controlled by farmers

o Quality of AOC wines:
L f f i f i f• Low frequency of information transfer

• Timely: not relevant
• Accurate & reliable: analyses in accredited environment using recognized 

and transparent procedures
o Frilandsgris:

• The scheme focuses on animal welfare and information becomes less 
relevant after slaughtering and cutting
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Performance

d f l d l h fNeed for tailor‐made systems to evaluate the performance 
of best practices regarding food chain transparency
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4. Best practices – In‐depth analysisp p y
• Performance

i ll/ l k C i k S k h ld A idTracing
back/ 
forward

Fast recall/ 
withdrawal

Not costly
recall/ 
withdrawal

Work
efficiency

Competi‐
tiveness

Market
share

Stakeholder
trust

Avoidance
of abuse

Soy X X X X X X

RFID X X X X X X X X

Chicken X X

E lMSC Environmental gains
Less illegal fishing, improved security of small fishing communities, fish stock recovery, less
mortality of seabirds

Frilands‐ Increased animal welfare  Frilands
gris

Increased animal welfare  

Pricing
tool

Increased fairness
Evidence based policy making

ValCeno X X X

Food safety ‐ quality Economic isssues Food integrity
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5. Problems/Deficiencies → Research needs
• What governance structures are required to increase transparency?
• Stress test for governance structures that are used between actors

/

Stress test for governance structures that are used between actors
in the transparency system

• Specification of public and market responsibilities regarding
transparency in the food chain

• What is the value of EU transparency in an international context?
Possible valorization in third markets (e g North America Asia)Possible valorization in third markets (e.g. North America, Asia)

• Feasibility of multi‐target transparency experiences: economic,
ecological, socialg

• Cost and benefits of increased transparency (optimal level of 
transparency)
D th f t k t f ti l ? ( f t titi• Does the futures market function properly? (perfect competition
versus workable competition)
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5. Problems/Deficiencies → Research needs/
• Drivers of imbalanced reliability along the food chain. What causes 

unreliability? What are the hot spots for reliability?unreliability? What are the hot spots for reliability?
• Data collection – data analysis
• What level of detail is required at what level of the food chain? f q f f

Optimal lot size (traceability)
• Who has access to the information? (abuse)

If d l ith f d d b till l t f lit i t• If you deal with food and beverage, still a lot of quality is not 
objectively evaluated: Need for more sophisticated, standardized 
instruments

• Understanding the lack of communication skills
• No precise problem definition before setting up a system 
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5. Problems/Deficiencies → Research needs/
• Global transparency systems till the end‐product to overcome falsified 

competitionp
• Value creation for who? If you start up a system, address the right 

stakeholder
• Depending on the objective of the case different performance• Depending on the objective of the case, different performance 

measurements are necessary
• Trust (between partners) – credibility (of signals)



Signals for transparency: g p y
State of the art and research needs

David Barling & Donna Simpson City University London,
George Chryssochoidis & Olga Kehagia RLabs Μarket 
Research Ltd GreeceResearch Ltd., Greece

Presented to Transparent_Food Project Meeting,
Bonn, 

31 May, 2011.



Objective of Work Package 5Objective of Work Package 5…

• To identify information that relates to 
environmental, ethical, and social impacts of 
actions and processes in the food chainactions and processes in the food chain, 

• and to identify potentials deficiencies and• and to identify potentials, deficiencies, and 
research needs

• In order to allow such impacts (to be) 
transmitted in the food chain towards 
consumers and policy.consumers and policy.



What we didWhat we did…

1 D t ll ti d i d t k h ld /f d i d t ti• 1 Data collection and review and stakeholder/food industry perceptions 
on breadth & range of certification systems and labelling schemes
signalling information to consumers &  strengths and weaknesses of 
these systems and signals - specifying best practicethese systems and signals - specifying best practice

( A meta-analytic roadmap of consumer experiences and requests, 
contexts for such requests and priorities)contexts for such requests and priorities)

• 3 Analysis public policy statements and legal requirements (EU)
d t ti f f d t h d th i l iand expectations of food transparency schemes and their role in 

achieving policy and regulatory goals 

• 4 Final summary report integrating deliverable findings from Tasks 
5.1 – 5.3 in terms of research needs (m14)



Stakeholder perspectives

K h ll d i ti

Stakeholder perspectives

• Key challenges around communicating 
information to consumers.

– Limited space available
Short amount of time choosing food– Short amount of time choosing food

– Diversity of consumers & diverse information 
needs. eeds

– Stakeholders (esp. retailers and manufacturers) have 
to balance consumers’ right to know & what 

i h t kconsumers wish to know



Stakeholder perspectivesStakeholder perspectives

• Challenging issues to • Reasons include:Challenging issues to 
communicate to 
consumers are:  

Reasons include:

– complexities re: issues

– food safety 

complexities re: issues 
and methodological 
approaches to 

t i bilit
y

– origin 
– environmental impacts 

sustainability
– some stakeholders 

saw legislationand sustainability
– animal welfare 

saw legislation 
measures in these 
areas were not robust 

d l tiand were selective 
(e.g. origin and animal 
welfare) )



Strengths of signal systems

• Certification schemes enable retailers and NGOs to meet their

Strengths of signal systems 

• Certification schemes enable retailers and NGOs to meet their
own agendas and aims (e.g. environmental impacts).

• 3rd party independent certification schemes critical in ensuring 
the validity and credibility of information signalled to 
consumers.

• Market innovators are developing their own product supply 
h i th t b d t i bilit Si ll d t ichains that embed sustainability. Signalled to consumer via own 

label & non-label information e.g. CSR & sustainability reports. 

• Retailers, manufacturers & certification schemes cooperate over 
some signalling issues to communicate to consumers. 



Signals and Signal 

• Signals require management = practices of information editing

Management
• Signals require management = practices of information editing

• Information editing = the use, presentation and accessibility of 
information and the editing of information by stakeholdersinformation and the editing of information by stakeholders.

• Information editing enables stakeholders to develop coherent 
signal narratives about food products & balance offering too muchsignal narratives about food products & balance offering too much 
and too little information to consumers

•
• Choice editing of products sold can aid information editing• Choice editing of products sold can aid information editing 

• Reactive transparency: communicating beyond the logo

• Stakeholders information & actions respond to how food issues 
are discussed and represented in broader society.



Logos and labels: public policy & 

L b l d l d h ki f h i l EU

legislative tool? 
• Labels and logos are used to support the working of the internal EU 

market for food:
– Avoid misleading of consumers
– Provide clear information to consumers
– Respond to consumer/citizen demand and facilitate consumer choice (e.g. 

organic, GM)
– Maintain consumer confidence & trust

• Potential policy instruments to advance a range of policy goals: 
– base-line standard (EU Organic logo), ( g g ),
– reward farmers’ role in maintaining public goods (High Nature Value label 

legislation) 
– environmental impacts and production process schemes contribute towards p p p

policy goals around sustainability.

• Policy developments show labelling is complex and changing 
(e.g. meaning and understanding of food quality)(e.g. meaning and understanding of food quality)



Research needs and questionsq

• 1. Further investigation of the relation between certification schemes to 
corporations’ own sustainability focused supply chains.

– 1.1 To what extent are retailers and manufacturers developing their own 
sustainability focused supply chains and standards and how is this 
impacting on their use of third party certification schemes?

• 2. Investigation of the relation between certification schemes to public policy g p p y
regulation of food and agricultural product and food marketing standards.

– 2.1. What differences exist, if any and if so why, between public and , y y, p
private food labeling and logo based standards and certification 
schemes in terms of information transparency and disclosure?



3. Deeper and wider analysis of the ways signals and the forms of 
transmission are received and perceived by stakeholders and

3 1 Id tif th h ifi d di f

transmission are received and perceived by stakeholders and 
consumers.

• 3.1. Identify the areas where specified consumer audiences or groups of 
citizens currently perceive a lack of adequate or relevant information and 
signals in order to realise their own goals as consumers or as citizens.

• 3.2. Identify the information/signals (label/non‐label) that are incompatible with 
consumers’ decision‐making routines and practices. Consumers can find themselves 
overloaded with information. Work on risk communication has identified that it is the 
quality rather than the quantity of information that is most effective.

• 3.3. What are the information /signals (label/non‐label) that are considered to be 
incomprehensible, according to different segments of consumers? Furthermore, in 
such circumstances, how do consumers attempt to make decisions on different 
qualities or integrity of their food in such circumstances? For example, what are the 
cues that consumers seek and where do they look for such cues? This may orcues that consumers seek and where do they look for such cues? This may or 
may not link the role of food chain stakeholders in presentation of information 
in relation to consumer choices.



3. Deeper and wider analysis of the ways signals and the forms of 
transmission are received and perceived by stakeholders and

3 4 Whi h th di i f i f ti t ( h t i ti l l t

transmission are received and perceived by stakeholders and 
consumers.

• 3.4. Which are the dimensions of information to use (what is timely, relevant, 
comparable, complete, easy to understand, accurate, valid and reliable) and how 
these differ due to the divergence in the underlying nature of pertinent issues 
(ranging from positive/enhancement to negative/controversial) as well as the(ranging from positive/enhancement to negative/controversial) as well as the 
process of such information disclosure?

• 3.5. Where along the food chain do consumers and citizens want more information g
about the history and composition of their food? What are the information hotspots 
in food chains that are in need of greater transparency?

• 3.6. How do these demands for information vary according to consumers’ 
priorities and their own identities of consumers and citizens?



4. Establishing consumer trust, the role of the media and 

4 1 H th iti d th f d h i t bli h it bl b t d

managing the transition to greater transparency.

• 4.1. How can authorities and the food chain establish suitably robust and 
effective risk processes and institutions to ensure high levels of consumer 
trust in the food chain?

• 4.2. What exact role does the media play in a) both generating and altering 
consumer/public targeted information disclosure, and b) the portrayal of 
supply chain transparency efforts?

• 4.3. How do public institutions and the food chain manage the 
transition from current levels of information disclosure
(‘less‐transparent’) to an environment characterized by greater information 
di l (‘ ’)?disclosure (‘more‐transparent’)?



5. A comprehensive review and systematic mapping of emerging 
and prospective technologies used by stakeholders &

5 1 Wh t th k i f ti t h l d l t th t ill

and prospective technologies used by stakeholders & 
consumers for transmission of signals.

• 5.1 What are the key information technology developments that will 
enhance the current states of transparency and information communication 
along food chains and how will they enable consumers and citizens to gain 
access to information?access to information?





















































































































































Watson: how to deal with (un)reliability of information?

F t  AFPFoto: AFP

Foto: dapd



Research Needs

Roadmap
(personal view)

clear
• Feasible identification of holdings, production 

sites and units and definition of traceability 
reference units in primary production

• Semantics of food and intermediate products, 
interoperability of coding systems

• Reliability and automation in small scale 
enterprises

• Access management

• Cost-Benefit Analysis
lunclear


