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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
•

The objective of this document is to provide guidance for the food chain members,
including food producers, manufacturers, ingredient suppliers, ICT and other technical
solution providers and policy makers on the successful practices of transparency,
summarising experiences collected within the Transparent_Food EU FP7 Coordination
and Supporting Action (CSA) project for development and information of food
transparency systems. Food scares, scandals but even the personal perception that the
claims on the properties of a food product purchased may not be valid creates the
feeling of uncertainty in consumers. This can significantly damage consumer trust.
Therefore there is an increasing demand for additional information on the product, the
process, the food chain members, the production environment, including the cultural
background of the geographical area, where the food is produced, processed and
handled along the food chain, which prove the validity of claims. Transparency means
measures through which the weakening of trust in fair and competent behaviour of
businesses can be balanced and the credibility of claims on safety of food, attractive
product characteristics and fair pricing can be established.

•

A working definition of transparency was developed, which is based on the combination
of a process based and power balance based approach.

•

Process based approach:
• Transparency is a set of measures for building up credibility for consumers and
customers, through openness and accountability on activities along the food chain,
by underpinning the verity of messages and by generating the perception of being
informed to allow informed decisions.
This is achieved by making appropriate signals/information available and
understandable on the verity of messages (claims, statements) on
− specific characteristics of products, processes, production environment,
activities of actors and the cultural and legal background of the production,
having either of a positive enhancement or a negative, risk reduction nature.
− which can’t be substantiated by the usual quick and simple methods.

•

Power balance based aspects:
• The valid or perceived needs of consumers, customers for facilitating their
informed decisions and the sound balance with confidentiality needs of food chain
members are considered.

•

For serving the needs for transparency information of consumers and other users several
requirements have to be met:
•
formulation of information packages, having the appropriate content, which is
satisfactory to promote the benefits of certain practices or to get the concerns of
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•
•

consumers/users relaxed, or to provide a fair evaluation of the risks and benefits at
the same time;
to make this content easily understandable for the target audience;
to communicate this information pack to the users that it should be available for
them in the right time at the right place.

•

An effective transparency information system shall manage two basic processes:
• the process of realisation of transparency, which covers the delivery of the
requested information to the right place, to the right recipients at the right time in
the appropriate format;
• the process of formulation of the right content.

•

Steps of a complete, idealised process of transformation of data to messages are the
following:
1. Data are collected about an attribute.
2. Data are converted into indicators (data aggregates).
3. Indicators (transformed data) are integrated into a signal.
4. The signal addresses user groups through specific messages.

•

Information can be signalled to consumers:
1.
through the product itself at the point of scale;
2.
from close proximity - like in store;
3.
from distance through external sources - media/advertising, web.

•

Communication of information between providers and targeted recipients can be
grouped as:
•
Business to Business;
•
Business to Consumers;
•
Business to Policy makers.

•

The load of information can be reduced if the information, which needs to be delivered
routinely (“general delivery”), the information, which has to be delivered on demand
and the information, which needs to be reported only by exceptions are properly
distinguished (www.cuteloop.org).
General (routine) delivery means, where the information is delivered with the product.
General delivery is made usually, when it serves the interest of the information provider
(leads to product differentiation or better image) or used for exchange of information
with a user) or when it is enforced by the user. This is the case at legally enforced
information or when it is necessary for market access.
Generally delivered information usually has a positive, enhancement effect, which can
be used to build up consumer loyalty to products, brands and the manufacturers or
retailers. It may contain also information on proactive measures applied to prevent the

•

•
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•
•

occurrence of events, which have negative consequences as crisis situations, scandals,
non-compliances to quality standard (indications as “carefully checked”, etc.).
Consumers usually need limited amount of transparency information, which has to be
made available for them routinely.
A major group of information needs to be delivered by demand. This means that
information is delivered only if it is asked for. Information owners need to collect this
information and keep it easily and quickly retrievable, but they do not have to transfer
this information unless it is requested. Exception reporting is applied usually, when a
deviation from the specified criteria beyond a critical limit is observed in the activity of
the information provider, which may have major food safety, quality consequences or
which compromise to major extent the value represented by a statement or claim. A
typical example is represented by the legal requirement that food business operators
have to inform the food control authorities, when they realise that a major food safety
risk may emerge related to their products.

•

Successful practices in communication of information include:
•
Sharing information with customers on specific lots (via lot codes) through
•
web-based systems;
•
detailed documents;
•
Sharing information with consumers on specific lots, they had purchased through
web-based systems via lot codes on retail packaging;
•
Traceability information on
•
chain members involved in the supply;
•
their practices and products;
•
by descriptions, videos, photographs, virtual and real tools in their sites;
•
information on the location of their sites, origin of ingredients.

•

The extent of transparency is influenced by the level of accessibility to the details of
information which support the credibilty of statements and claims. The level of
accessibility ranges from fully open access to the details of the performance and criteria
on which statements are based till the situation, when no, or very limited information is
available. There is a difference in accessibility of information, where the information
provider is building a claim or statement on a single or a few simple criteria, which can
be easily understood by the consumer and the complex system of several criteria, where
the assessment can be made only by professional evaluators. Independent certification
schemes are effective tools in communication of transparency. Logos convey easily
perceivable messages to consumers, while the criteria and the audit reports provide the
appropriate details for the food businesses using or selling the products. The confidence
in the certification schemes is built on the independency of the auditors, the competence
of the auditors, the relevance of the criteria and on the own experiences of the users of
the products of the certified suppliers about their compliance to the requirements.
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•

Several domain specific examples are presented from the area of food safety and
quality, environment and ethical and social concerns.

•

The Guide contains the description of some tools for building up transparency systems
These include a procedure for building up a transparency system and a tool for analysis
and designing information flow in transparency systems. In the Annex I. short
descriptions of some successful cases are provided.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1.

Objective

The objective of this document is to provide guidance for the food chain members, including
food producers, manufacturers, ingredient suppliers, ICT and other technical solution
providers and policy makers on the successful practices of transparency, summarising
experiences collected within the Transparent_Food EU FP7 Coordination and Supporting
Action (CSA) project for development and information of food transparency systems.
The objective of the guide is to integrate the knowledge from the different work packages,
dealing with different aspects and domains of transparency systems, by using a process based
approach to describe the successful practices on
• meeting transparency expectations and needs of the recipients (consumers, businesses
and policy makers/authorities);
• integrating appropriate and true information into transparency schemes to ensure
informed decisions of the recipients;
• proving the verity of claims and statements;
• provision of appropriate and valid information to the consumers and other recipients,
leading to their perception of being informed.
During the progress of work within the project it was established that a major part of the best
practices of transparency is commonly applicable for all transparency domains and only a
small part of them is domain specific. Therefore the preparation of a general guide with some
domain specific sub-chapters was seen as being more feasible for the practical users than the
production of several separate domain specific guides.

1.2.

Method

The reports describing the information and knowledge collected within the Transparent_Food
FP7 project were reviewed and extracted to prepare a structured, consistent approach for
evaluation of successful transparency cases to identify that information which represents the
good practices of transparency information providers. Descriptions of successful cases were
screened following the aspects described in chapter 3. Successful examples of transparency
systems and solutions were identified for illustration of the recommended practices.
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2. CONCEPT

AND DEFINITION(S) OF TRANSPARENCY
INDICATORS, SIGNALS, DOMAINS, SUB-DOMAINS)

2.1.

(INCLUDING

INFORMATION,

Why we need transparency?

•

Nowadays the consumer is in a physical distance from the place of the food production,
processing and handling in the food chain in the vast majority of cases. Therefore he has
less and less direct information and overview about the way how the different food
products are produced and supplied to the place of purchase and he has very limited
opportunities to get this information without the assistance of the organisations acting in
the supply chain of a specific food product. Thus the buying decisions of the consumers
are based on the combination of properties measureable directly, perceived through
their senses, on the information provided with the products, and on the trust that the
product will comply with those characteristics, what are claimed to be associated with
it. This later includes implicitly the premise that the food is safe.

•

On the increasingly competing global food market more and more claims are made on
the specific characteristics of the different food products representing distinguishable,
added value for the consumer and the safety of food is taken as pre-requisite supported
by the legal requirements of putting food products on sale.

•

Until the trust of the consumer in the fair operation of the market, in the fair behaviour
of food businesses along the supply chain and in the use appropriate knowledge and
practices during the production, processing and handling of the products is strong these
claims are accepted as valid. When people trust in the verity of the information what
they received, or in the product, they are not much interested in transparency. When the
trust is shaken evidences will be sought, which prove the verity of claims.

•

Trust in food is based on several groups of features: product related, company related
and geographical area of food production and supply chain transactions related elements
(Meixner et al. 2011) (Haas et al. 2011).

•

The food safety scares and food scandals when a mismatch between the claims and the
reality is detected or suspected get a large publicity in the media. Food scares, scandals
but even the personal perception that the claims on the properties of a food product
purchased may not be valid creates the feeling of uncertainty in consumers. This
uncertainty creates feeling of risks as a consequence of perception of loss of control
over the safety, quality or characteristics important for the consumer through purchase
decisions made on the basis of the information available for the consumer. This can
significantly damage consumer trust.

•

Therefore there is an increasing demand for additional information on the product, the
process, the food chain members, the production environment, including the cultural
background of the geographical area, where the food is produced, processed and
handled along the food chain, which prove the validity of claims.

•

Transparency means measures through which the weakening of trust in fair and
competent behaviour of businesses can be balanced and the credibility of claims on
safety of food, attractive product characteristics and fair pricing can be established.
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•

To achieve that it is not enough to provide the appropriate information to the users
(consumers, businesses, policy makers), in such format, that they can easily understand
it, but also the emotional aspects have to be handled and the perception should be
developed also that they are informed properly.

•

The damage of trust is not limited to the single food product and to the specific chain
member, who is causing the discrepancy between the anticipated (the food is safe, etc.)
or expressed claim. The trust can also be affected badly in reliability of the operation of
the whole food supply system and in the reliability of the other members of the food
chain particularly of those, who use and/or sell the products, which are seen as
unreliable. Therefore all major users of food raw materials, ingredients and processed
products and retailers make efforts to meet this increased consumer demand for reliable
information on which their decisions can be based. Policy makers are also under
increased pressure from the society to make actions that the policies and the legal
framework shall provide the necessary controls, which ensure that the consumers can
have an appropriate access to the information on which informed decisions can be
based.

•

Transparency for credibility of claims and statements which can’t be confirmed by
direct measurements relies on accurate and transparent information flow along the food
chain, from businesses to businesses, business to consumers and also to authorities
(policy makers) (adapted from Simpson and Barling 2010).

•

Since the products and the information about the characteristics of that unit of product
move both downstream between the food chain members until they reach the users’ the
consumers, retailers, further processors - the verity of claims can be demonstrated only
than, if the progress of the unit of the product in the flow of materials can be identified
along the complex links of the food chain, tracked and it can be connected to the
relevant part of the flow of information – e.g. traceability is ensured. Traceability does
not provide transparency in itself, but it is the base on which transparency can be built.

•

An appropriate transparency system should ensure that
•
the chain members (processing facilities / manufacturing plants or operating
companies) are easily identifiable and quite easily located across the entire supply
chain by all users (other businesses, intermediaries, final consumers);
•
the products of the chain members can be distinguished (compared with
commodities). Final consumers can locate the producer/manufacturer and stop
further purchase if they are disappointed, similarly to branded and retailer branded
products.

•

Traceability in the absence of quality verification has limited value to individual
consumers. They need credible and reliable information.

2.2.
•

Process of considering data transformation and documentation to serve users’
needs of transparency
Consumers are usually not able to process a high load of information within a limited
time available for purchase decisions and usually they are not interested in more details
8

than it is necessary for them to develop an opinion whether they perceive the claim as
credible or not. Their needs for transparency information may vary and change rapidly.
Some of the other recipients of the transparency information, such as policy makers do
not need all the details.
•

For serving the needs for transparency information of consumers and other users several
requirements have to be met:
•
formulation of information packages, having the appropriate content, which is
satisfactory to promote the benefits of certain practices or to get the concerns of
consumers/users relaxed, or to provide a fair evaluation of risks and benefits at the
same time;
•
to make this content easily understandable for the target audience;
•
to communicate this information pack to the users that it should be available for
them in the right time at the right place.

•

To serve these changing needs for transparency information properly it is necessary to
prioritise the information, which is communicated to the users and to exploit the
opportunities in aggregating, integrating the relevant pieces of important information
into clear, easily understandable messages, which can assist the users in evaluating the
credibility of a claim.

•

When too much information is provided to the consumers they may miss the key
information, which is necessary to create awareness, loose overview and may loose
interest as well as a consequence of the information overload.

•

Providers of transparency information should make efforts to understand the main
concerns of the consumers and other users related to the verity of a claim and their
expectations on the nature, the content, the level of details and aggregation of
information, which can deliver the appropriate evidences and/or guarantees for easing
these concerns.

•

All chain members have to understand the importance of the coherence of messages and
have to avoid providing confusing, divergent information to the users.

•

Data are captured at any stage of the food chain or from a database as a basic input for
meeting transparency needs of the users. Data on its own carries no meaning. When
data is interpreted and takes on a meaning it will be transformed to information.
Information may be provided directly to the users as a basis of messages or data can be
aggregated to an indicator, which provide a complex measure for a property or attribute.
Information can be processed to a signal as well. Indicators may be communicated
directly to the users, or they can be integrated to signals.

•

Steps of a complete, idealised process of transformation of data to messages are the
following:
9

1.
2.
3.
4.

Data are collected about an attribute.
Data are converted into indicators (data aggregates).
Indicators (transformed data) are integrated into a signal.
The signal addresses user groups through specific messages.

•

Depending on the needs of the consumers and the complexity of information necessary
to meet them not only messages and signals, but also data aggregates and information in
itself can be communicated to the users. In this case information items take the role of
indicators and signals without any change.

•

Based on the type of the content of the information several domains of transparency can
be distinguished such as food safety, food quality, food integrity and economic issues,
which are composed of several sub-domains.

•

Messages for different domains and sub-domains are different. Transparency builds on
appropriate signals, which
• integrate available information and indicators;
• communicate a certain message to recipients.

•

In the selected domain signals build primarily on information
• about products (composition, characteristics);
• processes (which were applied or expected to be applied);
• production environment (origin, environmental, ethical standards and social
responsibility, etc.);
• actors (companies).

•

There are several alternatives, for providing the appropriate information. The ability and
willingness of the recipients to group, interpret and process the information received is
also influencing that.

•

Certification schemes and standards are tools to aggregate and integrate information on
meeting a set of criteria on practices and/or products on food safety, quality,
environment, social and ethical behaviour. The compliance to the criteria is indicated by
logos and certificates, which signal the fact of compliance to consumers and other users.

•

Logos and certificates aggregate information into signals. Signals convey information to
meet a specific purpose related to transparency needs.

•

Labels are also signals, but they are attached to or recorded on an object. They are
usually made of composite sets of constituents, parts of signals or information or a
group of signals.

•

An effective transparency information system shall manage two basic processes:
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•

•

the process of realisation of transparency, which covers the delivery of the
requested information to the right place, to the right recipients at the right time in
the appropriate format;
the process of formulation of the right content.

•

For the design, development, implementation and maintenance of an effective system
for supplying transparency content, information providers shall specify clearly what
type of information is necessary to meet the needs of the targeted recipients, how the
data and information will be integrated to form messages, which have a positive impact.

•

“Transparency builds on appropriate signals, which integrate available information and
communicate a certain ‘message’ to recipients. In the selected domain signals build
primarily on information about products, processes and the production environment.”
(Transparent_Food D7.2. Schiefer, Fritz 2010b).

•

The transformation process can be evaluated at the successful cases of transparency
with the documentation tool developed by the University of Bonn, presented on Form 1
to identify practices recommended for use by others.

11

Form 1: Documentation tool
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2.3.

Comparison of different definitions from the literature and the working
definition of the project for identifying successful practices

•

A comprehensive review of the literature shows that some authors formulate a general
definition of transparency, while others make a distinction between different types of
transparency. For example Sporleder and Goldsmith (2002) suggested that the concept
of transparency “refers to the extent of coverage from upstream to downstream
industries within the supply chain and how apparent information is to downstream
industries”. Likewise, Hofstede (2003) presented the following definition:
“Transparency of a netchain is the extent to which all the netchain’s stakeholders have a
shared understanding of, and access to, the product-related information that they
request, without loss, noise, delay and distortion.” Moreover, he defined three types of
transparency: history, operations and strategy transparency. Hultman and Axelsson
(2007) described cost, supply, organizational and technological transparency.
Additional work by Granados, Gupta et al. (2008) deals with price transparency.
Moreover, Wognum et al. (2011) state that consumers wish to be informed about food
safety, origin and sustainability whereas sustainability comprises environmental, social
and economic issues. This suggests transparency about food safety, origin and
sustainability.

•

Concluding, transparency is frequently confused with traceability and awareness both in
practise (by experts) and in scientific literature (by researchers). Traceability is a
prerequisite of transparency. As such, there is a need for clear definition(s) of
awareness, transparency and traceability.

•

Awareness is the knowledge and understanding of a subject. It is a state or ability to
perceive information.

•

Traceability means the ability to trace and follow a food, feed, food-producing animal
or substance intended to be, or expected to be incorporated into a food or feed, through
all stages of production, processing and distribution (Regulation (EC) No.178/2002).

•

Based on the practical experience and on the findings from the literature a working
definition of transparency is necessary for practical use for identification of best
practices. This is based on the combination of a process based and power balance based
approach.

Working definition
•

Process based approach:
• Transparency is a set of measures for building up credibility for consumers and
customers, through openness and accountability on activities along the food chain,
by underpinning the credibility of messages and by generating the perception of
being informed to allow informed decisions.
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This is achieved by making appropriate signals/information available and
understandable on the verity of messages (claims, statements) on
− specific characteristics of products, processes, production environment,
activities of actors and the cultural and legal background of the production,
having either of a positive enhancement or a negative, risk reduction nature.
− which can’t be substantiated by the usual quick and simple methods.
•

Power balance based aspects:
• The valid or perceived needs of consumers, customers for facilitating their
informed decisions and the sound balance with confidentiality needs of food chain
members are considered.

•

Thus for achieving awareness a broader scope of information should be provided to the
users than transparency information. Transparency serves awareness needs in those
cases when full trust is not in place and additional information is necessary to verify the
credibility of claims and statements representing a value for the users and there are not
objective evidences available to underpin or methods to provide objective evidences
quickly, which provide the necessary guarantees.

•

In the area of ensuring informed decisions of the users traceability represents the
objective, technical elements, awareness represents the subjective element and
transparency having both objective and subjective elements is the interface.
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3. BEST PRACTICES IN TRANSPARENCY
In this chapter guidance is provided on those methods and practices, which have already been
implemented in some transparency applications successfully and which can be used for
provision of transparency information at the design of new transparency systems or for
improving the operation of the existing ones to achieve superior performance. Specific
attention was paid on those practices, which go beyond the usual way operating transparency
systems. These practices were collected by analysing more than 80 case descriptions prepared
in the Transparent_Food FP7 project.
3.1

Process of realisation of transparency

•

The process of realisation of transparency is made of the following steps:
• collection of information;
• processing of information, transformation into signals;
• communication of information;
• utilisation of information.

•

There are several successful solutions for increasing transparency along the food chain,
but these are not widely known by other transparency information providers.

3.1.1 Techniques of collection of information
•

Before starting the data collection for transparency the following questions have to be
clarified:
• Why we need these data, information, for which purpose?
• How we will use it?
• Can it be used on its own or is it necessary or feasible to combine it with other
data/information on the same product unit, processing step, actor, and production
environment?

•

Information can be or needs to be collected:
• at the premises of the company before the product leaves the premises;
• at the premises of the company after the product has left the premises – a typical
example is laboratory testing;
• during the movement of the product along the supply chain – a typical example is
time-temperature monitoring.
In many cases the combination or these alternatives has to be applied to provide
appropriate transparency services for the users.

•

The collection of information can be made on-site during the food production,
processing and handling. Some of the information, which is relatively stable for a
period, can be collected sometimes in advance before the actual product batch is
produced. Such typical information include hygiene rules and practices, carbon
emissions related to the distribution channel of products, shelf-life of frozen products,
which do not change until the main elements of the operational system are not changed.
15

•

Information can be collected by
• observation and manual recording
The typical information collected through food safety and quality management
system audits on hygiene practices, on the use of resources and environmental
emissions, on practices applied for treatment of staff belong to this category.
Currently this is the most frequent type of data collection in the food sector;
• use of sensor technology and data capturing
The development of the sensors and the technology of communication between
objects enable a rapid development in this area. In addition to traditional examples,
typical new application examples include automatic data collection on timetemperature, the detection of physical location and movement of objects, mass
flow, weight of individual packages, stock monitoring are more and more widely
used in the food industry;
• audio-visual solutions include web-cameras connected to the website, shooting
videos on the operation of plant and its factory environment. Currently the data
transforming and processing capacity limits the use of audiovisual information, but
with the development of the future internet the amount of audiovisual information,
which can be collected and provided at any place will increase dramatically
(SmartAgriFood 2011a)).

3.1.2 Processing of information, transformation information into signals
Signals
•
Information/signals should be:
•
perceived as having value for the user;
•
compatible with user’s decision-making routines;
•
comprehensible / understandable.
•
Transparency signals include:
•
those that can be formally communicated;
•
those, that build on information collected through formal information systems;
•
those provided to the consumers on the quality of products, on the reliability of
information by the cultural background of producers, local customers, location of
production.
•

The need for formal transparency signals or informal messages represented by the
cultural background may differ significantly by regions and culture.

•

Impact domains (a certain area of application with specific impact, such as food safety,
integrity, etc.) can be served by different indicators and indicators could serve different impact
domains. Effects on impact domains can be expressed by different signals and signals

could express effects on different impact domains:
•
Indicators serve impact domains;
•
Signals serve transparency needs.
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•

In communication any specific indicator or signal can be replaced by an other indicator
or signal from the same category.

•

Signals that serve transparency needs of consumer and policy makers do not differ
substantially between product lines.

•

Horizontal information is which has a value of its own irrespective of interpretation into
a value chain concept. It shall be available at the point of generation.

•

Vertical information is that, which is linked to the food value chain and the movement
of products from their initial source to the consumers.
Information can be signalled to consumers:
•
through the product itself at the point of sale;
•
from close proximity - like in store;
•
from distance through external sources - media/advertising, web.

•

•

Brands are different from signals. While brands are related to one brand owner or
manufacturer, signals can be used by more than one business.

•

For transformation of information to signals there are several alternatives:
• static information scheme
the information is collected and communicated unchanged throughout the whole
value chain towards the end. A typical example is animal welfare at farm level or
origin of products.
• dynamic information scheme – the information is collected along the value chain by
each actor and it is changed by integrating new pieces of information from the
actual step. Typical examples are the information about food miles or the timetemperature history of a product in the cold chain.
• information is collected from various domains and it is aggregated into a “label”
that might be or might not be a part of a certification scheme. Here the label is
communicated and not the individual elements of information contained. A typical
example is an IFS certificate for food safety or PDO or TSG label for traditional
food products.

•

Labels are specific forms of signals, which are indicated on the product or on the
attached documentation. Transparency information can label-based and non label-based.
Label based information
•
Label based information include mandatory information required by the
legislation such as list of ingredients, weight, volume, indication of allergens,
GMO, user’s instructions, etc. and non-mandatory information such as
environmental information on carbon foot print, on ethical trading, etc.
•
Mandatory information contains elements having positive or negative influence
on consumers’; retailers’ choice. Non-mandatory information usually contains
elements, which have a positive influence on consumers’/retailers’ choice.
•
The amount of label based information is limited by the size of the available
space.
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•

Labelling based on marketing standards can inform consumers for differentiation
between product types on quality (standard chicken vs. free range chicken), on
meeting composition standards (fat content ice cream vs. premium ice cream), on
classification of products (grade A vs. grade B), on a specific production method
(Halal, Kosher), on place of origin (TSG, PDO labels), meeting criteria of
certification schemes on food safety and quality management, environmental,
ethical and social concerns.

Non-label based information can be provided to consumers
•
in-store:
•
through leaflets;
•
by dedicated staff for consumer information, by operation staff by specific
request or by promotion staff at specific actions.
•
external sources for transparency information include:
•
corporate social responsibility reports;
•
consumer phone line;
•
media /advertising;
•
web-site.
•
With the foreseen development of the future internet communication of messages
and also detailed information meeting requirements of the consumers, or screened
according to their selection criteria will be available on mobile devices quickly,
cheaply and real time. Thus a wide range of labels, pictures, videos, and graphics
can be made available both in store and outside the store at any requested place.
Usual label-based information can be made available paralelly in non-label based,
electronic format. This will provide the consumers better legibility on that part of
the information in which they are particularly interested.
•
Different cultural backgrounds (e.g. country or region of origin) can also
provide signals, which can significantly influence the perception of the
credibility of claims on product attributes.
•
Typical non-label based information include visual or written presentation of the
production/manufacturing environment, the general location, the processes and
practices used, the criteria of the standards applied, audit reports on assessing
compliance to criteria, etc.
•

It is recommended to indicate on the food packaging the address of the web-site
where additional information can be found (Barling, Simpson 2011).

3.1.3 Communication of information
•

For analysis of the communication process the following elements need to be
considered:
•
communication recipients;
•
delivery of information;
•
data/information carriers;
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•

technique of information reception.

3.1.3.1 Communication recipients
• For the delivery of the necessary information to the recipients (consumers,
retailers, other businesses, policy makers) information provision services have to
be applied, which link the source of information and the use of information.
• Communication of information between providers and targeted recipients can be
grouped as:
•
Business to Business;
•
Business to Consumers;
•
Business to Policy makers.
3.1.3.2 Delivery of information
• The availability of transparency information is significantly influenced by the
ability and willingness of the information holding organisation to disclose and
communicate the necessary information, which is available, could be made
available and could be expected for utilisation in the future (referred to as Treadiness; Fritz and Schiefer 2010a)
• The operation of the transparency system is influenced also by the ability and
willingness of the information holding organisation to utilise the communication
technology that is available for use or expected to be available for use (referred
to as E-readiness; Fritz and Schiefer 2010a).
• When the transparency information has a positive enhancement nature
information providers may act on their own initiative to achieve a competitive
advantage with the claim, statement – e.g. they not only serve existing, but
frequently try to generate new transparency needs. This can be used for
differentiation of their products and services. In this case the cost/benefit
evaluation is a part of the marketing decisions and the investments made into the
increased transparency are based on the evaluation of the opportunities and are
proactive. When the transparency information has a negative nature either
because it is related to a failure or crisis, or related to the reduction of risk,
information providers usually make efforts only by external pressure represented
by the legislation or by the customers, mainly by the retailers, who are
responding to the consumers opinion. In these cases cost benefit evaluation is
focused to identify the minimum cost at which the legal and or customer
requirements/needs can be satisfied.
• Food businesses and food chains having an innovative idea to create new
markets and/or to generate new customer needs develop their own transparency
systems and try to monopolise these systems. The most powerful players of the
food chain (retailers, large food manufacturers, etc.) select some of the
certification systems, what they will use for a larger number of suppliers.
• When common interest of the food chain members are identified and agreed it is
easier to build up a harmonised information flow along the chain, which is
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focused on the needs of the users, This is particularly true for the integrated
activities owned by the same organisation.
Types of delivery of information
• The load of information can be reduced if the information, which needs to be
delivered routinely (“general delivery”), the information, which has to be
delivered on demand and the information, which needs to be reported only by
exceptions are properly distinguished (www.cuteloop.org).
• General (routine) delivery means, where the information is delivered with the
product. General delivery is made usually, when it serves the interest of the
information provider (leads to product differentiation or better image) or used
for exchange of information with a user) or when it is enforced by the user. This
is the case at legally enforced information or when it is necessary for market
access.
• Generally delivered information usually has a positive, enhancement effect,
which can be used to build up consumer loyalty to products, brands and the
manufacturers or retailers. It may contain also information on proactive
measures applied to prevent the occurrence of events, which have negative
consequences as crisis situations, scandals, non-compliances to a quality
standard (indications as “carefully checked”, etc.).
• Consumers usually need limited amount of transparency information, which has
to be made available for them routinely. Typical examples include logos, labels
referring to compliance to the criteria of environmental, ethical or other
certification schemes, indicators, such as carbon footprint, which enable
comparison between similar products from different supply chains. A standard
transparency information is represented by the identification code of the product
batch, to which further information can be related by demand. Business users
usually need more detailed, routinely available transparency information,
particularly the reports describing the findings the audits of the suppliers against
the criteria of the certification schemes, the description of the critical control
points, the monitoring activities and corrective actions of the food safety
management systems, results of the verification, testing of food safety and
quality, etc.
• A major group of information needs to be delivered by demand. This means that
information is delivered only if it is asked for. Information owners need to
collect this information, record and save it, and keep it easily and quickly
retrievable, but they do not have to transfer this information until it is not
requested. Typical information delivered on demand includes the records on
processing parameters, raw materials, packaging materials, storage and
distribution activities related to a specific lot in the traceability systems. The
majority of the information verifying the statements and claims or meeting the
food safety, quality, environmental, ethical and social responsibility criteria can
be handled this way. If this information can be related to a product batch through
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•

•

•

•
•

•

an identification code on the company web-site high level of transparency can be
achieved. Information on the processes applied on the production environment
(origin, site, meeting environmental, ethical, social responsibility criteria), and
on the food chain members is handled usually this way.
Negative information is usually not communicated as a part of the general
delivery, this is communicated usually by demand – e.g. in the case of crisis or
major consumer, customer dissatisfaction, when the recipients are interested in
the level of risk, failure, the extent of the deviation from the target level, on
getting reassurance that the appropriate measures have been taken to reduce the
risk or failure and its impact on the consumer, user.
In crisis situation, when failures have to be admitted, or when the available
information is controversial the following principles can be applied to increase
transparency (Fung et al. 2007):
• Present more than one side of things on controversial issues;
• Admit also information, which may have a negative, even damaging
impact on the organisation involved, do not hide your failures and
mistakes;
• Accept criticism;
• Provide information that can be compared to industry standards,
government regulations and stakeholders criteria to ensure that the
consumers, businesses affected, authorities who have to make decisions
could easily evaluate the extent of the problem, and to develop the
necessary, proportional measures for controlling the situation.
Information requested at product recall of withdrawal, requested by the food
control authorities during official food control audits and by the auditors of the
buying organisations of the products and by third parties auditing the compliance
to the relevant standards belong also to this category.
Printed and electronic versions of annual reviews, brochures, social
responsibility reports belong to this type of transparency information as well.
Exception reporting is applied usually, when a deviation from the specified
criteria beyond a critical limit is observed in the activity of the information
provider, which may have major food safety, quality consequences or which
compromise to major extent the value represented by a statement or claim. A
typical example is represented by the legal requirement that food business
operators have to inform the food control authorities, when they realise that a
major food safety risk may emerge related to their products.
The implementation of an effective and quick exception reporting scheme is a
basic requirement of the private food safety and quality management schemes as
a part of the handling of non-conforming products and initiating corrective
actions at deviations. The records of the internal exception reporting should be
kept on file and this file is checked during the audits. In some cases the major
buying organisations request also that they should be informed about all major
deviations, e.g. they should receive the exception reports.
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•
•

It is not typical to communicate exception reporting information to consumers
except crisis situations.
Collective web-sites for several SMEs for provision of transparency information
can reduce the cost of communication to an acceptable level for SMEs.

Stability of information
• The amount of information requested from the transparency information provider
is influenced by the stability of information. By stability the information can be
categorised as variable, semi-variable and stable. Variable information is which
changes with different product batches regularly with a high frequency or
continuously. This is usually related to monitoring of the appropriate
implementation of the production processes from raw material purchasing till
delivery to the customer. Typical variable information includes monitoring the
proper controls of food safety and quality management systems such as raw
material quality, time-temperature parameters, CCPs and good hygiene practices.
Semi-stable information is which is changing only after longer periods such as
conditions of production, procedures of management systems as calibration of
measuring instruments, findings of annual audits of compliance of management
systems to criteria of certification schemes, Stable information is (Schiefer, Fritz
2010), which can be considered as valid until the conditions or the agreement
between the food chain partners do not change and the characterised features,
data are within the accepted limits of variation. Such information covers criteria
of the standards, results of the LCA for a specific product at specified conditions.
• By improving the efficiency of the control of the processes the likelihood of
deviations from the specified values can be reduced, which can be used in several
cases for the reduction of the necessary/requested frequency of recording and
transferring variable information. At reducing the frequency of recording variable
information the consequences on verification of the required properties of the
food (e.g. is it safe?) have to be considered. In reliable systems the delivery of
variable information can be a part of the delivery on demand or exception
reporting.
• Well standardised processes may result in shifting variable information towards
the semi-stable ones.
• The information providers shall assess the stability of the transparency
information provided and use the results of the evaluations at the design of the
transparency system and at discussion with the recipient businesses and
authorities.
3.1.3.3 Data/information carriers
• Recipients can access to data carriers through physical receipt, fixed and mobile
web-based systems.
• The main types of data and information carriers include:
•
printed solutions, such as documentation, labels, leaflets, booklets;
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•

•
•

electronic information storage units, such as CDs, DVDs, memory sticks
and electronic data holders;
•
web-based, electronic documents and audio-visual information;
•
centrally managed data bases;
•
RFIDs;
•
e-paper tags;
E-paper tags are electronic paper displays to mimic the appearance of
regular work on paper;
•
edible marking systems;
Edible marking systems are natural light technologies, that use a laser to
etch identifying information on edible products, such as fruits and
vegetables, representing an alternative to adhesive label;
•
DNA-based solutions;
DNA-based solutions are used mainly for identification of livestock and
fish;
•
communication networks to ensure monitoring of product movements.
Information carriers need to be made available at the point of the purchase
decision.
Successful practices in communication of information include:
•
Sharing information with customers on specific lots (via lot codes) through
• web-based systems;
• detailed documents;
•
Sharing information with consumers on specific lots, they had purchased
through web-based systems via lot codes on retail packaging;
•
Traceability information on
• chain members involved in the supply;
• their practices and products;
• by descriptions, videos, photographs, virtual and real tours in their
sites;
• information on the location of their sites, origin of ingredients.

3.1.3.4 Information reception, scanner technology
• Consumers use both label based and non-label based transparency information
by visual observation, with the use of simple tools as optical, bar core readers
and web-based solutions. Attention should be paid by the information providers
that the information on the labels and printed materials should be properly
legible and the web-based information should be easily accessible. The use of
sophisticated graphics, which increases the size of the files to such extent that
the speed of the downloading will be slowed down should be avoided.
• In business to business communication the use of softwares where the supplier
puts in the necessary data into forms, which are directly accessible to the
customers, and the high speed automatic bar-code reading using optical scanner
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•

technology based on agreed bar code standards (GS1+GTIN) is rapidly
increasing. This can reduce the need for manual data input.
A major change is forecasted with the development of the smart phones and the
future internet. It is forecasted that the food labels and the majority of the
requested transparency information will be made available to the consumers
through their mobile devices. It is forecasted that on the future internet each
piece of information will have a specific identification code through which the
future internet can collect the relevant pieces of information according to the
individually set selection criteria of the consumer. Similar solutions will be
applied in the B2B communication as well.

3.1.4 Utilization of information
Data ownership
• Willingness of information holding organisation to disclose information
• For efficient transparency systems a sound balance has to be ensured between
the valid information needs of the recipients and need for protection of
sensitive and confidential information of the information provider. The trust of
the information provider in the security of its confidential information
increases its willingness to disclose information.
• At the design of the content of transparency information the opportunity for
collaboration with other members of the food chain on developing common
messages should be considered. Messages based on collaboration of the food
chain members along the chain usually have higher impact.
• A specific attention has to be paid on checking that such confidential
information elements, which can be misused by competitors and other
businesses, should not be disclosed with the transparency information. The
potential of external organisations to collect valuable confidential information
on the information holder through putting together fragmented information and
data fishing should also be considered.
Accessibility of information
• The extent of transparency is influenced by the level of accessibility to the
details of information which support the credibility of statements and claims.
The level of accessibility ranges from fully open access to the details of the
performance and criteria on which statements are based till the situation, when
no, or very limited information is available. There is a difference in
accessibility of information, where the information provider is building a claim
or statement on a single or a few simple criteria, which can be understood
easily by the consumer and the complex system of several criteria, where the
assessment can be made only by professional evaluators.
• For consumer accessibility the following solutions can be applied, representing
a decreasing level of openness:
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•

•
•

•
•

•

Provision of opportunity of a personal visit and/or a visual observation
about the farm environment and animal breeding conditions on farms,
through open gate events or through web-camera, on the factory
environment and food processing conditions through guided tours, on site
presentations, and virtual tours at food manufacturers, presenting the
actual preparation of the products supplied to the consumer through webcamera (like at pizza);
Provision of written information, which can be interpreted by basic
knowledge, such as list of ingredients on labels, short simple description of
the manufacturing process, the selection of the ingredients, the monitoring
and approval schemes, provision of information on the traceability, route
of information, what the consumer purchased. Here through the use of
codes replacing the name of the supplier can ensure the protection of the
confidential information.
Provision of information for which expert knowledge is required for
interpretation - time-temperature data.
Short, easily understandable explanation of the requirements for which
expert knowledge is necessary for the interpretation, such as the basis of
health claims.
Provision of indicators such as the GDA, carbon footprint, etc.
Short, easily understandable explanation of the requirements of standards
on which transparency signals are based.

At certification schemes the different levels of accessibility include:
• Open access to both criteria and assessment of performance. It is not
realistic to provide this information to consumers and it is usually not
necessary for them, since their trust is based mostly on the credibility of
the certification companies. This approach is frequently used in B2B
transparency communication. The criteria of the systems are available
openly free of charge or by purchasing the standard. The audit results can
be made accessible by provision of an access code to the report by the
supplier to the customer or through sending the report to customers for
whom the suppliers wants to make them accessible.
• Disclosing the level of compliance to consumers or customers and open
access to the criteria of the standard by purchasing the standard. This
information is usually accessible for businesses without restriction.
• Access to the criteria of the standard freely or by purchasing the standard
and provision of a general explanation of the main principles on which the
detailed assessment criteria are based. This solution is typical for
environmental audit and certification schemes, schemes on ethical and
social values and food safety and quality management certification
schemes.
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•

•

No information is available except the fact, that the food business
supplying the food achieved compliance to the criteria of the standard.
This may be indicated by a logo and/or a certificate. In some cases a list of
certified companies is maintained and is made publicly accessible by the
system owner.
No information is available.

Involving recipients, participation efforts
• Trust can be increased by:
• Encouraging consumers to provide feedback on the accessibility and
clarity of information and particularly on their experiences how the
products and the related services match the standards and the criteria.
• Making this information available for the public is a further step towards
openness, but it generates the risk of deliberately posted malicious
information, which compromises the reputation of the information
provider.
• An other method for enhancing transparency is to ask the opinion of
consumers, businesses partners before taking a decision.
• The involvement of stakeholders can be increased if the process on
contribution to the appropriate content of the signals is clearly
communicated.
Accessibility for policy makers/authorities
• When a new transparency information was made available through the web-site
the use of alerting the potential users about the availability of the new item via
targeted messages can increase the impact. As a consequence of the
information overload a large proportion of the potential users does not start an
active search without getting a news, what to search for.

3.2

Process of formulation of the content of transparency information

•

Once a development event of negative nature triggers consumers’ interest and
consumers feel that they do not have appropriate control, it generates crisis reaction in
the chain. This results in a request for greater transparency to enforce greater control.
•

•

Trust and appropriate risk communication helps to reduce concerns about risk
uncertainty to an acceptable level and to simplify the decisions involving a large
amount of information. This results in consumer satisfaction with information
disclosure practices and extends transparency.

Trust depends on a number of interrelated aspects:
• information related characteristics;
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• information content;
risk related characteristics;
institutional characteristics;
individual socio-cultural and personality characteristics.

•
•
•
•

Trust features can be categorized as product related, seller related and market
environment related (Haas et al. 2011.).
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•

Product related features:
Reputation;
Appropriate, detailed information about properties of the products, described
usually in specifications;
Inspection;
Certification.
Seller related features:
Capability – Competence;
Relationship;
Reliability;
 adequate communication;
 deliveries;
 financial situation.
Reputation.

Market environment related features:
• Control institutions;
• Informal institutions;
• Legal institutions.

•

Since transparency is aimed to strengthen trust or re-establish the credibility of
statements and claims on product related, seller/supplier related and market
environment related features the content of the transparency messages should be
focused on these aspects, which should be considered at the definition of the scope of
the transparency information providing systems.

•

At the development of the content of the transparency information the careful
consideration of the ability of consumers to grasp and understand information and the
analysis and evaluation how they can interpret or misinterpret the information provided,
e.g. what perception they may develop should have a priority.

•

Target recipients of the transparency messages are usually not uniform. The differences
in the needs, expected use of transparency information, competence in interpretation of
the technical content of the transparency information of the different groups of targeted
recipients should be considered at the designing of the content of the messages and
signals. While the majority of consumers can understand simple messages only, others,
such as businesses, particularly retailers need more technical details to verify the
validity of different claims. Policy makers need information, which verifies that the
compliance to legislation was achieved, fair business practices are applied and benefits
can be achieved for the society. Therefore for different recipients the messages should
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be phrased in a different way and different level of details may be necessary for
communication about the same product or activity.
•

At the design of the content of the transparency information the following aspects
should be considered:
• what has to be communicated?
• to whom – target audience, consumer segment including their typical interest,
preference, concerns?
• who shall communicate it?
• when?
• how? (communication channels and tools).

•

It is recommended to involve the consumers or their representatives (consumer
organisations) into the identification of the content of the messages. It is a good practice
to ask the opinion of people, who may be affected by the benefits, positive or negative
consequences of the effects; asking for feedback during the whole communication
process about the content and way of communication; asking them before taking the
main decision, monitoring the impact to understand their needs and wants better and
also to communicate the whole process, that they should know what will be the next
step.

•

At the design of the transparency systems the level of the details of the implementation
of the transparency information should be defined by selecting one of the following
options:
• information on specific lots;
• information on specific products;
• information on specific product ranges;
• information on specific processes;
• information on production lines;
• information on production sites;
• information on organisations;
• information on geographical areas such as specific locations, regions, countries.

•

The level of trust influences the demand for level of details of transparency information.
When the trust is low recipients of transparency information need more guarantees. This
usually results in demanding more detailed information. This may be achieved through
direct provision of this information or through reference to the relevant requirements of
common, acknowledged standards.

Certification standards and schemes
•

Independent certification of compliance to an agreed set of requirements, described in a
standard is a tool for promoting the benefits of certain practices. The first task is to
define what is the message that the organisation, supporting the standard wants to
communicate. This should be followed by the development of the criteria.
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•

Criteria should describe clearly the required practices, which should be implemented to
meet users’ requirements. The next step is to define the rules how the compliance to the
criteria will be assessed. This can be done by internal verification and by external
audits.

•

The compliance to the criteria is demonstrated through certificates. A logo is a signal,
which indicates the compliance by a simple way.

•

Independent certification schemes are effective tools in communication of transparency.
Logos convey easily perceivable messages to consumers, while the criteria and the audit
reports provide the appropriate details for the food businesses using or selling the
products. The confidence in the certification schemes is built on the independency of
the auditors, the competence of the auditors, the relevance of the criteria and on the own
experiences of the users of the products of the certified suppliers about their compliance
to the requirements. When a major mismatch is found, the customers (retailers, food
manufacturers) may carry out additional supplier audits or even implement their own,
second party audit schemes.

•

Signals on certification schemes transmitted to consumers and other users contain
abbreviated or coded messages. It has to be considered that there is a difference between
the familiarity of the consumers and other recipients with these signals and their
understanding of the meaning of these signals and the content of the requirements, on
which they are, based (Which 2010). For achieving appropriate transparency it has to be
ensured that consumers and other users can access to satisfactory detailed information
on the main requirements on which the detailed criteria of standards underpinning the
signals are based.

•

Accessibility of the information supporting the understanding of the meaning of the
signals should be checked before communication (Barling, Simpson 2011).

•

For appropriate transparency information should be provided on the impact of meeting
the criteria of the standards, including the method how the impact was assessed. In
addition to that information should be provided about the processes of creation of the
standard. This information should be made accessible to interested stakeholders
including consumers (Barling, Simpson 2011).

•

The acceptance of the criteria will be increased if they are developed through an open
consultation with the stakeholders, like in the case of the Marine Stewardship Council
Standard.

•

When several certification schemes and logos are available for the same issue (domain)
having a consumer interest for transparency, which can’t be distinguished by the
consumers and other recipients, this may lead to the reduction of the consumer
confidence in these schemes, such as in the case of some sustainable food production
standards.

•

When different sets of criteria are aggregated into a joint certification standard care
should be taken to ensure that the compliance to these criteria should form a coherent
message.
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Other aspects
•

The amount of requested transparency information can be reduced if a retailer, food
manufacturer or primary producer decides to provide a specific range of products to the
consumers, e.g. its image is connected to this specific range of products such as organic,
free range, etc. This activity is called as choice editing (Barling et al. 2010).

•

Visual information is perceived and understood quicker and easier than numbers and
written text. This should be considered when messages are designed.

•

Logos can indicate compliance to the requirements of a standard (assured, organic, etc.)
and provide quantitative information on specific aspects such as GDA labelling on
nutrition information as carbon footprint.

•

Standards based on a set of criteria, which can be developed by private food producers
and manufacturers on their own, or in collaboration with others, by members of a food
chain, by associations of several private organisations, by retailers, by public
organisations in collaboration with private organisations. Certification is applied usually
when several organizations implement the criteria of a standard.

•

Identification and formulation of agreed common goals of members of the food chain,
based on understanding of the common interests, helps to apply a coherent transparency
approach along the chain and formulation of effective transparency message.

•

Integrated activities along the chain provide better base for implementing transparency
approach.

•

Provision of information by a person, who is known and trusted by the consumer, like in
the traditional, local, small food shops (butcher, bakery, grocery, etc.) generates more
credibility than the information from unknown persons. This way of communicating
transparency information has a specific importance for traditional foods and
delicatessen. Although the use of a known personality, celebrity by the public is seem to
be a similar tool, but it serves marketing purposes and does not increase transparency.

•

In many cases the detailed results of the level of compliance based on the findings of
the audits are not available publicly, because they may be in conflict with the
intellectual property protection and commercial interests of the companies.

•

There are basic cultural differences in Europe on perception of the importance of
certificates and signals represented by the cultural background of production of foods.
In some countries usually in North-West Europe consumers put more value on
certificates, while in other countries, mostly in South-East Europe consumers perceive
the cultural background, tradition and image more important than the certificates.
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3.2.1

Communication of the content

•

Transparency schemes should include criteria on practices, which have to be followed,
procedures on the nature and content of the information, which has to be collected to
verify the compliance to the criteria and guidance on communication of the information.

•

A good practice is in communication of transparency information if it is made also
clear, what are those aspects, which might be anticipated by the recipients based on the
signal as being covered by the scheme are not included in the criteria.

•

Existing certification, verification schemes can get a wider acceptance if their principles
and criteria can be adapted to such applications, sectors, where the demand for
transparency information has not appeared yet, but the benefits of messages of positive
enhancement nature built on the current scheme can be exploited by slight
modifications.

3.2.2

Quality of information

•

The main aspects determining the quality of information disclosed for greater
transparency are the followings:
•
relevance,
•
reliability (credibility, consistency, validity),
•
understandability (clarity),
•
timeliness (currency, up-to-date),
•
accuracy (precision),
•
comparability to previously available information,
•
completeness (signals should be sufficiently detailed and comprehensive),
•
usefulness (importance)
•
conciseness.
(adapted, based on Fung et al 2007).

•

Different consumer segments and user groups may specify the target values and
parameters of compliance to the criteria differently.
The quality if information should enable appropriate and reliable comparison between
products and production systems.

•

Segregation of transparency units
•

•

The smaller the unit of products on which specific transparency information can be
assigned, the higher is it relevance and credibility. The size of the unit of transparency is
limited by the size of the unit of traceability, e.g. the unit of transparency can’t be
smaller than the unit of the traceability.
Transparency information providers should make efforts on segregation of the smallest
volume of product, which have uniform properties from that aspect, on which a
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•

transparency information is provided and to maintain this segregation during the
operations along the food chain till the ultimate user and/or the consumer.
Loss of segregation may result in the loss of the claimed property (e.g. mixing GMO
containing and identity preserved grains) or loss of the validity of the verification.

3.2.2.1 Clarity of information, understandability
•

•

•

3.2.3
•

•
•

Claims, statements providing transparency information should be phrased on a clear,
unambiguous way. The coherence of the criteria should be checked, and conflicting,
divergent criteria should be eliminated during the design of the system.
Provision of facilities for communication with consumers, on which feedback on the
clarity of information, the perceived benefits and the additional needs for information
can be placed in the form of comments, blogs, recording systems for consumer
complaint contributes to the continuous improvement of the transparency system and
can lead to an increased trust and credibility.
Based on the criteria simple, easily understandable messages should be developed,
which focus on the benefits provided by compliance to the criteria and do not leave
room for confusion.

Nature of information
Transparency for verity of claims and statements which can’t be confirmed by direct
measurements relies on accurate and transparent information flow along the food chain,
from businesses to businesses, business to consumers and also to authorities (policy
makers) (adapted from Simpson and Barling 2010).
Positive signals usually have less impact on consumers/recipients satisfaction and trust
than negative signals.
Cooperation of several partners on dissemination of the same message can increase the
impact.

3.2.4 Verification
•

The need for assurance of the verity of transparency information is variable for different
subjects and domains and it may change by time. The level of necessary details of
information for verification needs to be established case by case. In some cases even the
fact that additional information meeting the needs of the consumer, the business or the
policy maker is provided is seen as acceptable to increase transparency. This is typical
when a new claim, statement having a positive, enhancement effect is introduced, which
represent a novelty on the market or when the features of the claim can be assessed by
visual observation through physical presence or audiovisual information carriers (such
as videos) or web-based camera system, transmitting real time information. In other
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•
•

•
•

cases additional assurance of the verity of claims and statements is required, which can
be provided by external organisations or by internal procedures of the information
provider.
The need for more detailed evidences increase after food scares, crises, major deviations
from the expectations.
Verification is expected usually on information on proactive measures to review the
occurrence of events, having negative consequences and on measures, data
demonstrating compliance to legal requirements and voluntary standards. The need for
verification can be evolved, when claims having a positive enhancement effect are
applied by several market players and become a part of their competitive edge.
The method of verification of the compliance has an influence on the credibility of the
message based on the certification scheme.
The methods of verification include third party certification, second party verification,
and verification by the authorities, internal verification, visual demonstration and access
to additional information. At third party certification an independent organisation
checks that the criteria are met. The reputation of the third party certification is
increased, if the organisation carrying out the assessment is accredited against an
acknowledged international standard. Second party verification is carried out by the
customer by checking the compliance to the criteria. This type of verification is not
independent; the customer takes on the responsibility for the reliability of its
assessment. Verification by the authority is made by assessing the compliance to the
legal requirements. Here the scope of verification may be different from that of the
private standards, which may contain additional, sometimes more stringent
requirements that the legislation. In many cases the verification is made by the
producer, manufacturer itself through review, audit and collecting additional
information by independent methods. This form of verification is seen usually as less
reliable than the above mentioned methods. However the implementation of regular
internal verification is usually a requirement of the external certification. Visual
demonstration and provision of access to additional information such as test results,
delivery documentation, and traceability information represent specific cases of the
internal verification.

Making the performance, results measurable
•
When certification schemes meet the requirements of general reference/benchmarking
standards such as GFSI and Codes of Good Practices for the design and implementation
of standards, this will increase the credibility of messages based on the compliance to
these certification schemes.
•
The required level of evidences for demonstrating the verity of claims and statements
varies case by case depending on the transparency domain, the food chain involved, the
product and its track record for compliance and the social background.
•
Statements limited to the message that the product or the indicators are within or outside
the presented limits or rules do not stimulate improvement of the systems.
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•

•

•

•

Some certification standard owners such as IFS and BRC build in mechanisms for
regular review of the criteria to meet the changing consumer expectations and
legislation.
A cost-benefit analysis should be carried out at the design of certification schemes;
otherwise the cost of compliance may not be seen by consumers as acceptable, which
will divert food businesses from participation in the scheme.
Performance can be made measurable through provision of indicators, benchmarking
tools and self-assessment tools on advantages/disadvantages of different products and
systems for informed decision, such as GDA labelling, carbon footprint labelling,
carbon footprint calculations, toolboxes.
For informed decisions on food choices consumers seek to compare foods. As a part of
the actions to achieve transparency specific efforts should be made to provide such
information, which enhances comparison of different food products (Barling and
Simpson 2011)
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4. RECOMMENDED SUB-DOMAIN SPECIFIC TRANSPARENCY PRACTICES
Based on the analysis of the transparency challenges and successful transparency practices in
different domains and sub-domains the following sub-domain practices can be recommended:
4.1. Transparency instruments for Food Safety and Quality concerns
Scope
•
In the food safety and quality domain end users are more interested in the actual
characteristics of properties of the food (lot, batch), what is on their plate, while in the
area of food sustainability and integrity end users are more interested in the long term
impacts, than in the use of an actual batch.
Successful transparency practices
•

•
•

•

•

In the food safety area information usually has a proactive nature on measures applied
to prevent the negative effect on human health, including compliance to legal
requirements on the level of hazards, and on provision of information on content of
substances, which may cause negative consequences for sensitive groups (allergens), or
rejection based on ethical concerns (meat in vegetarian food). Information of negative
nature is also typical in the case of a food safety crisis, product recall and withdrawal. In
other cases, such as at health and nutritional claims the application of the information of
positive enhancement nature is regulated by the legislation to avoid such marketing
messages, which may mislead the consumers.
The transparency information related to food safety should provide a fair evaluation of
the risks in addition to the benefits.
Mandatory food safety management principles (like the application of the HACCP
system) and the voluntary food safety and quality management certification schemes are
producing mostly information of proactive nature, except the information on procedures
controlling the positive claims.
In the quality domain both mandatory information and voluntary information of positive
enhancement nature is provided on key characteristics of food, on which buying
decisions can be based. This information is provided through labelling and non label
based methods, and compliance to specific requirements on composition, protected
geographical origin. Voluntary information of positive, enhancement nature and
proactive nature, including information on food safety verification activities, monitoring
of time-temperature in the cold chain, etc. Negative information is also provided at
major quality failures leading to product withdrawal and recall.
The food safety and quality domains can be divided into several sub-domains such as
compositional information on the nature of the food and feed as being free from
chemical, biological/microbiological and physical hazards or complaint with the
relevant legislation or specifications, reliability of the testing methods used for
verification of statements and claims; technological information covering all steps of the
food supply chain; abuse; information on organisational and discipline issues; food
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quality information including composition health and nutrition claims; sensory
properties and hazards, steps of the food chain and authenticity.
Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed
•

•

•

•

•
•

Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed (RASFF) is an effective tool for food and feed
control authorities to exchange information about the food safety risks detected in food
and feed in the Member States and on the measures taken for the elimination or
reduction of these risks to an acceptable level. According to the Regulation
EC/178/2002 when a RASFF member gets any information about a serious health risk
deriving from food or feed, it must notify the European Commission and the other
Member States using RASFF.
The information can come from border control, results of inspections and testing of the
samples taken by the food control and feed control authorities, from the national
markets, food sector companies, health centres or individual citizens.
The typical cases include withdrawal or recall of food and feed from the market because
of food safety risks, banning the placement of a food or feed on the market, and placing
the food or feed on the market under specific conditions.
The rapid alerting enables the food control authorities to take timely actions. The
statistics of the past alerts provide information for the evaluation of risks associated
with specific raw materials, products and ingredients and the risks associated with the
origin of raw materials, ingredients and products. This general information is publicly
available, however at least basic technical expertise is necessary for their interpretation.
Therefore is it an appropriate source for transparency information for businesses and
policy makers, but less relevant for consumers.
That part of the information, which by its nature needs to be kept confidential is kept
confidential within the RASFF network.
On the RASFF web-page (http://ec.europe.eu/food/rapidalert/index_en.html ) a video is
available for interested consumers and business users.

Food labelling
•

•

Transparency of characteristics of foodstuffs is ensured by the labelling legislation
described in the EU (Directive 2000/13/EC). The principles applied ensure that food
labelling must provide appropriate, fair and reliable information to the consumer to
allow informed decisions. “The labelling and methods used must not mislead the
purchaser …, particularly as the characteristics of the foodstuffs and in particular, as to
its nature, identity, properties, composition, quality, credibility, origin or provenance,
method of manufacture or production; by attributing to the foodstuffs effects or
priorities, which it does not posses; by suggesting that the foodstuff possesses special
characteristics, when in fact all similar foodstuffs possess such characteristics.”
These have to be applied to labelling, to presentation of the foodstuffs, particular their
shape, appearance on packaging, packaging materials used and the way how they are
arranged or presented and to advertising.
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•

Specific labelling rules are applied for allergens, GMOs, on caffeine and chinine,
which indicate the presence as warning information (e.g. this information has a
negative effect for the sensitive or ethical concerned consumer groups), and for nutrition
and health claims, which have a positive enhancement nature and for beef, which may
have a proactive nature.

Health and Nutrition Claims
•

•

•

•

Legislation on Nutritional and Health Claims in the EU represent a controversial issue
from the aspect of transparency. While significant efforts have been made to ensure the
best available transparency for consumers, as a consequence of the complexity of
appropriate scientific substantiation the applicable methods are not clear and transparent
neither for the industry not for the majority of the scientists. As a consequence of that
the approval of new claims or application of existing claims on new food matrices is
very slow and expensive, which represents a barrier for the development new functional
foods, particularly for SMEs.
Within the EU the labelling regulations are based on the principle that any claims made
on foods’ labelling, presentation or marketing should be clear and accurate and should
not mislead the consumer. In the case of health and nutritional claims because of their
complexity these should be based on demonstrated scientific evidences. Only those
foods are allowed to bear claims, which has appropriate nutrient profiles, e.g. they do
not contain such levels of nutrients in their composition, for which excessive intakes in
the overall diet is not recommended.
Nutrition and health claims made on foods are authorised by the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA) by assessing the scientific evidences supporting the claim. A publicly
available list is maintained about authorised and rejected health claims and about
permitted nutritional claims and their conditions of application.
Nutrient profiles were developed based on scientific opinion of the EFSA, consultation
with the experts of the Member States and through a public consultation with the
scientific community, food business operators and their interest organisations,
consumers, NGOs and public health groups to ensure the consideration of both the
dietary recommendations and public health aspects and industrial and commercial,
cultural and culinary aspects.

Transparency challemges related to emerging technologies
• In the majority of the cases there are not generally applicable methods available for
assessment of the safety of emerging technologies. There is a lack of generally agreed
process performance criteria and indicators. Emerging technologies should be
evaluated from the aspects of the effects on digestibility, allergens, bioactive materials
and decomposition products, etc. It is not enough to highlight the benefits of a new
technology only, but there is a need to inform consumers paralelly about the risks
associated with these products. In some cases this is particularly difficult since the
European consumers in the last 30-40 years have not been used to accept risks
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associated with their foods. Consumer education and interpretation of the concept of
risks and considerations of risks and benefits can help to reduce the negative
perception of new technologies by consumers.
Successful practices for transparency communication in the food safety as quality domain
•

•

Transparency information for increasing trust in food safety may cover features related
to the business environment of the country, where the raw material, the ingredient of the
food was produced, such as the legislation and the food control institutions of the
country and their operation, statistics on results of testing of samples taken by the food
control authorities, records of major food safety incidents. This is used in B2B
communication. Consumers can’t interpret this type of information. Seller related
features include description of the practices applied by the food businesses, or reference
to the certification schemes implemented, together with the indication of the certificates
received, and the scope of the certification (B2B communication), and access to the
audit reports (B2B communication). Information on product related features include
specifications agreed and signed by customer and supplier (B2B), access to the results
of the verification of the operation of the food safety management system.
In addition to the labelling information on the packed food successful examples of
communication of information to consumers include 1:
•
Indicating on the printed menu, on additional leaflets or in booklets and/or on the
web-site of restaurants and restaurant chains the presence of allergens and/or other
ingredients, which may cause religious or ethical concerns. The information can
also point out items at risk for cross-contamination through frying or grilling.
(Examples are presented by “Red Lobster” and “Annotated menu”).
•
Sharing information with consumers on specific lots, they purchased through
web-based systems via lot codes/shelf-life dates on retail packaging. This may
include the traceability information on the origin, movement of the raw materials,
ingredients, products, packaging materials along the supply chain, information on
chain members involved in the supply, their practices, virtual tours in their sites,
presenting the natural environment around their sites. (Examples are presented in
“Gut so”, “Plukon Royale Group”, “Transparency along the entire chicken-chain
– Red Master”, “Edeka Gutfleish”, “Find the Farmer/America”).
•
Launching also iPhone application with the same functions (Example is presented
by “Skane majestic: A web-based tool for displaying the origin of the milk,
Sweden”).
•
In some cases the results of the laboratory testing and organoleptic evaluation can
also be seen (Example is presented by “Terra Creta”).
•
Organising open gates, real factory visits, on site presentations and
demonstrations. Provision of detailed explanation of the nature and origin of

1

More onformation can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
expereiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

ingredients through the web-site to support clean – additive and taste enhancer
free labelling. (Example is presented by “Frosta”).
Showing the preparation of the ordered product (pizza) through a web-camera.
Thus consumers can track, what is happening with their product after ordering.
Consumers are invited to participate in an on-line contest, to submit photos of the
products they received. These photographs are shown in the web-site of the
company. (Example is presented by “Domino’s pizza”).
Setting up an assured quality system based on full traceability and centralised
packaging at one place, which ensures proper segregation of the product at the
critical steps of the food chain. Such specific packaging (retail, vacuum packaging
with coloured labels) is applied, which reduces the risk of adulteration. (Example
is presented by “Matured beef”).
Setting specific standards for distinguishable drink quality, in which collective
branding is based. This is supported by sophisticated analytical techniques and
stringent internal control. Messages as “reserve” are indicated on the label.
(Example is presented by “Quality of AOC (Application d’Origine Conrôllée)
wines”).
Replacing the names of the suppliers by codes which ensures the protection of
confidential information, while still providing information to consumers.
Maintaining an educational web-site for the consumers, which presents
information, videos, quiz’s, activities to promote healthy eating and meal
planning, processing and home preparation of a type of product (grains). The
information is organised into different age groups of children and for teachers.
The solution offers children an easy way to learn. (Example is provided by “Grain
Chain Program”).
Promoting nutritional benefits of a national product group (bread) through a website, which promote good food processing practices for nutritional benefits,
support local food systems, provide information to support independent SMEs and
inform consumers, where the can buy such products. (Example is presented by
Real Bread campaign, UK).
Providing short, clear descriptions of the criteria of the certification schemes and
standards in a layman’s style.
Developing easily understandable visual indicators for the consumers, which can
be put on the label and helps them in quick decision making. (Example is
presented by “Guideline Daily Amount”).
Providing a specific label on the products indicating the compliance to specific
quality standards like assured production chain. (Examples are provided by “Red
Tractor”, “Certus Label”, and “Flandria – EurepGap”).
Smart packaging indicates the result of food safety history (freshness, timetemperature parameters) to consumers in a direct way. (Example is presented by
“Smart packaging”).
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•

Successful practices for B2B communication of transparency information include 2:
•

Sharing information with customers on specific lots (via lot codes) based on
traceability systems through
•
detailed documentation showing evidences, which support the claim on the
specific properties. (Example is presented by “Identity preserved Soy”).
•
on-line database with authorised access. (Example is presented by
“Überbetriebliches Tiergesundheits management”).
•
on-line decision support tools to reduce food safety risks. This can cover
formation of chemical contaminants, migration of contaminants from
packaging materials, predictive microbiological models to assess risk
associated with the growth and survival of pathogens. (Example is presented
by “Reduction of acrylamide formation in food”).
•
on-line diagnostic tool for food businesses to evaluate and benchmark their
practices to increase the resistance and recovery from deliberate (terrorist)
contamination of food products. Four company operation areas are
evaluated with this tool: practices, people, supply chain partners, food
product. Results are compared to other companies. Also food safety and
quality controls are reinforced as participants think about food defence
practices. (Example is presented by “Diagnostic tools to Benchmark
Practices for Food Defence”).

•

Operating fully automated track and trace solutions covering the whole process
from raw material intake till delivery. Registrations on the shop floor are done
using touch screens and mobile bar code readers. The relation between batches is
automatically assured in both directions. A subset of data is exported and sent
automatically to the main business partners informing them in real time with
accurate, relevant data (to customers and suppliers). The data are made available
to the food control authorities as well. (Example is provided by “Nollens
Poultry”).
On-line information system on the health situation on farm through authorised
access for veterinarians, farmers. The information is updated several times a
week. (Example is presented by “Sanibase”).
On-line education and advisory information for SMEs (Examples is presented by
“Real Bread Campaign”).
Provision of access to the criteria and audit reports in certification schemes.
Confidentiality of the audit reports can be ensured by access code or targeted
release to designated customers, using logos to signal compliance. (Examples
include IFS and BRC Standards.“Certus Label”, “Red tractor”, etc.).

•

•
•

•

Using rapid instrumental techniques for monitoring compliance to set food safety and
quality criteria at intake of goods. (Example is presented by “Fluorescence spectroscopy
for quality determination of fresh pork meat”).

2

More onformation can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
expereiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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•

Accreditation of official national bodies which accredit food safety and quality control
testing laboratories. This increases the reliability of test results.

•

Using data loggers, RFID techniques for monitoring time-temperature parameters,
which can be read at the intake at the customer?

•

Provision of a detailed training course (including the number of hours, target and
evaluation) in the Good Manufacturing Practice Guide for the restaurant sector. The
Guide is validated and approved by the competent authority. Documented evidence can
be shown to the inspectors (Example is shown by “Training course on GMP guide for
restaurant sector).

4.2. Transparency instruments for environmental concerns
Schemes
• Environmental impact history cannot be measured in a product. Thus the traceability
of environmental data must be secured all along the process to obtain transparency.
Transparency for environmental impact relies on a proper and transparent
communication along the food chain, business to business as well as business to
consumers (Östergen et al. 2010a). In business to consumer communication labelling
is the most frequently applied method, such as carbon footprint label, Bio Swisse
BUD label or Marine Stewardship council. In business to business communication,
provision of information on compliance to relevant environmental standards such as
GLOBAL-GAP is more typical.
• For analysing environmental impact of food production a system approach has to be
applied. Several different environmental impacts have to be covered simultaneously.
The most frequently used method is Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), but there are other
methods like ecological footprinting as well.
• Environmental schemes can be grouped into three major categories:
• good agricultural practice types of schemes – compliance to criteria;
• organic production – compliance to criteria;
• climate labelling and carbon foot-printing - quantification and communication of
the actual green house gas emission caused by the production.
•

Typical elements of the environmental standards, which support transparency:
• Requirements;
• Guidelines;
• Labelling rules;
• Life cycle analysis;
• Communication;
• Auditing.
41

• Good agricultural practice schemes certify that in the production practice the legal
rules and regulations and other criteria were followed. The compliance to these
requirements is regularly assessed and certified by third parties. The requirements of
the standards are regularly revised and improved. The majority of the systems are
based on the GLOBAL-GAP standards.
• Organic agriculture standards include criteria on the use of approved substances,
following specific practices described in EU regulations EC 834/2007 and EC
889/2008. Systems and practices are regularly audited to assess whether compliance to
criteria is achieved.
• Carbon footprint schemes are mostly aimed to quantify and communicate the actual
greenhouse gas emissions caused by the production of the individual businesses.
• Environmental information from many systems is not openly accessible, but kept by
either the purchasing companies or by the certification organisation. Criteria are
openly accessible in many cases, but the findings of an audit or certification process
are seldom open. Application of different levels of compliance criteria in the standard
makes transparency more difficult to interpret. Making the criteria openly accessible
increases the transparency. When the findings of the audits are also available it
contributes to a greater transparency, but a sound balance must be found with the
confidentiality needs of the audited business. (Östergren et al. 2010b).
•

•

Results of the inspection are kept confidential and they are available only to business
partners of the auditee. In B2B communication access to the results of the assessment
of compliance increases trust and credibility.
There is a large number of certification schemes for food products, which are
produced to meet environmental expectations of the society. These cover a wide range
of transparency information and solutions, which represent good practices. However
the large number of certification schemes in the area conveys the message to the
consumers, that the requirements are not fully harmonised, e.g. there is not a general
agreement on the criteria. Therefore it results in some uncertainties in consumer
acceptance.

Data collection
• For achieving credibility transparency schemes should ensure that the relevant data are
collected for verifying the compliance to the environmental criteria.
• When merged data are used the background data and the method of their aggregation
should be available by request.
Processing of information
• Environmental impact data, when quantified, are generally based on a large number of
data that are classified and weighted to describe the potential impact for a given
environmental category,according to the specified rules. Background data are provided
in some cases, but only to a certain level of detail (Östergren et al 2010). More efforts
42

•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•

should be made to define the traceability reference unit (TRU) for which a specific
claim, statement on environmental issue is related (Hermansen et al. 2010).
System boundaries have a great impact on the outcomes of the data. Thus a reported
value, e.g. the amount of greenhouse gazes (GHG) associated with a product needs to
be supported by a large number of data and meta-data to make the calculations fully
transparent (Östergren et al. 2010).
Therefore for increasing the transparency the method applied for the calculation of
indicators and data should also be made accessible.
Environmental data, which are used to characterise different production methods and
steps are often calculated as an average, from a number of farms, a country or a region
and sometimes for an average of several years. Hence the information as used in
product oriented approaches is generally aggregated and can rarely be used to
distinguish between similar products (Östergren et al. 2010). However they can be
used for indicating the difference between different production methods and different
supply chain approaches.
Main aspects of consumer expectations for information on impact of environmental
and eco-systems of food products are: effects on biodiversity, use of energy, emission
of green-house gases, effect of the use of pesticides, land use (including
deforestations) utilisation of nutrients; water use and depletion of phosphorus.
Information should be provided on the impact of the compliance to the criteria of the
environmental standards of certification schemes.
Since the range of environmental impacts needs to be covered altogether the
transparency information should also cover these complex aspects.
Development of common and harmonised calculation rules for GHG is necessary to
ensure transparency.
There is an increasing trend in the environmental area that requirements are developed
to control the way how environmental statements on environmental impact and
performance should be formulated. An example is shown by EMAS.

Communication of information
• Claims and labels are usually used in business to consumer communication, while
certificates are used in business to business and business to authorities
communication. The details behind the certificates are usually provided separately
as printed standards, audit reports or through web-sites accessible publicly or via
access codes.
• For achieving transparency there is a need for a consensus on how to
communicate environmental information. Based on this standardised indicators
should be defined and a standardised way of collecting information should be set
up. Good examples for creating consensus are the European Food Sustainable
Consumption and Production Round Table initiative and the development of open
access databases (such as International Life Cycle Database (ILCD) (Östergren et
al. 2011).

43

•
•

Several labels are applied to communicate that the product was produced
according to a set of environmental criteria 3:
A good practice is to develop the criteria based on best available scientific
knowledge and use production criteria instead of quantifications. This enables
implementation within a relatively short time and regular updating with the
development of the knowledge. The criteria, the background expert reports on
which the selection of the criteria was based can be made publicly available in the
web-site (http://www.klimatmarkningen.se/in-english/). A third party certification
of the compliance is applied. (Example is presented by Svenkst Sigill climate
certifications) (Östergren 2011 b)
•
The logo of the product is supported by information on standards, forms,
checklists, which is accessible on the web-site (http://www.bio-suisse.ch)
Compliance to the criteria is verified by a third party inspection body and by
approved accreditation inspection bodies. The standard owner carries out
regular retrospective inspections. (An example is presented by Bio-Suisse.
BUD label).
•
Provision of a carbon footprint indicator on the label, which is supported by
a calculator.
•
A third party verification applied by the Coop Ånglamark private label
brand is used for organic food and environmentally labelled products, which
are certified by acknowledged existing schemes.
•
For companies, who want to use carbon footprint labelling 3 alternatives are
available. All 3 alternatives require independent verification.

Examples for Carbon Labels (Reference: www.climatechangecorp.com):
•
UK: Carbon Reduction Label
To get the UK Carbon Trust’s Carbon Reduction Label, companies must
register with the Carbon Trust, a UK government-backed consultancy, who
can recommend a consultant or directly assist companies to carry out inhouse product LCAs. Once carried out, the product LCA is independently
verified to ensure that it meets the PAS 2050 standard, which is based on the
IS0 LCA and greenhouse gas accounting standards and is consistent with
GHG Protocol. The company then purchases a licence to use the Carbon
Reduction Label.
•
USA: CarbonFund.org
Interested parties are referred to the CarbonFund.org’s list of preferred life
cycle assessment (LCA) providers, who calculate a per product carbon
footprint. Any recognised processed-based standards can be used for the
LCA, including the GHG Protocol, PAS2050 or ISO 14001. Upon
3

More information can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
experiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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•

•

•

completion, the product LCA is then reviewed by CarbonFund.org, to
ensure that it meets the recommended protocols.
Canada: CarbonConnect
A Canadian non-profit organisation, CarbonCounted, provides an open webbased tool, called ‘CarbonConnect’, designed for use by businesses and
consultants to track, quantify and manage carbon content throughout the
supply chain. The model is designed to engage all suppliers, rather than
engaging a singular point of the supply chain. Lifecycle analysis is not a
prerequisite and most companies have opted to follow the GHG Protocol
method to measure emissions, which uses national level economic and
environmental impact data to estimate the amount of carbon embedded in a
given product. This method relies on national averages and does not draw
on company specific processes or practices. (Example is provided by
“Communication of carbon footprint”).
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) environmental standard is targeted to
use an ecolabel and fishery certification programme to ensure that the MSC
labelled product comes from fisheries that meet the criteria that fish stocks
are managed sustainable, that the fishery does not damage marine
ecosystems and appropriate management systems for fish stock are in place
and followed. Both the criteria and the assessment documents are available
on the MSC web page. A third party certification and a traceability system
is applied, which increases the credibility. The fact that MSC is a non-profit
independent organisation contributes also to the credibility. (More
information is available at “Marine Stewardship Council”).

Several retail and fast food organisations started to provide climate declarations
related to the products, what they are selling. The level of greenhouse gas
emission is communicated as a number (E. Leclerc, Max) and on a sliding scale
(Casino). The figures in E. Leclerc products indicated on the label are based on
full life cycle analyses, using general data for each product group. The Swedish
fast food chain Max hamburgerrestauranger uses the assistance of an
environmental NGO to analyse the data. The Casino carbon index is a carbon
footprint expressed in grams of CO2 equivalents per 100 gram of end products
and on relative scale (from low to higher climate impact). For the calculation a
methodology developed by an other organisation and data validated by a public
agency are used. Casino provides suppliers with a free software for calculations.
None of these organisations provide information on sourcing of the data and
certification of the calculations. In these cases even if a significant step was made
to create environmental awareness and to provide relevant information to
consumers the level of transparency is still not advanced (Östergren at al. 2010).
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In addition to the labelling information on the packed food successful communication
methods, communication of information on environmental issues to consumers include 4:
• operating a common web-site for a sub-sector, where several producers,
manufacturers provide information on their farms, companies, products. In the
organic food area by entering a code on the product to the web-site (www.bio-mitgesicht.de) consumers can take a virtual tour of the production sites, get
information on location and certification of the companies participating in the
production. Additional information is provided on the products and on the organic
and biological production practices as well. Consumers can see where the product
comes from. (Examples is presented by “BIO mit Geschicht”).
• provision of a carbon footprint indicator on the packaging materials: supported by
calculator tools, which generates Cradle to Gate CO2 profiles for different types of
packaging material. Customers can add further parameters (type and size of
packaging material, transport distances, etc.) and evaluate a carbon footprint
value, which can be indicated on the label. (Example is presented by “Tetra Pak:
CO2 Footprint”).
• Indicators on specific aspects of the environmental impact, such as the distance, what
a food product needs to travel from the place of the production to the consumer –
represented by the calculation of the “food miles” - can contribute to the
understanding of the food chain. The strength of these types of indicators is that it can
provide a simple, easily understandable message on some of the less obvious
ecological, social and economic consequences of the global food production. However
since other factors are also influencing the CO2 emissions, such as the means of the
transport, the method of the food production etc., care must be taken how to interpret
such indicators that they shouldn’t result in misleading information.
Successful practices to B2B communication of transparency information on environmental
issues include 5:
• LCA reports on declared products are available on a web-site (www.climatedec.com) ,
showing selected background data.
• EMAS is an extension of ISO 14001:2004 standard with an additional requirement on
external communication. As a part of the EMAS registration an organisation is
required to provide an environmental statement on the environmental impact and
performance. This statement is available for the public. Registered organisations can
use a label during the validity of their registration. the EMAS logo must not be used
on products or on their packaging, nor in conjunction with comparative claims
(Östergren, K. et al. 2010/a).

4

More information can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
experiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
5
More information can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
experiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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• WBCSD/WRI Greenhouse Gas Protocol Product Standards adopted by the
Sustainability consortium include detailed requirements on public reporting of GHG
emissions. The protocol provides a set of standardised tools for businesses and
governments to calculate the emissions associated with individual products across
their full life cycles and of corporate value chains.
• GLOBAL-GAP is a standard on Good Agricultural Practice, which is acknowledged
worldwide. It covers the key aspects of food production on the farm by minimising the
negative environmental impacts, reducing the use of chemical inputs, ensuring food
safety and a responsible approach to worker health and safety and animal welfare. On
its web-site information is available about standards (including control points,
compliance criteria, and necessary level of compliance for certification), the list of the
certified companies, certifiers, rules for certification bodies and benchmarking
information. There is an integrated farm audit standard, which is supplemented with
detailed control points for currently 16 sub-groups of plant based, livestock and fish
products. The certification is carried out by independent and accredited certification
bodies. The standards are revised in every 3 years. to ensure continuous improvements

4.3. Transparency practices for ethical and social concerns
•

Ethical and social impacts can not be measured on the food product. The information
how these aspects were addressed by the product, during its production process and at its
production environment can be communicated through transparency processes. In B2C
communication labelling can be applied such a fair trade. In B2B communication
information can be provided on compliance to relevant standards.

•

In transparency of meeting expectations of the society for social and ethical values the
level of details of information made accessible for the consumers varies significantly
depending on the extent of the actual concerns about the subject.

•

Key areas of social and ethical concerns include:
• Terms of trade (fair price for producers and suppliers; fair trade; fair contract terms
etc.),
• main indicator: minimum price paid to the producers. This information may or
may not be accessible for the public.
• Working conditions (e.g. labour standards; worker safety and working conditions;
hours of work and wage levels etc).
• main indicators: workers right to be member of unions, the minimum wage paid.
This information is typically available, but it is difficult to interpret without
knowing the local costs of lives.
• Animal welfare (welfare of livestock and wild animal catch from rearing/capture up
to and including slaughter) – mainly ethical but as such raises societal concerns
• main indicator: housing conditions. Very detailed indicators are developed and
accessible for the public, whereas animal based indicators are rarely used.
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• Social capital and community cohesion (Rural communities’ well being and
economic vitality; utilisation and building of social capital of farmers and growers
and of communities). The benefits and impacts are rarely available fully to the
consumers.
• Methods of production and processing and religious views (e.g. organic, IPM/IFM
Halal, GM, Kosher, free range or cage reared – animal welfare etc).
(adapted from Coff, Korthals & Barling 2008)
•

Further subjects having social and ethical aspects are related to health and food security,
quality and place of origin, and environmental impacts.

More efforts should be made to define the traceability reference units (TRU) for which
specific claims, statements on social and environmental issues is related (Hermansen at al.
2011).

Certification schemes
• In the sub-domain of social and ethical standards the International Social and
Environmental Accreditation and Labelling Alliance (ISEAL) provides accreditation.
ISEAL develops codes of good practice for its member organisations. A Code of Good
Practice for Assessing the Impacts of Systems is in progress of development and the
development of Certification Code of Good practice is planned (Barling et al. 2010).
• Global Reporting Initiative developed a framework for the principles ad indicators that
organisations can use to measure and report their economic, environmental and social
performance. GRI reporting requirements cover management aspects related to the
approach applied by an organisation to achieve its aims and the provision of
performance indicators, which ensure comparable information on the economic,
environmental and social performance of the information (Barling et al. 2010).
• The objectives and the general description of the criteria of the certification schemes
for meeting ethical and social value standards are mostly publicly available through
web-sites, whereas the exact compliance criteria meet in auditing, are available only in
some of the cases. In other cases these are available only for those who purchase these
standards - results. As a consequence usually professionals have a full access to the
standards, for consumers the price of standards makes the purchase not feasible.
• Results of the inspection of compliance to the standards are usually kept confidential
and they are available only to business partners of the auditee. In B2B communication
access to the results of the assessment of compliance increase trust and credibility.
• Information should be provided on the impact of compliance to the criteria of the
social and ethical standards of certification schemes.
There is a large number of certification schemes for food products, which are produced to
meet social and ethical expectations of the society. These cover a wide range of transparency
information and solutions, which represent good practices. However the large number of
certification schemes in the area conveys the message to the consumers, that the requirements
are not fully harmonised, e.g. there is not a general agreement on the criteria, therefore it
results in some uncertainties in consumer acceptance.
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Communication
•

Successful practices for communication with consumers include 6
• Provision of labels based on certification schemes
• Provision of access to information on the geographical area, on the likelihood and
community experiences of the producers through an internet based product tracking
systems (CARETRACE). In some applications, where different breeds of beef cattle
are used the name of the breeds and the CKR number of the farmers is indicated on
each packs of meat. Using this number the consumer can get information on the
name of the farmer, on the breed, on the farm, where the animal was breed and how
the animals are fed. In the same system for pork a code of practice on animal welfare
was developed by the Danish Animal Welfare society (DB), which is used as a basis
of specifications for contracted farmers by a slaughterhouse. The DB inspects each
farm yearly and grants approval for compliance. the inspection body is supervised by
a committee made of all main stakeholders – the members of the DB, farmers, the
slaughterhouse, a retailer, and the consumer council. A combined logo of the
slaughterhouse and recommended DB is used. The butchers working at the retailers
and meeting the consumers are trained on the special benefits of the breeding
system, which are not visible, but representing quality features – like feeding
requirements, animal welfare aspects, etc. – so that they can explain this information
to the consumers.
• Maintaining an internet based platform where businesses and suppliers can share
social and ethical data.
• The credibility of the animal welfare third party certification can be increased if all
slaughter houses in the country implement the same standard. They are all inspected
by third party. This result in easier communication (Example is presented by “Grund
certifierung gris")
• Professional support can be provided by manufacturers to meet organic and fair trade
requirements through collaboration with local small farmers organisations. the
systems enable the consumer to trace the cocoa beans what were used for production
of the chocolate what they purchased. (Example is presented by “Organic chocolate
for the Swiss Market”).
• Developing standards on which such labels can be based, which provide uniform
visibility so that the consumers can easy differentiate between commodities in
respect for fair handling of producers. Fair Trade Labelling Organisation (FLO)
developed the Fair Trade mark, which is based on two distinct sets of standards. One
set is for small holders working in democratic organisation having a clear
organisation structure, which ensures that all members are involved, consulted and
can participate in the decision making process. The other set of standards is applied

6

More information can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
experiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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•

•

•

to workers and specify rules for paying decent wages, guaranteeing right to form
trade unions, ensuring appropriate health and work safety standards. and provision of
adequate training as necessary, In addition to the basic requirements there are
recommendations, which facilitate improvements. The criteria of the standards are
mostly publicly available. For all lot full traceability and segregation is requested,
which has to be underpinned by detailed documentation and records. A group
certification is applied by inspecting the main organisation and some of their
randomly selected sites. A certification body (FLO-CERT), which is accredited with
ISO 65 carries out the inspections. The transparency is based on the trust in the
certification body.
A web-based transparency tool “Fair Trade Proof” was developed by one of the fairtrade organisations, where consumers can check the comments and records related to
a bag of coffee and trace it back to the farm of by the farm to other chain members.
(An example is presented by “Fairtrade”)
An other related solution is when a web-platform enables consumers not only to
access to additional information – such as producer – blogs, maps, photo galleries,
etc – to fair trade products, but can place comments messages to the existing
information. (Example is presented by “Care Trace”).
The regulations EC 837/2008 and EC 889/2008 harmonise the national legislation of
the member states on the requirements on production, processing and control of
organic food products. It provides also explanations, what organic production is.
Although the regulation is mainly for B2B communication consumers can access the
criteria as well and study the background of the EU organic label. The verification of
the compliance is made by third party certification, in some countries by inspections
of the authority (Barling et al. 2010).

Successful examples of business to business communication include 7:
•

•

The implementation of a base code for ethical trading, which is based on standards of
the International Labour Organisation and NGOs and Trade Marks contributed also
to the discussion of the criteria. It covers issues as wages, hours of work, health and
safety and the right to join free trade unions. Members can share knowledge and
exchange information on the events – site along the supply chain, the retailers, the
buyer and the brand owner can use the base code (Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI) to
influence their suppliers to improve working conditions. Buying organisations can
identify suppliers in compliance with the ETI Standards through the web-site. There
are limited reports on the progress made by the companies to achieve better
compliance. An impact assessment of the base code was carried out. (More
information can be found at “Ethical Trading Initiative”).
At terms of trade a good practice is used by the Fairtrade scheme, which publishes a
Fairtrade Minimum Price and a FairTrade Premium price calculated specifically for

7

More information can be found on the references in bracket in the Deliverable ”D6.2: Analysis of selected
experiences of best practice transparency solutions on enterprises ad food chains” of the Transparent_Food
project.
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the different countries. Greater transparency can be achieved by making available the
minimum price actually paid to producers and the feasible premium received.
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5. TOOLS FOR BUILDING UP TRANSPARENCY SYSTEMS

5.1

Procedure for building up a transparency system

The steps of the procedure are indicated on the flow-chart below.
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5.2

A tool for analysing and designing information flow in transparency systems

In-depth template
A procedure with templates can be used for analysing the information flow in transparency
systems to identify deficiencies and necessary improvements

1. Specify the Target statement/claim/aspect for which transparency has been provided:

2. Identify the relevant Domain/Sub-domain
1.
Food Safety
1.1 Compositional
1.2 Technological
1.3 Organization and discipline
2.
Food quality
2.1 Composition
2.2 Health and nutrition claims
2.3 Sensory properties - handling
2.4 Raw material production (e.g. cultivar based, quality
categories, genetic modifications)
2.5 Storage conditions (e.g. temperature monitoring)
2.6 Food processing methods (e.g. traditional vs. emerging
technologies)
2.7 Food packaging and distribution (e.g. active and
intelligent packaging, other than safety aspects,
product-packaging interactions
2.8 Authenticity
3.
Food integrity
3.1 Origin (referring to place, region and country)
(Including PDOs and PGIs).
3.2 Environment
3.3 Ethical and Social
4.
Economic issues

53

3.

Make a flow chart of your chain

a) Prepare a general overview of your chain indicating the stakeholders (Form 1, step 1)
Possible stakeholders of the ultimate chain:
o Consumers: consumer associations, consumer
o Policy makers: policy institutions, policy representatives, regulatory agencies
o Chain members: industry associations, producers organizations, sector
representatives inside and outside EU, industry platforms, packaging material
manufacturers, agrochemical companies, ingredient manufacturers, service
providers, knowledge providers
o Solution providers: providers of standards on food safety and quality as well as on
environmental (as e.g. environmental management systems), ethical and social
concerns (as e.g. on fairness of trade); providers of computer based transparency
systems (incl. tracking and tracing systems); organizations that provide system
certifications; system providers; quality system providers
o Research groups: research support organizations (as e.g. European and national
research foundations), research institutions and scientific associations, researchers,
public and private research associations
o European Commission
b) Indicate the activities/operations of the different stakeholders (Form 1, step 2)
c) Optional: Specify the differences in situation related to the transparency claim
(Form 1, step 3)
Possible differences in situation:
o Cultural background: Consumer diets and lifestyles, society’s priorities regarding
social or ethical norms etc.
o Market environment, responsibilities, geographic coverage (local/regional,
national, EU, international), local customs, location of production, climate
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Form 1: Flow Chart

Flow Chart
1.

2.

3.

Instructions:
1.

Prepare a general flow diagram indicating the stakeholders (without the flows):
• Start with the direct chain: A direct supply chain consists of a company, a
supplier, and a customer involved in the upstream and/or downstream flows
of products, services, finances, and/or information (Mentzer et al. 2001).
• Continue with the extended chain: An extended supply chain includes
suppliers of the immediate supplier and customers of the immediate
customer, all involved in the upstream and/or downstream flows of
products, services, finances, and/or information (Mentzer et al. 2001).
• Finish with the ultimate chain: An ultimate supply chain includes all the
organizations involved in all the upstream and downstream flows of
products, services, finances, and information from the ultimate supplier to
the ultimate customer (Mentzer et al. 2001).

2.

Indicate the activities/operations of the different stakeholders.

3.

Optional: Specify the differences in situation, related to the transparency claim.
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4.

Analyze the information flow between the stakeholders step-by-step

a) List the transparency needs/preferences for each stakeholder
Possible needs/preferences:
o Consumers: verified statements and claims on food (e.g.: environmental friendly,
safe to eat, origin), expected quality, readily available, affordable, according to
lifestyle and diet (possibility to avoid specific foods and food ingredients whether
because of allergy, food intolerance or lifestyle choice), avoiding misleading
claims
o Policy makers: responsibility for providing the regulatory environment that
assures the meeting of society’s requirements on food safety and consideration of
society’s preferences especially regarding social, ethical and environmental
issues, fair business practices (meeting contractual obligations), prevention of
misleading of clients and consumers, assure, secure supply of safe and wholesome
food products and maintain market and consumer confidence, comply with
relevant legislation, be able to take prompt action to remove products from sale,
be able to diagnose problems in production and pass on liability where relevant
o Chain members: Protect public health trough effective withdrawal of food
products, enable control with regard to human and animal health in emergencies,
minimize losses by an efficient recall process, improvement of process and quality
management (by information about raw materials and processes), simplification of
audits (by improved information retrieval), anticipate market demand accurately,
plan capacity accurately

b) Identify the priority information for each stakeholder
Priority transparency information is what is essential to demonstrate that legal
requirements and/or valid and feasible consumer expectations and customer requirements
were met. This information is essential and cannot be left out.
A simple, structured approach is applied for assessing and prioritizing the information
flow along the chain from the ultimate supplier to the ultimate consumer. The basis of
transparency is the traceability of the information related to the specific lot of the product,
which ensures the verity of statements and claims. Since experiences show that recording
and transmitting more information than necessary increases complexity and costs, and
may create failures and even difficulties in understanding and interpretation of the
information provided to the users, it is advisable that only ”priority” information for the
specific aspects of the transparency should be made available and retrievable.
For example priority food safety transparency information is information that is necessary
to meet legal requirements, food safety parameters and warranty declarations in finished
product specifications and customer requirements specified in retailer’s supplier standards
and specifications. As an example priority food safety transparency information includes
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critical control points (CCPs), monitoring records, control points (CPs) controlled by good
hygiene practice and corrective actions. Account is taken of all relevant legislation,
standards and management systems.

c) Identify the Traceability Reference Unit (TRU) for each stakeholder, it can change
along the chain and/or within the activity of a stakeholder
TRU is the smallest quantity in the material flow etc. which has to be identified as a
separate unit to ensure verity of statements and claims related to the transparency
requirements or expectations. TRU ensures efficient and timely product segregation and
withdrawal/recall at non-compliances to the requirements, considering cost-benefit
consequences. TRU has to be specified for each step within the materials flow along the
chain, including steps of the process within the activity of a chain member. Priority food
transparency information has to be related to the TRU within the actual step of the chain
and the activity, and made accessible for authorised internal and external users.
Quantity of material
TRU =
Reference unit
Quantity of material: weight, volume, number of products, ingredients, etc.
Reference unit:
- batch, pallet, herd, etc
- time (shift, day), etc.

Use TRU if appropriate and necessary: If there is a change in TRU within the activity of a
stakeholder, analyze the information flow within the activity of this stakeholder (point g)
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Indentify the different direct chains (supplier – focal company – customer) in the flow chart
(Form 1). Follow the different steps for each identified direct chain.
d) Analyze the current status of transparency by investigating transferred and
collected/recorded information between the different stakeholders of the identified
direct chains (Form 2)
Possible information collection/transfer tools and systems (techniques)
o Systems/Schemes: Monitoring schemes established by enterprise groups in meat
(e.g. Campylobacter and Salmonella) and plant (e.g. Mycotoxin) production,
quality and food safety management system schemes (e.g. HACCP, BRC, IFS or
ISO 22000 certification schemes), GLOBAL-GAP, fair trade schemes, tracking
and tracing schemes, Global reporting Initiative, signalling systems established by
e.g. retail, environmental labelling, organic certification
o Organization/Management: Agreements on communication standards and
communication units (institutional arrangements for data communication,
information exchange), open network standardization, data compatibility,
protection of data ownership, minimum mandatory and recommended data,
supply chain management and integrity, authenticity, legal and regulatory
requirements (food safety regulations), good hygienic practices, opportunities to
save waste, organization of sustainable production processes, organizational
infrastructure (managerial and technical basis, political platform for reaching
sector agreements, appropriate information flows, data ownership interest,
guarantees for data reliability and system security), experimental solutions
established by individual enterprise innovators or by closely cooperating chains
Possible information transfer signals (communication)
Signals integrate available information and communicate a certain “message” to
recipients according to their transparency needs (EC 2009).
o Certificates: GLOBAL-GAP certificate, HACCP/BRC/IFS/ISO22000 certificate,
organic certificate, fair trade
o Labels: Food miles or carbon footprint, different labels
o Messages: e.g. ‘food is safe’
o Information: about product (composition and characteristics) and processes,
locations of production
e) Indentify the quality of the transferred and collected/recorded information (Form 3)
Underline the information characteristics that are appropriate.
f) Evaluate whether the targeted/desired situation was achieved, and if improvement is
necessary (Form 4)
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g) If TRU changes within the activity a stakeholder, follow point d till point f for the
analysis of the information flow within the different steps of this activity (Form 5-7)
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Form 2: Current status of transparency along the chain

Supplier

SUPPLIER

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
DIRECT CHAIN 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

FOCAL COMPANY

FOCAL
COMPANY

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Customer

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Frequency
of transfer

CUSTOMER

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
DIRECT CHAIN 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system
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Form 3: Quality of transferred and collected/recorded information along the chain

Supplier

SUPPLIER

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
DIRECT CHAIN 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant
quality:
DIRECT CHAIN 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

FOCAL COMPANY

FOCAL
COMPANY

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
quality:

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Customer

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Frequency
of transfer

CUSTOMER

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

DIRECT CHAIN 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant
quality:
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Form 4: Necessary improvement of transparency along the chain

Supplier

SUPPLIER

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
DIRECT CHAIN 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

FOCAL COMPANY

FOCAL
COMPANY

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Customer

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Frequency
of transfer

CUSTOMER

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
DIRECT CHAIN 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
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Form 5: Current status of transparency within the activity of a chain member
FORMER
STEP

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
ACTIVITY STEP 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

STEP
ANALYSED

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Frequency
of transfer

NEXT STEP

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:
ACTIVITY STEP 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Current
status:

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system
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Form 6: Quality of transferred and collected/recorded information within the activity of a chain member
FORMER
STEP

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
ACTIVITY STEP 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant
quality:

STEP
ANALYSED

Collected,
recorded
information

Frequency
of transfer

NEXT STEP

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable
– complete – useful –
relevant

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Information
collection
tool/system

ACTIVITY STEP 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information
quality:

Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant

ACTIVITY STEP 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Information Accurate – timely – reliable – complete – useful – relevant
quality:
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Form 7: Necessary improvement of transparency within the activity of a chain member
FORMER
STEP

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
Frequency of
transfer
signal
transfer
system/signal
ACTIVITY STEP 1: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 2: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

STEP
ANALYSED

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Transferred
information

Information
Validity of
transfer
signal
system/signal

Frequency
of transfer

NEXT STEP

Collected,
recorded
information

Information
collection
tool/system

Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 3: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 4: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 5: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 6: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 7: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..

Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
ACTIVITY STEP 8: ………….. – …………….. – ………………..
Correct information transfer?
Necessary improvement:
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5.

Identify the performance regarding transparency for your best practice
Tick off the performance characteristics/indicators regarding transparency in the list
below that apply to your described best practice. Add additional characteristics/indicators
if necessary.
Two kind performance indicators can be identified, namely direct and indirect indicators.
Direct performance indicators measure the extent to which the main goal of the best
practice is achieved. Indirect indicators measure other related issues of the best practice
(sub-goals).
If possible, please indicate the value of the direct and/or indirect performance
characteristics/indicators, corresponding to your best practice.
Direct performance characteristics/indicators:
The number of links in the supply chain that can be traced back- and forward: ……
The tracing unit that defines the level at which the traced object is uniquely
identified (e.g. a farmer, a delivery, a cow): …....
The time needed for product recall or withdrawal: ……
The cost of product recall or withdrawal (per volume, recall, etc.): ……
….
…

Indirect performance characteristics/indicators:
Improved work efficiency
Improved competitiveness
Increased market share
Access to new markets
Increased stakeholder trust
Avoidance of abuse
….
…..
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6. GLOSSARY

Accessibility

Accuracy of
information
Assurance
Authenticity

Awareness
Barrier
Benchmarking
Blueprint
Branded food
products
Certification

Chain

Contamination

Cradle-to-gate

Cradle-to-grave

Accessibility is a term used to describe the degree to which information is
available to as many people as possible. Accessibility can be viewed as the
"ability to access". (Wikipedia)
the degree of veracity
A statement or indication that inspires confidence; a guarantee
undisputed credibility; information security that is necessary to ensure that
the data, transactions, communications or documents are genuine
(Wikipedia)
the state or ability to perceive information (Wikipedia)
a restriction which blocks or impedes something
the process of comparing one’s practices to the best practice(s) to make
improvements (Modified from Wikipedia)
The term "blueprint" has come to be used to refer to any detailed plan in
particular for documenting an architecture or an engineering. (Wikipedia.)
Pre- packaged food products bearing the logo, copyright and address of a
company which is not a retailer. (British Retail Consortium 2007- Global
standard for food safety, Issue 5)
Procedure by which accredited certification body based on an audit and
assessment of a company’s competence provide written assurance that a
company conforms to a standard’s requirement. (British Retail Consortium
2007- Global standard for food safety, Issue 5)
A set of three or more organisations directly involved in the upstream and
downstream flows of products, services, finances, information and/or
knowledge from a source to a customer
Introduction or occurrence of a contaminant in food or food environment.
Contamination does include: physical, chemical, biological contamination.
Contamination can also mean correlation of packages among themselves.
(International Food Standard, Version 5)
Cradle-to-gate is an assessment of a partial product life cycle from
manufacture ('cradle') to the factory gate (i.e., before it is transported to the
consumer). The use phase and disposal phase of the product are usually
omitted. Cradle-to-gate assessments are sometimes the basis for
environmental product declarations (EPD) defined as "quantified
environmental data for a product with pre-set categories of parameters
based on the ISO 14040 series of standards, but not excluding additional
environmental information". (Wikipedia)
Cradle-to-grave is the full Life Cycle Assessment from manufacture
('cradle') to use phase and disposal phase ('grave'). For example, trees
produce paper, which can be recycled into low-energy production cellulose
(fiberised paper) insulation, then used as an energy-saving device in the
ceiling of a home for 40 years, saving 2,000 times the fossil-fuel energy
used in its production. After 40 years the cellulose fibres are replaced and
the old fibres are disposed of, possibly incinerated. All inputs and outputs
are considered for all the phases of the life cycle. (Wikipedia)
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Data
E-readiness

Eutrophication

Fair trade
Flow diagram

Identity
preserved

Indicator

Performance
indicators

Information
Knowledge
Message
Pesticides

Procedure

Relevance of
information
Retailer

Data is the lowest level of abstraction. On its own carriers no meaning.
(Wikipedia)
The ability and willingness of information providers to utilize technology,
which is available for implementation or expected in the future (Fritz and
Schiefer 2010)
Eutrophication is the addition of artificial or natural substances, such as
nitrates and phosphates, through fertilizers or sewage, to an aquatic system.
In other terms, it is the "bloom" or great increase of phytoplankton in a
water body. Negative environmental effects include hypoxia, the depletion
of oxygen in the water, which induces reductions in specific fish and other
animal populations. Other species may experience an increase in population
that negatively affects other species. It can be human-caused or natural.
Untreated sewage effluent and agricultural run-off carrying fertilizers are
examples of human-caused eutrophication. (Wikipedia)
A trading partnership based on dialogue, transparency and respect that
seeks greater equity in international trade. (WFTO)
A systematic representation of the sequence of steps or operations used in
the production or manufacture of a particular food item. (International Food
Standard, Version 5)
A product which has a defined origin or purity characteristic which needs to
be retained throughout the food chain, e.g. through traceability and
protection from contamination. (British Retail Consortium 2007- Global
standard for food safety, Issue 5)
Transparency on the domains is reached through signals which build on
indicators served by information items. A typical development is from
information to indicators, to signals, and to domains, certain information
items might take the role of indicators and signals without any change. The
difference between indicators and signals is not always apparent. Indicators
serve impact domains, signals serve transparency needs.
Summaries of quantified data that provide information on the level of
compliance against agreed targets, e.g. customer complaints, product
incidents, laboratory data. (British Retail Consortium 2007- Global
standard for food safety, Issue 5)
Information is the next level of abstraction after data. To become a data to
information, it must be interpreted and take meaning. (Wikipedia)
The highest level of abstraction after data, and information. (Wikipedia)
A message in its most general meaning is an object of communication. It is
a vessel which provides information. (Wikipedia)
A pesticide is any substance or mixture of substances intended for
preventing, destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest. Pests can be
insects, mice and other animals, unwanted plants (weeds), fungi, or
microorganisms like bacteria and viruses.
(U.S. EPA Office of Pesticide Programs, verified 19th February 2006)
Specified way to carry out an activity or process. Procedures shall be
implemented and the elaboration of procedures is done by documents or
process description (e.g. flow chart). (International Food Standard, Version
5)
information is relevant if it served as a means to a given purpose
(Wikipedia)
Business, which sells products directly to the final consumer (International
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Retailerbranded food
products
Scenario

Shelf-life

Signal

Sustainability

Structures
Traceability

Tracing
Tracking
Tracking and
tracing (in
logistics)
Transparency

Transparency

Food Standard, Version 5)
Food products bearing a retailer’s logo, copyright or address; ingredients
used to manufacture within retailer’s premises; or products that are legally
regarded as the responsibility of the retailer. (British Retail Consortium
2007- Global standard for food safety, Issue 5)
A plausible and often simplified description of how the future may develop,
based on a coherent and internally consistent set of assumptions about key
driving forces and relationships.
http://climatechangeglossary.com/Glossary_S.html (28/03/2011)
Shelf life specifies the period of time which a product can be stored, under
specified conditions, and remain in optimum condition and suitable for
consumption.
http://foodquality.wfp.org/Glossary/tabid/200/Default.aspx?PageContentID
=630 (28/03/2011)
Integrate available information and communicate a certain ‘message’ to
recipients. Signals build primarily on information about products, including
their composition and characteristics, on information about processes they
involved in or exposed to, and the production environment including its
origin.
Captured traditionally in economic, social/ethical and environmental
dimensions and issues of realization including aspects like tracking/tracing
and others.
A characteristic or state whereby the needs of the present and local
population can be met without compromising the ability of future
generations or populations in other locations to meet their needs. The
sustainable use of an ecosystem refers to the human use of an ecosystem so
that it may yield a continuous benefit to present generations while
maintaining its potential to meet the needs and aspirations of future
generations.
http://www.greenfacts.org/glossary/pqrs/sustainability.htm (28/03/2011)
Criteria regarding procedures for collecting information and following up
of the production.
Traceability means the ability to trace and follow a food, feed, foodproducing animal or substance intended to be, or expected to be
incorporated into a food or feed, through all stages of production,
processing and distribution. (Regulation (EC) No.178/2002; International
Food Standard, Version 5)
To determine the past location/information of a unique item
To determine the current location/information of a unique item
A process of monitoring the location and status of a property in transit
(Wikipedia)
Transparency is concerned with the forms and flows of information and
access to the information about 1. the food chain practices relating to the
food product and 2. the final composition, characteristics ( and history) of
the product
A combination of process based and power based approach to enhance
trust:
Process based approach:
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•

T-readiness

Validation

Verification

Transparency are measures for building up credibility for consumers
and customers, through openness and accountability on activities
along the food chain, by underpinning the verity of messages and by
generating the perception of being informed to allow informed
decisions.
•
This is achieved by making appropriate signals/information available
and understandable on the verity of messages (claims, statements) on
•
specific characteristics of products, processes, production
environment, activities of actors
•
which can’t be substantiated by the usual quick and simple
methods.
Power balance based approach:
•
The valid needs of consumers, customers for facilitating their
informed decisions and the sound balance with confidentiality
needs of food chain members are considered.
The ability and willingness of information providers to provide and
communicate the necessary information, which might be available, could
be made available or could be expected for utilisation in the future. (Fritz
and Schiefer 2010)
Confirmation through the provision of objective evidences that the
requirements for the specific intended use or application have been
fulfilled. (International Food Standard, Version 5; British Retail
Consortium 2007- Global standard for food safety, Issue 5)
Confirmation through the provision of objective evidences that specified
requirements have been fulfilled. (International Food Standard, Version 5;
British Retail Consortium 2007- Global standard for food safety, Issue 5)
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8. ANNEXES
Annex I.: Short descriptions of some of the successful cases
Source: UGent (in collaboration with CCH, the members of the Transparent_Food
consortium), 2010., Transparent_Food D6.1 Topics, performance indicators, and template for
analysis of best practice experiences
Simple template for best practice collection
Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Red Lobster (US)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Attila Berczeli
Campden BRI Magyarország (Hungary)
a.berczeli@campdenkht.com

1. What is the transparency problem?

Allergies to foods have become a big issue for restaurants. More than 12 million Americans
have allergies to ingredients such as wheat, soy, eggs and dairy according to the Food Allergy
& Anaphylaxis Network. Though not technically a food allergy, celiac disease (an intolerance
to gluten) has been an issue as well. In the EU there is obvious regulation for handling the
allergens in the food industry. However the foods in the restaurants without packaging and
labelling is a problem.
2. What is the best practice solution?
Red Lobster has started to give some diners with more information about potential food safety
hazard in their food. The chain, owned by Darden Restaurants in Orlando (US), has begun
testing a menu that lists major allergens such as dairy products, wheat, peanuts, eggs and
different types of seafood in its dishes. After recently disclosing nutritional information for
every item on all of their menus, the allergen menu is a natural next step in their commitment
to transparency.
At Red Lobster in Sanford, diners with food allergies can get a printed-out chart that notes the
major allergens in its dishes. The information also points out items at risk for crosscontamination through frying or grilling.
There are some other company who have already taken similar steps. Other restaurants
provide varying degrees of information. Sonny's Real Pit Bar-B-Q, based in Maitland,
provides a list of foods with major allergens online and has printed information for guests in
restaurants. Panera Bread has offered booklets of printed allergen information and of all
ingredients for menu items in its stores.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
Darden did not answer specific questions about the menu, which is not in all Red Lobster
restaurants. The company would not say whether other chains are testing it but said it plans to
offer the menu at more restaurants. Allergen information is not available on its websites.
Diners must rely on asking restaurant staff or on contacting the chains' guest-relations
departments. Customers can get a full list of ingredients through guest relations, but those
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departments have limited hours and it can take several hours or even until the next day to get
the information.
4. What is the tangible result?

Lists of major allergens in restaurants are becoming more main stream, this is actually the
direction that most restaurants will be going in. The guests have benefited from access to
information about what's on their menu.
Reference: By Sandra Pedicini, ORLANDO SENTINEL
10:41 p.m. EDT, July 8, 2010
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Simple template for best practice collection
Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Identity preserved soy products (EU)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Andras Sebok
Campden BRI Magyarország (Hungary)
a.sebok@campdenkht.com

1. What is the transparency problem?

Today the majority of soybean grown is genetically modified. During the production,
handling, storage, transport and processing there is a high risk that GMO free soybeans and
the products made thereof are cross-contaminated with GMO containing soy. In Europe there
are major consumer concerns about the food safety, sustainability and ethical issues related to
GMO food and feed. There is a significant consumer demand for GMO free products. Food
products which are made of GMO, or contain an amount of GMO from inadvertent use over a
threshold or made of raw materials or ingredients having known GMO content must be
labelled. As a consequence of the consumer concerns the major retailers and other buying
organizations usually reject GMO containing products. Cross-contamination of solid
ingredients and products can’t be reliably detected by finished product testing. Processing
reduces the detectability of GMO. GMO free soy products usually get a price premium. There
is a need for a system of control measures along the whole soy bean product chain to ensure
the GMO free status and to provide evidences that appropriate segregation practices were
followed during production, handling, storage transport and processing.
2. What is the best practice solution?
Identity preservation systems for grains consist of a set of measures controlling the
production, harvesting, handling, storage, transport including containerization and processing
in such a way that the specific characteristics, traits and value of a crop desirable for specific
end users are preserved by careful and effective segregation from other lots which do not have
the same traits and values. This is combined with detailed record keeping along all steps of
the chain together with laboratory testing at several stages. Third party verification is also
applied. The supplier makes a warranty declaration for the specific properties, characteristics
of each lot. Detailed full chain traceability records are attached to the product lots providing
additional information on validity of the supplier warranty declaration on GMO free status.
The system starts at the specification of required growing and harvesting practices and
includes clear purchasing specifications, application of segregation zones at harvesting,
cleaning of machinery (planters, combines, trucks, wagons, augers, storage bins, etc) with 90
MO free materials at change over after GMO containing materials. The buyer may require a
legal right to visit the production, operation site of the supplier at any time.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
The main benefit is that detailed and more reliable information covering the full chain is
provided to the end users and final buyers, who can provide this information to the consumers
by request. The third party verification provides additional warranty. Food processors can
reduce the risk of processing limitedly marketable products caused by unknown, not declared
GMO content. Growers and traders get a price bonus for their extra efforts. There is a major
technical weakness since the system and the current practices are not able to prevent cross
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pollination, inadvertent cross contamination fully. Sampling and finished product testing
methods have limited reliability and testing is expensive. No one can claim full GMO free
status; rather the efforts can be proven. Further research is necessary to determine the
minimum achievable threshold.
4. What is the tangible result?

There is a system based on the combined used of traceability, segregation, record keeping and
third party verification which provides some verification on the validity of the statements on
GMO free status and a better verification of the efforts made to achieve that.
Reference: http://www.soygrowers.com/ipvas/
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Simple template for best practice collection
Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Red Tractor (UK)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Xavier Gellynck, Katrien Van Lembergen, Adrienn Molnar
Ghent University (Belgium) – Faculty Bioscience Engineering
Department Agricultural Economics – Agro-Food Marketing
Xavier.Gellynck@UGent.be; Adrienn.Molnar@UGent.be;
Katrien.VanLembergen@UGent.be

1. What is the transparency problem?
Due to the incidence of the mad cow disease (BSE) in 1996, the UK faced a food crisis that
resulted in a decline of consumers’ trust in food. Around that time the public also faced a
profusion of food standards and labels.
2. What is the best practice solution?
Assured Food Standards (AFS) was established in the spring of 2000. This independent
organization helped harmonizing the approach of standard setting and inspection throughout
the supply chain. In addition AFS developed the independent quality mark ‘Red Tractor’ to
assure safe and affordable food that can be trusted and easily recognized. Red Tractor
guarantees that the food comes from farms and food companies that meet high standards of
food safety and hygiene, animal welfare and environmental protection.
The Red Tractor plays a major role in the future of food and farming. It has to promote the
recognition of professionally produced assured food. Moreover, the label has to boost the
reputation of food production in the UK. First production standards are established, second
regular inspections are carried out to ensure that producers, processors and other operators
meet those standards.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
Food, provided with the Red Tractor mark, comes from an assured production chain in which
all producers, processors and packers meet the standards. This best practice ensures better
communication throughout the supply chain, integrates quality management and food safety
management, reduces food safety hazards and brings transparency throughout the food supply
chain.
The main criteria that have to be fulfilled:
1) The main ingredient being promoted must be named.
2) It must come from the usual assured chain.
3) It must be at least 65% of the total product.
4) All of the named main ingredient must be assured. Even if, for example, 65% of the
beef in a beef burger is assured, the product cannot contain any additional beef from
another source as the entire named ingredient must be assured.
5) The Union flag in the Red Tractor logo on these foods is the consumer’s guarantee
that the product is wholly British

4. What is the tangible result?
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This easily recognizable symbol stands out in a busy shopping environment and provides
reassurance that the food has been produced according to independently inspected standards.
The Union flag in the Red Tractor logo offers an independently verified consumer guarantee
that the product has come from a UK farm.
For more information: www.redtractor.org.uk/
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Simple template for best practice collection
Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Domino’s Pizza (US)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Attila Berczeli
Campden BRI Magyarország (Hungary)
a.berczeli@campdenkht.com

1. What is the transparency problem?

Many times the consumers have wondered why the products they buy don't look as good in
person as they do in TV ads. That's because most of the time companies use artificial
techniques to make their products look better than they do when served to the consumers in
person.
2. What is the best practice solution?
Domino's said the real food photos are part of its "transparency" campaign with customers,
which kicked off in 2009 with the introduction of an overhauled pizza in response to negative
comments from its guests. The company is going to be real and honest about the taste of the
product, they want to be as authentic as possible about how it looks. Domino's created a video
demonstrating how it had previously prepped food for advertising. From now they do not
artificially manipulate the food. No tweezers, no steam guns, no model knives cutting perfect
perforations in the cheese.
In conjunction with the new food photography Domino's launched a “Show Us Your Pizza”
online contest and invited consumers to submit photos of Domino's food. Customers' pizza
pictures are displayed online at a newly created website.
Another transparency step was initiated on the website of the company. All consumers can
track what is happening with their pizza after ordering. The staff of the company keeps the
consumer up to date on the status of their order.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
The new campaign ensures that consumers get information about the whole life of the product
and trust in the product which is reliable for them.
4. What is the tangible result?

It is a really new campaign, with no information, however there were 134 consumer photos
send for 2 weeks.
Reference: Parseghian, Pamela (July 7, 20). Nation’s restaurant News.
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Simple template for best practice collection
Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Matured beef (Hungary)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Andras Sebok
Campden BRI Magyarország (Hungary)
a.sebok@campdenkht.com

1. What is the transparency problem?

The transparency problem that was faced in the meat sector in Hungary concerned matured
beef. Beef passports provided good identification during lifetime but when the meat was cut,
identification became more difficult. Poor practices in maturing beef caused by the lack of
experience of the consumers, and mistakes made by the caterers spoiled the quality
advantages of Hungarian Simmental cattle meat. Consequently it was impossible to justify
claims like ‘prime quality cattle’ or ‘Hungarian Simmental cattle’ wherefore premium prices
are received. Farmers that invested a lot of money to produce this kind of beef, became very
suspicious about cheaters.
2. What is the best practice solution?
To solve this problem, the Association of the Breeders of Hungarian Simmental Cattle
established complete traceability and an assured quality system was set up till the end product.
Standards were formulated, that indicate how to keep the animals. The product is carefully
graded by quality and matured accordingly in a specific retail packaging. All cuts are packed
in one location.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?

The new solution ensures that consumers get uniform, reliable, prime quality, matured beef
products. The system integrates all steps till the final use and prevents mistakes of the end
users, which may spoil the premium quality, The centralized retail packaging can be better
controlled, which prevents adulteration, and mishandling, improper segregation by
inadvertent mistakes, the most critical steps of managing the meat segregation in the value
chain. The joint brand makes collective marketing easier.
4. What is the tangible result?

Nowadays Hungarian Simmental cattle meat, provided with an umbrella brand that belongs to
the Association of the Breeders of Hungarian Simmental Cattle, is on the market in Hungary.
The product is distributed by one retailer, Cora.
References: http://cora.hu/markaink/iz/receptgyujtemeny/5_Iz_es_Hagyomany
http://www.agrarkutatas.net/tudastar/elem/id/318/Magyartarka-=- garant%C3%A1ltmin%C5%91s%C3%A9g-itthonr%C3%B3l--%C3%89rleltmarhah% C3%BAsterm%C3%A9kek-a-cora-%C3%A1ruh%C3%A1zakban
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Reference to the project: Transparent_Food

Gut so! (Austria)
Author:

Name
Affiliation
Contacts

Andras Sebok
Campden BRI Magyarország (Hungary)
a.sebok@campdenkht.com

1. What is the transparency problem?

Provision of evidences on the verity of a quality label for Austrian premium quality regional
products based on multiple criteria. These criteria include 5 dimensions: (1)
naturepreservation and maintenance of landscapes and natural environment; (2) animal
welfare and well-being; (3) responsibility for preserving the life bases for future generations –
conscious use of energy, high energy efficiency, using renewable energy, minimizing waste;
(4) requirements for the economic and social benefits for producers – promotion of small
scale and family farming, fair share of sales price handled down the value chain, stable
business relations based on mutually agreed conditions, priority for use of products and
suppliers from the scheme, treating of employees on a fair way; (5) requirements for the
benefits for consumers – high quality products at fair prices, sensory properties checked by an
independent professional panel, hygiene/ food safety and quality management systems
(HACCP, GMP, IFS etc. as appropriate), GMO free purchasing policy.
2. What is the best practice solution?
There are standards for farmers and manufacturers for milk and dairy products, eggs and grain
production, storage and cereal and bakery products, which describe the criteria in details.
These standards are available for the public free of charge even for consumers trough the
website. Each standard contains specific requirements for transparency. For farmers: “The
farm is prepared to disclose production processes and to open up its facilities to the local
population and to consumers respectively (e.g. information desks or panels, day of “open farm
gate” once a year.” For mils and food processors: (1) Preparedness/ readiness: “The company
is prepared to disclose production processes and to open up its facilities to the local
population and to consumers respectively (e.g. information kits for interested visitors, day of
“open doors” once a year).” (2) Origin of ingredients: “The processing plant sources essential
ingredients for the defined gut so product from the region it is located in.” Records and
documentation are complete and accessible. Implementation of an effective traceability
system and appropriate segregation. Self- assessment tools are provided. Regular external
assessment of compliance to the criteria. Performance of the assessors is monitored also.
Performance criteria include. Waste balance and CO2 balance. The use of the label is granted
for 1 year.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
Benefits: Consumers and buyers can check the criteria or even the physical activities which
increase trust in validity of statements. Small scale regional products meeting high
quality/sensory standards are properly distinguished which contribute to the nationwide
access to regional products. Weaknesses: High costs. It is difficult to avoid disclosing of
valuable confidential information. High costs of marketing at the starting period when only
the number of participants is limited.
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4. What is the tangible result?

A complex quality labeling system including ethical and sustainability issues specifically
designed for food SMEs with several transparency solutions.
For more information: http://www.gut-so.at/index.php?mid=70
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European Food Prices Monitoring Tool
Author:

Name
Affiliation

Jan Walschots
Eurostat
Unit G-6 Price Statistics

Katrien Van Lembergen
Ghent University
Faculty Bioscience Engineering
Department Agricultural
Economics – Agro-Food
Marketing

Contacts
Joannes.Walschots@ec.europa.eu
Katrien.VanLembergen@UGent.be

1. What is the transparency problem?
Due to strong turbulences in price evolution at each step of the food supply chain, the
European Commission proposed ways to improve the functioning of the food supply chain in
Europe to deliver permanently competitive prices for European households in its December
2008 Communication (Food prices in Europe). In October 2009, the European Commission
concluded in another Communication (A better functioning food supply chain in Europe) that
there are significant imbalances in contractual relations between actors in the food supply
chain. These imbalances are the result of the diversity of active actors in the chain and their
differences in bargaining power. Further, this Communication also highlights the lack of
transparency of prices along the food supply chain and the increased volatility of agricultural
commodity prices. To overcome these challenges and improve the functioning of the food
supply chain, the Commission proposes among others to increase transparency in the food
supply chain by publishing the European Food Prices Monitoring Tool.
2. What is the best practice solution?
The European Food Prices Monitoring Tool was developed in the second half of 2009 and
published in October 2009 by Eurostat, in cooperation with DGs AGRI, ECFIN and SANCO.
The aim of this tool is to monitor markets by following price transmission for food products
along the food supply chain. The tool didn’t try to show detailed national statistics, but rather
aimed at EU level comparison. Hereby, a simple representation of the food supply chain is
used, showing price developments for agricultural commodities (ACP: agricultural
commodity price index), the food industry (PPI: producer price index) and consumer foods
(HICP: harmonized index of consumer prices). Data on 17 food supply chains are included in
the tool, based on existing Eurostat publications (since 2005) for EU and 27 member states.
3. What are the benefits and weaknesses from the main stakeholder point of view?
Different aspects indicate the importance of the European Food Prices Monitoring Tool:
• Transparency may overcome the problem that each player in the food supply chain has
his/her own idea on how prices develop, where sellers want to have a fair income and
buyers want to have a fair price.
• Food prices are of primary importance for inflation.
• Food is a basic need (purchase decision cannot be postponed)
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• Food prices are very volatile. This volatility depends on many factors and in order to
be able to understand these factors (and consequently volatility) it is of high
importance to understand the functioning of the food supply chain.
Therefore, Eurostat developed this tool. This tool allows the European Commission and other
stakeholders to understand the price development at the different stages of the food supply
chain and the pass-through of price developments along the food supply chain, which may
lead to a better performance.
Further, some weaknesses can be identified:
• Sometimes, it is difficult to show how prices are transmitted and it is not possible to
picture all costs and prices. Therefore, Eurostat decided to focus on selected levels of
the food supply chains.
• It is difficult to have comparable data at the different levels of the food supply chain
because products change during the process (from farm to fork). Also the production
process, trade and transport costs differ across products, countries and producers.
• Inputs such as labor cost, energy etc. are also important but not included in the tool.
Maybe in the future, it will be possible to include also prices of these inputs. Eurostat
has data available on prices for various inputs for example energy prices, but it is very
complicated to establish the importance of each input in each supply chain and to
include it in the tool.
• Eurostat is trying to update the tool by including international trade data. This data is
available, but it is difficult to select the relevant trade flows and calculate price indices
for them and then to include these in the tool.
• Part of the price development also takes place outside the food industry such as
transport and wholesale.
• Currently, data from some countries is missing in the tool. Eurostat tries to solve this
problem, but in some cases there is a good reason why there is no data available (e.g.
product is not produced in that country).
• It is difficult to find a good balance between details (complexity) and
understandability (transparency).
4. What is the tangible result?
The European Commission concluded that price transparency in the food supply chain is not
sufficient. Therefore, the European Food Prices Monitoring Tool was developed. This tool has
an important value for the European Commission but also for other stakeholders.
Further, the High Level Forum for a Better Functioning Food Supply Chain was established.
Several Ministers, CEOs of major companies in the food industry, trade associations and
NGOs are member of this forum. Based on their recommendation (that more transparency
along the food supply chain is necessary), the tool will be further developed.
Eurostat focuses on European comparison instead of national comparison. They work together
with authorities and institutes to receive more detailed information. Detailed analyses at
national level are considered national responsibilities.
For more information:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/hicp/methodology/prices_data_for_mark
et_monitoring
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/foodprices/index2_en.htm
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http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2008:0821:FIN:EN:PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/articles/structural_reforms/article16028_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/publication16061_en.pdf
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AnnexII: List of abbreviations
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

AOC: Application d’Origine Contrôllée
B2B: Business to Business
BRC: British Retail Consortium
CP: Control Point
CCP: Critical Control Point
CD: Compact Disc
CSA: Coordination and Support Action
DNA: Dezoxyribonucleic Acid
DVD: Digital Versatile Disc
EC: European Commission
EFSA: European Food Safety Authority
EMAS: Eco-Management and Audit Scheme
EPA: Environmental Protection Agency
EPD: Environmental Product Declaration
EU: European Union
GAP: Good Agricultural Practice
GDA: Guideline Daily Amount
GFSI: Global Food Safety Initiative
GHG: Green House Gases
GM: Genetically Modified
GMO: Genetically Modified Organisation
GMP: Good Manufacturing Practice
GTIN: Global Trade Item Number
GS1: General Standard One
HACCP: Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points
ICT: Information Communication Technology
IFS: International Food Standard
IFM: Integrated Forest Management
ILCD: International Life Cycle Database
IPM: Integrated Pest Management
ISO: International Organization of Standardization
LCA: Life Cycle Assessment
MSC: Marine Stewardship Council
NGO: Non-Governmental Organisation
PGI: Protected Geographical Indication
PDO: Protected Designation of Origin
RASFF: Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed
RFID: Radio Frequency IDentification
SME: Small Medium Enterprise
TRU: Traceability Reference Unit
TSG: Traditional Speciality Guaranteed
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•
•

UK: United Kingdom
WFTO: World Fair Trade Organization
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CONSORTIUM

AARHUS
UNIVERSITY

Department for Food and
Resource Economics,
University of Bonn (UBO)

Germany

Department of Food
Biotechnology and Food
Process Engineering,
Technische Universität
Berlin (TUB)

Germany

The Swedish Institute for
Food and Biotechnology
AB (SIK)

Sweden

Kuratorium für Technik
und Bauwesen in der
Landwirtschaft e. V.
(KTBL)

Germany

The European Association
for Food Safety (SAFE)

Belgium

Faculty of Agricultural
Sciences, University of
Aarhus (AU)

Denmark

RLabs Μarket Research
Ltd. (RLabs)

Greece

Centre for Food Policy,
City University London
(City)

United
Kingdom

Faculty
of Bio-engineering,
Department of
Agricultural Economics,
Ghent University (Ugent)
Campden BRI
Magyarország Nonprofit
Kft (CCH)

Belgium
Hungary
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