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Executive Summary 

The agroBRIDGES project aims to build bridges between producers and consumers, empowering farmers with 
practical knowledge and support to rebalance their market position via new business and marketing models 
based on Short Food Supply Chains (SFSC). The project will foster sustainable business and marketing models 
based on SFSCs with fewer intermediaries and an improved market position for local producers. To achieve 
this, the project team have developed an online toolbox, consisting of 12 different tools that will support all 
actors in their transition towards providing or consuming food through SFSCs. The agroBRIDGES toolbox has 
been translated into the 12 languages of the project’s 12 Beacon Regions and is available at 
https://agrobridges-toolbox.eu.  

Towards the end of the project, the agroBRIDGES Toolbox will be rolled out across Europe, but before this 
can take place, the toolbox needs to be tested and validated by actors within the agri-food sector in the 
project's focal regions, as the end-users of the agroBRIDGES tools. Work Package 4 of the agroBRIDGES 
project is specifically designed to do this, where Task 4.1 is aimed at developing the plans and procedures for 
the toolbox validation. This deliverable, “D4.1 Toolbox Validation Plan and Procedure”, will explain the 
development of these procedures, while the rest of the WP4 activities will be focused on the implementation 
of the validation plan. More specifically, Task 4.2 will involve the validation process itself for all IT type tools, 
Communication type tools and Training Programme type tools, while Task 4.3 will involve the validation 
process for the Event type tools. Finally Task 4.4 will involve the improvement of the tools following feedback 
from the tool testers. 

This report therefore explains the steps undertaken in the task’s three months of planning for the toolbox 
validation. As outlined in the DoA, several testers have been recruited to undertake this task, including 96 
actors reviewing the communication materials, 60 actors testing the IT tools and 24 actors undertaking the 
training programmes, all split across the 12 Beacon Regions. To do this, each of the partners leading the 
development of tools identified a list of intended user types of each tool, and therefore created a list of 
possible testers. For most tools, there were two major categories of tester types, and therefore it was 
necessary for each Beacon Region Leader to recruit one tester from each user category in order to be able to 
test the tool features developed from each of the different perspectives intended. Two of the tools are only 
intended for producers and therefore only one producer from each region was recruited to test these two 
tools. 

As much as possible, testers will be recruited from the MAP stakeholder groups, since this is one of the 
functions of the MAP groups, and therefore members have already agreed to contribute to the project. In 
some regions, however, MAP groups do not consist of all the required stakeholder types, or MAP members 
may be unavailable, and therefore other individuals must be found and recruited. It is planned that each of 
the testers will have a meeting with their Beacon Region Leader to go over the testing procedure. During this 
meeting, testers will be given user instructions to guide them in accessing the tools, downloading the content, 
and making use of the IT tool features. Following this, testers will fill out feedback questionnaires (in English 
or in their own language) that have been specifically designed for each tool, to ask for feedback based on the 
features of each tool and on the user category. Each Beacon Region Leader will take the feedback results, 
translate them to English, and enter them into a shared results spreadsheet, which will be used by tool 
developers in T4.4 to make final adjustments and improvements to the tools.  
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1. Introduction 

agroBRIDGES aims to build bridges between producers and consumers, empowering farmers with practical 
knowledge and support to rebalance their market position via new business and marketing models based on 
Short Food Supply Chains (SFSCs). To this end, agroBRIDGES has developed an innovative multi-actor 
framework, bringing together a wide range of agri-food stakeholders and practical support tools to better 
connect producers and consumers. The project will foster sustainable business and marketing models based 
on SFSCs with fewer intermediaries and an improved market position for local producers.  

As a step forward from traditional support tools that rely mainly on facilitating communication and event 
organisation, the novelty of agroBRIDGES is based on implementing meaningful ICT-based tools and 
resources for producers that can be easily used in practice to set up and run SFSCs. The tools have been 
developed for different user groups such as producers, consumers, public bodies, the local agri-food industry, 
and distributors. The agroBRIDGES Toolbox includes IT type tools, communication tools, training programme 
type tools and event related tools as follows.  

IT Tools:  

• Decision Support Tool - Allows producers to compare different SFSC business models according to 
environmental, economic, and social impact, and identify the most suitable one for them. 

• Why am I Special? - Questions that help identify a producer’s Unique Selling Points to support in 
developing a brand, identity, and market position, providing customisable communication materials. 

• Hear my voice - Producers can propose their innovative ideas and consumers can connect with them 
to provide support. Consumers can also express a need for a product/service. 

• Smart Delivery - Profile page where distributors, retailers, etc. offering new logistics approaches can 
connect with producers to express an offer or a need. 

• agroBRIDGES Net - Profile page where users can present available facilities or express their needs so 
they can find others in the same circumstances. It promotes economies of scale and collaboration. 

 

Communication Tools: 

• Yes you can! - Motivational success stories from producers that have implemented SFSCs. 
• #WeNeedLocalFood - Consumers can include this hashtag in their social media posts to express their 

needs to producers.  
• Know your local food - Awareness and education materials to be used by schools and other 

educational organisations in their curricula. 
• Label me - Guidelines about how to create SFSC labels (local food labels) in line with EU guidelines. 

 

Training Programmes: 

• Support for food procurement - Awareness communication materials and a training programme for 
public bodies as well as a training programme for producers. 
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Event Tools: 

• Let’s meet! - Set of event guidelines (agenda template, communication materials, etc) to be used for: 
(1) Open days, (2) Producer events, (3) Culinary events, (4) Celebrating local SFSCs – local heroes. 

• Let’s build our SFSC - An online event where producers and the agri-food industry can network and 
identify new partners for SFSCs. This will support collaboration benefits, such as economies of scale. 

 

The above tools have been successfully developed, translated into the 12 regional languages of the project, 
and uploaded onto the agroBRIDGES Toolbox website. Before being publicly released and disseminated, the 
tools will need to be validated. MTU has been responsible for the planning of the toolbox validation Task 4.1 
and this report, “D4.1 Toolbox Validation Plan and Procedure”, includes an overview of what has been done 
in this respect. Event-related tools will be validated via a different approach and through a separate task (see 
D4.3) and therefore this report does not cover any plans and procedures regarding the validation of these 
two tools. 

In this context, the report is structured in 6 distinct chapters, as follows: 

• Chapter 1 serves as an introduction to this document and the context in which it has been developed. 
• Chapter 2 includes a timeline for tasks involved in the validation process. 
• Chapter 3 shows the list of testers required for each tool from each region. 
• Chapter 4 gives an overview of the testing guidelines developed for each tool. 
• Chapter 5 includes an overview of the questionnaires that were developed to collect feedback from 

the regional testers. 
• Chapter 6 serves as a conclusion to this document, summarising the work that has been done 

throughout the 3 months allocated to this task. 

These chapters are followed by an Annex, which includes the questionnaires that were specifically developed 
to collect feedback on each of the five IT Tools. 
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2. Validation Timeline 

There are several steps involved in the validation of the toolbox. These are outlined below in Table 1 
according to the order in which each must take place. The table also includes timeframes for each task.  

The recruitment of testers is the first task, and this process has been outlined further in Chapter 3 of this 
report. The next task is the Training of BRLs. This involves a 2hr training session where each of the tool 
developers will explain how each BRL should go about getting each tool tested in their respective regions. 
The training session will involve significant time for questions to ensure that BRLs understand the tools 
sufficiently. Following training, the testing itself will take place. This is outlined further in Chapter 4. Once 
testing is complete, each tester will out a feedback questionnaire (see Chapter 5 and Annex 1). BRLs will then 
transfer all the feedback from their region to a joint excel sheet that tool developers will be able to use to 
improve their tools in Task 4.4. The last month of Task 4.2 has been excluded from any activities to ensure 
enough time for report writing as well as to ensure that all feedback on the instruction guidelines is received 
before the end of Task 5.1 (M28). 

 

Table 1: GANTT chart showing the timeline planned for the validation of the agroBRIDGES Toolbox.  

Activity 
Month 

M22 M23 M24 M25 M26 M27 M28 M29 

Recruitment of testers         

Training of BRLs         

Meetings with testers         

Testing: communication and training materials         

Questionnaire deadlines for testers         

BRL deadline for consolidating feedback          

Deliverable D4.2         
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3. Identification of Regional Testers 

For each tool to be tested regionally, several regional testers had to be selected. Each tool developer 
therefore identified the specific stakeholder roles that were required from each region, depending on the 
primary intended user groups of each tool. This is a different approach to that described in the DoA, which 
includes putting together major and minor testing teams for each region. The approach was modified for 
efficiency, to ensure that tools were only tested by stakeholders had roles fit those of the intended users of 
each tool. The list of testers per tool is shown below in Table 2.  

Each tool was assigned a maximum of two testers per region, to ensure that stakeholders are not 
overwhelmed with testing, and that Beacon Region Leaders (BRLs) are able to find enough testers to test the 
10 tools in their region (not including the two event tools). Tools that were only aimed at one user type, for 
example the producer-related tools, were only assigned one tester per region.  

Table 2: List of stakeholders required to test the agroBRIDGES Toolbox in each Beacon Region. 

Tool Type Tool Tester 1 Tester 2 

Communication Yes, you can! Producer Producer or HoReCa  

#WeNeedLocalFood Producer Consumer 

Know your local food School teacher Consumer or School 
Teacher 

Label me Producer Producer or PDO agency 

IT Decision Support Tool Producer N/A 

Why am I special? Producer N/A 

Hear my voice? Producer, retailer, 
wholesaler or processor 

Consumer, local HoReCa 
business or public food 
procurers 

Smart Delivery Producer, distributor or 
retailer 

Consumer 

agroBRIDGES Net Producer, packager or 
HoReCa 

Producer 

Training Programme Support for food 
procurement 

Producer Public body 
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The DoA states that each tester must sign a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) before testing the tool. The 
project team have agreed that this step is unnecessary since the majority of testers would be members of 
the MAPs and have therefore already signed the MAP Declaration of Acceptance, which includes the 
following clause: 

"I undertake not to divulge any information given in the context of the work of the Irish Multi-Actor Platform, 
unless the agroBRIDGES consortium agrees to release me from this obligation, and to respect the 
confidentiality requirements." 

In some cases, MAPs will not include all the testers required for this task. New testers may therefore need to 
be recruited. Any testers who are new to the project, and have not signed the MAP Declaration of 
Acceptance, will be asked to do so before being shown the toolbox. 

 

3.1 KPIs associated with toolbox testing 

The KPIs associated with this task are listed below, including an explanation (in green) of how these KPIs were 
met: 

• Communication materials: reviewed by at least 96 actors (72 major testers and at least 24 minor 
testers) à 8 testers are needed to test the communication tools in each of the 12 regions = 96 tests 
planned in total. 

• 12 regional applications of the IT tools involving for (1) business model decision support; (2) Unique 
Selling Points (USP) identification; (3) profiling, forum and crowdfunding; (4) distribution; and (5) 
infrastructure sharing = 60 tests required à There will be 8 testers in each of the 12 regions required 
to test the IT tools = 96 tests planned in total. 

• 24 regional training programmes on public procurement involving contracting authorities and 
producers à 2 testers (1 producer + 1 public body representative) will test the Support for Food 
Procurement Training Programme in each of the 12 regions = 24 tests planned in total 

 

3.2 Stakeholder requests 

Each BRL will assign their own stakeholders to test each of the tools, ideally finding as many different testers 
as possible to review the materials. In some cases, such as where it is difficult to find enough stakeholders, 
they will be asked to review two to three different tools, however this was avoided as much as possible so as 
not to overwhelm stakeholders with time-consuming work. 

Stakeholders are being contacted and asked if they would be available to review a set number of tools (1-3) 
in the Autumn. The invitation includes an estimated duration for testing to ensure that the stakeholders know 
the amount of time that would be required before agreeing to take on the task. 
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4. Testing Guidelines 

In addition to the recruitment of the testers, the testing process itself needed to be developed. This involved 
putting together instructions for the use of each of the tools so that the testers will have specific steps to 
follow. The project’s tool developers therefore each compiled a list of the features of their tools that needed 
validating / testing, and put together a step-by-step guide for the testers to follow during testing.  

This task involved collaboration with T5.1, the development of the tool guidelines. This was because the 
content of the testing instructions and the content of the tool guidelines are similar, and therefore, in order 
to be more efficient, the testing instructions were developed in a way that would be the same as what would 
be included in the final tool guidelines. In this way, the tool guidelines will have been tried and tested. A 
specific question on the instructions has been included in the feedback questionnaire so that the instructions 
can be improved upon if necessary. 

Since CTA are the leaders of T5.1, MTU have consulted CTA on what the tool guidelines should look like, so 
that the instructions will be developed in the same way. It was decided that these instructions would be kept 
short initially, so as not to overwhelm the tool users or testers. A 1-page step-by-step list of instructions was 
therefore developed for each tool, and also for each user type of each tool. This is because the features that 
users will use, depends on their role or user-type.  

 

4.1 Communication and Training Tools 

Communication and training tools are accessed via the same steps and therefore the testing instructions for 
these tools were combined. After recruitment, testers will be invited to a short meeting with their BRL, where 
the BRL will explain the testing procedure, and the two will agree on a deadline for testing the tools. In their 
own time, testers will follow the 1-page of instructions which will guide them to head on to the online toolbox 
to download the relevant materials, read through any documentation and watch any included videos. 
Following this, they will click on a google forms questionnaire link and submit their feedback. This process is 
depicted below in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Schematic showing testing process for communication and training tools 
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4.2 IT Tools 

Unlike the communication and training tools, IT tools have a number of specific functions that need to be 
tested and therefore each tool requires a list of specific instructions for how to test each function. The usable 
features also change depending on the user-type. For example, a producer might use the “Hear My Voice” 
tool to share a business idea and/or search for collaborators, whereas a consumer might use the same tool 
to express their needs. Therefore the “Hear my voice” tool has 1 list of instructions for a producer (which is 
also relevant for a retailer, wholesaler or processor) and 1 list of instructions for a consumer (which is also 
relevant for a local HORECA business or a public food procurer).   

 

A 1-page testing instructions document was therefore prepared for the following tools / user types: 

Decision Support Tool 

1. Producers 

Hear my Voice 

2. Consumers (consumers, HoReCa, public food procurers) 
3. Businesses (producers, retailers, wholesalers, processors) 

agroBRIDGES Net 

4. Service / facility requesters (producers) 
5. Service / facility providers (processors, packagers, HoReCa) 

Smart Delivery 

6. Logistics providers (producers, distributors, retailers) 
7. Logistics requesters (consumers) 

Why am I Special? 

8. Producers 

 

Certain tools (Hear My Voice, agroBRIDGES Net and Smart Delivery) are built for collaboration and therefore 
allow users to propose business ideas, or to give them a platform to express a need or offer a service. Since 
the toolbox has not been rolled out and used, there are no such inputs in the tools as of yet, and therefore it 
will be impossible for testers to validate the ability to browse through this material. To overcome this, tool 
developers have included instructions for BRLs to input examples of this content themselves, in their own 
languages. 
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After the recruitment of testers, each tester will be invited for a meeting with their BRL. This meeting will be 
a longer meeting than that required for communication and training tools since testing and feedback 
submissions will take place during the meetings themselves. The BRL will start the meeting by explaining the 
purpose of the tool, and providing the 1-page instructions guide to the tester. The tester will then be left to 
follow the instructions and test the tool, but the BRL will still be present in the meeting to provide support if 
needed. The instructions will guide the tester to log on to the agroBRIDGES toolbox site, find the desired tool 
and use the main features of the tool. Once the tester has completed the steps outlined in the instructions, 
they will let the BRL know, so that the BRL can proceed to go through the allocated questionnaire with the 
tester and collect their feedback on the tool. This process is depicted below in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2: Schematic showing testing process for IT tools 
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5. Feedback Questionnaires 

As the purpose of the validation process is to check whether the tools are fit for purpose, it was important 
to collect meaningful information from the tool testers. It was therefore decided that following testing of the 
tool, the testers would be required to fill out questionnaires with their feedback. Given that the tools are all 
different, questionnaires were tailored to each tool depending on the features that were tested.  

However, a set of general questions were initially developed for all the tools, before adding on specific 
questions that are specific to the tool or to the user-type. These are listed below. Multiple choice questions 
were predominantly used. This is because they are quick and easy for testers to fill out, minimising their 
required time commitment. This type of question also makes results analysis more efficient. Open-ended 
questions were therefore kept to a minimum and therefore only 2 of these were included, to allow the testers 
to provide any information on the tool, and on the entire toolbox, that would not otherwise come through 
in the multiple-choice responses. 

 

1. What device did you use the tool on? 
• Mobile phone, Tablet, PC 

2. How easy was it to understand the purpose of the tool? 
• Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 

3. Did you find the instructions to be sufficient? 
• Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful 

4. How would you rate the visual appearance of the tool? 
• Excellent, Good, Average, Bad, Very Bad 

5. Do you have any minor suggestions for the improvement of the tool? 
• Open-ended 

6. Do you have any minor suggestions for the improvement of the overall toolbox? 
• Open-ended 

 

It is planned that the responses will be gathered using google forms, as this is a commonly used and well-
known tool. Each BRL may however choose their own method of collecting data, depending on their culture 
or the ability of their testers to fill out online questionnaires. In some cases, it may be necessary to directly 
ask the questions to the testers. BRLs also have the option to translate the questionnaires into their own 
native language, to make the questionnaire easier to understand for their local testers. 

Once the BRLs receive the feedback through their forms, they must translate it to English (if it is in their native 
language), and then enter the data into a shared spreadsheet so that the tool developers will be able to use 
this data and work on any tool amendments or improvements that are deemed necessary as a result of the 
feedback received. 
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5.1 Communication and Training Tools 

Since the training programme tool and the 4 communication tools required the same feedback information, 
a single feedback questionnaire was developed for all 5 tools. The questionnaire included all the above 
general questions, as well as the below. The first two questions were included to be able to ensure the correct 
categorisation of the feedback results, whereas questions 3 and 4 were included to specifically receive 
feedback about the content of the communication and training tools. 

1. Which tool are you reviewing? 
• “Label me”, “Know your local food”, “#WeNeedLocalFood”, “Yes You Can!”, “Support for Food 

Procurement” 
2. What role best describes you? 

• Producer, Public body (or other food procurer), HoReCa (Hotels, Restaurants, Canteens), School 
Teacher, Food consumer, PDO or other labelling agency 

3. What did you think about the quantity of content in the tool? 
• Too much information, The right amount of information, Too little information 

4. How did you find the content of the tool? 
• Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful 

 

5.2 IT Tools 

Unlike the communication and training tools, IT tools have a number of specific functions that need to be 
tested and therefore each tool requires a specific questionnaire that asks for feedback on each of these 
features. The usable features also change depending on the user-type, as explained above, and therefore, 
questionnaires have been prepared as follows: 

Decision Support Tool 

1. Producers 

Hear my Voice 

2. Consumers (consumers, HoReCa, public food procurers) 
3. Businesses (producers, retailers, wholesalers, processors) 

agroBRIDGES Net 

4. Service / facility requesters (producers) 
5. Service / facility providers (processors, packagers, HoReCa) 

Smart Delivery 

6. Logistics providers (producers, distributors, retailers) 
7. Logistics requesters (consumers) 

Why am I Special? 

8. Producers 
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6. Conclusions 

This deliverable outlines the actions taken in the three months allocated to Task 4.1, “agroBRIDGES toolbox 
validation plans and procedures development”. The tools involved in this process were the IT type tools, 
communication type tools and the training programme type tool. For each of these tools, specific user 
categories were identified and one of each will be recruited in each Beacon Region to test the toolbox across 
all Beacon Regions of the agroBRIDGES project, and in all the languages available in the toolbox. In total, 18 
validations are planned for each Beacon Region.  

This approach is slightly different from that outlined in the DoA, which states that major and minor testing 
teams will be recruited in each region. Major testing teams were intended to validate the entire toolbox, and 
to consist of 2 producers, 1 consumer association, 2 agri-food actors (preferably distributors or retailers) and 
1 public body, while minor testing teams were intended to validate communication materials, and consist of 
1 producer and 1 education organisation (school or high school). This approach was modified to ensure that 
stakeholders who tested the tools, fit the intended user types of the tool. Despite this modification, it has 
been ensured that all KPIs around the number of validations and actors involved, will be met. 

Testers will be mainly recruited from MAP groups, since these individuals have already agreed to contribute 
to the project and MAP groups intentionally already contain the majority of the required stakeholders for 
this task. Each validation requires the development of its own instructions guide for testers to follow, as well 
as a feedback questionnaire that will be used to learn about the experience of the testers. These have all 
been developed as part of this task, and will be distributed to the testers once the validation process begins.  

The main challenge of this task was timing as this work coincided with the summer holidays for most partners, 
as well as the final stages of toolbox development for the tool developers, and the final translations of the 
toolbox for Beacon Region Leader. However, the work has still progressed as planned and the validation 
procedures are set to go ahead once Work Package 3 is complete, and the toolbox in finalised online. 
Recruitment of testers and setting of test dates will be finalised as part of T4.2. 

Following the validation process, in T4.4, tool developers will analyse the results obtained from the feedback 
questionnaires and make final adjustments and improvements to the toolbox, before the eventual National 
and European roll-out in Work Package 5. 
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Annex I: IT Tool Feedback Questionnaires 

General feedback questions for all IT Tools 

• How easy was it to understand the purpose of the tool? 
o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 

• What device did you use the tool on? 
o Mobile phone, Tablet, PC 

• How easy was it to use the tool in general? 
o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 

• Did you find the instructions to be sufficient? 
o Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful 

• How would you rate the visual appearance of the tool? 
o Excellent, Good, Average, Bad, Very Bad 

• What aspects of the tool do you find to be the most positive? 
o (Open) 

• Do you have any minor suggestions for the improvement of the tool?  
o (Open) 

• Do you have any minor suggestions for the improvement of the toolbox in general?  
o (Open) 
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Hear my voice 

 Producers, retailers, wholesalers or processors 

Case 1: Find Crowdfunding information 

• Is the crowdfunding guide helpful for understanding crowdfunding and assessing it as a suitable 
financing option? 

o Very helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Not helpful, Not helpful at all 

Case 2: Submit a new idea 

• Is the process of creating a new idea simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

• Is the process of creating a new idea easy to follow through? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

• Is the requested information for submitting a new idea relevant for others to support? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Out of context 

Case 3: Find and support the ideas of others 

• Is the process of finding ideas of consumer-side users simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

• Are the filters used sufficient to let you choose the type of idea you are looking for? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Out of context 

• Do the consumer ideas include enough information for you to decide if you’d like to support them?  
o Absolutely agree, Agree, Neither agree or disagree, Disagree, Fully disagree 

• How easy it is for you to communicate with the user who proposed the idea? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

Consumers, local HoReCa businesses or public food procurers 

Case 1: Create a new idea 

• Is the process of creating a new idea simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

• Is the process of creating a new idea easy to follow through? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

• Is the requested information for submitting a new idea relevant for others to support? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Out of context 

Case 2: Find and support the ideas of others 

• Is the process of finding ideas of business-side users simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

• Are the filters used relevant enough to let you choose the type of idea you are looking for? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Out of context 

• Do the business ideas include enough information for you to decide if you’d like to support them? 
o Absolutely agree, Agree, Neither agree or disagree, Disagree, Fully disagree 

• Is it easy to communicate with the user who proposed the idea? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 
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Why am I special? 

Producers 

Case 1: USP Identification  

● Are the statements easy to rate? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 

● Is the list of USPs and statements complete? 
o Yes 
o Missing some USP’s/ statements - please specify 

Case 2: Results 

● Is the overall score / spider chart easy to read? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 

● Are the scores easy to read? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 

● Is the process of downloading the materials simple? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neutral, Complex, Very complex 

Case 3: Communication materials  

● Do you find the communication materials useful? 
o Yes, Most of the information is useful, Only some of the information is useful, The 

information was not very clear, No 
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Smart delivery 

Producers, distributors or retailers 

Case 1: User Profile 

● How did you find the user profile segment? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

Case 2: Requests (browse, search/filter, respond) 

● Is the process of browsing requests easy? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

● Did you find it easy to search/filter through the requests? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 

● Is the process of responding to a request simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neutral, Complex, Very complex 

Case 3: View and edit responded requests 

● Is it easy for you to find the responses to the request you submitted and edit information 
afterwards? 

o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
Consumers 

Case 1: User Profile 

● How did you find the user profile segment? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

Case 2: Requests (browse, search/filter, create) 

● Is the process of creating a request simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neutral, Complex, Very complex 

● Is the process of browsing request easy? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

● Did you find it easy to search/filter through requests? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult , Very difficult 

Case 3: Edit a request 

● Is it easy for you to find the request you submitted and edit information afterwards? 

o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
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agroBRIDGES Net 

Producers, packagers or HoReCa 

Case 1: User Profile 

● How did you find the user profile segment? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

Case 2: Requests (browse, search/filter) 

● Is the process of browsing requests easy? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

● Do you find it easy to search/filter through requests? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very difficult 

Case 4: Create a Facility / Service 

● Is the process of creating a new facility / service simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neutral, Complex, Very complex 

Case 4: View and Edit Facilities / Services 

● Is it easy for you to find the facility / service you submitted and edit information afterwards? 
o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 

Producers 

Case 1: User Profile 

● How did you find the user profile segment? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

Case 2: Browse the Companies 

● Is the process of browsing companies easy? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

Case 3: Facilities (browse, search, create) 

● Is the process of browsing facilities easy? 
o Very easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult/ Laborious, Very laborious / difficult 

● Do you find it easy to search the facilities? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Out of context 

Case 4: Requests (Create, View, and Edit) 

● Is the process of creating a request simple and logical? 
o Very simple, Simple, Neither easy or complex, Complex, Very complex 

● Is it easy for you to find the request you submitted and edit information afterwards? 
o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
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Decision support tool 

Producers 

Case 1: Entering information 

● Is the process of first describing your farm, activities and yourself as a producer and then getting 
the analysis easy to follow through? 

o Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
● Did you find the amount of information required from you to be: 

o Too little, The right amount, Too much 

Case 2: Analysis 

● In general, did the analysis bring any added value on the following topics (user can select several 
options):  

o New information about the SFSC business models 
o New information about the sales channels 
o New business ideas to explore 
o New insights about sustainability aspects relating to different sales channels 
o No new information 

● How relevant were the recommended business models and sales channels to you? 
o Very relevant, Relevant, Neutral, Not relevant, Not relevant at all   

● The graphics showed to which extent the sales channels meet the different sustainability criteria.   
o How easy is it to understand the spider chart results? 

▪ Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
o Was it easy to compare sustainability criteria of different sales channels? 

▪ Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
o Were the instructions on how to read the analysis results easy to understand?  

▪ Very Easy, Easy, Neutral, Difficult, Very Difficult 
● Did you find the descriptions of the five business models (Community Supported Agriculture, Face-

to-Face, Online Trade, Retail Trade, Improved Logistics) to be sufficient? 
o Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful, did not read 

● Did you find the descriptions of sustainability criteria (e.g Volume, Price premium, Chain added 
value, Carbon footprint) for sales channels to be sufficient? 

o Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful, I did not read them 
● Did you find information about how the results were calculated to be sufficient? 

o Very Helpful, Helpful, Neutral, Unhelpful, Very Unhelpful, I did not read them 

 


