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Method and Material

Usability assessment

|d9nt|fy|n9 frameworks Selected frameworks Data availability, data correctness, ease of
De Olde et al. (2016) + Desiderio et al. (2022) +
Zou et al. (2022) = 103 frameworks

Food System Sustainability (FSS) framework use, transparency, effectiveness and

Sustainable Nutrient Security (SNS) framework

relevance, and simplicity/complexity

Selection criteria Application of adapted frameworks on

3 Selection phases Norwegian food prOdUCtS
10 Selection criteria Milk, greenhouse tomatoes, wheat, greenhouse cucumbers, beef, sheep
* e.g., peer-reviewed, inclusion of and pork

both env. and soc. dimension



Food System Sustainability (FSS)

By Jacobi et al. (2020)

Objective: Evaluating sustainability in
different food systems
Contains:

* 5 Impact categories

» 50 individual indicators
Data: qualitative and quantitative
Scoring system: O (undesirable) to 100
(desirable)

* Each category received a score based

on the average of its indicators.




Food System Sustainability (FSS)

USABILITY ASSESSMENT

Data availability

No recommended database; need to
seek our own

Data correctness

Expert knowledge and judgement

Ease of use

Extensive data requirement

Transparency

Different scoring method and complex
calculations

Effectiveness/relevance

Limitations on social issues

Simplicity/Complexity

56 indicators, different scoring method

PRODUCT ASSESSMENT

Environmental Performance
100

90
8

Socio-Ecological Resilience . Food Security

Poverty and Inequality Right to Food
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Sustainable Nutrient Security (SNS)

By Gustafson et al. (2016)

Objective: Assessment of sustainable
nutrition security on national level based on
food system outcome
Contains:

* / Impact categories

» 23 individual indicators
Data: qualitative and quantitative
Scoring system: 0 (undesirable) to 100
(desirable)

* Each category received a score based on

the average of its indicators.




Sustainable Nutrient Security (SNS)

USABILITY ASSESSMENT PRODUCT ASSESSMENT
Data availability +  Existing indicator with database 190
Data CorreCtneSS == EStab“Shed database and |ndexeS Food Nutrient Adequacy Waste and Loss Reduction

Complex calculation for env.

Ease of use o
0 indicators

Undisclosed
Transparency " methodology/calculation

Affordability and
Availability

Food Safety °

Effectiveness/relevance -  \ational-level data

S|mp||C|ty/C0mp|eX|ty 0 15 IndICatOFS Wlth avallable data Resilience | Sociocultural wellbeing

Milk Tomatoes Wheat Cucumber Beef Sheep Pork




So... What Have We Learned?

Trade-offs of usability
 Comprehensive assessment over
usability

Challenges of adapting social
sustainability assessment at a
product level

Different frameworks rank food
products differently




Conclusion

Need more effort to
enhance usability of
existing frameworks
at a product level

HOW?

Balancing trade-offs

Integrating relevant
indicators for whole
supply chain,
Inclusing consumers




Thank you!

e, o

mgflip.com

i o
- om0k

Questions?
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