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Number of participants agree on the comparison in pairs
of environmental indicators

Can those acftors achieve a same vision

of food value chain sustainability?

Envl Env2 Envd Env4d Env5 Enve Env/ Env8 Env9
Decision 1s complex process because different interests Envl 2/ 2 2/ 0 2/ 0 2/ 0 2/ 2 3 3 3
Individual sustainability choices vs. value chain sustainability choices?
Chemical industry Farmer Spontaneously same sustainability nature, strategy, objectives, evolution choice? Env2 2/ 2 3 3 3 2/ 2 3 3 3
| | Influence of the actor’s strategy on their choices? Env3 p) /O 3 3 3 p) /2 p) /O 3 3
v
e Envd | 2/0 3 3 4 2/2 | 2/2 3 3
#2 Genetic l #7 Carrier #7 Carrier #7 Carrier #7 Carrier #7 Carrier E N V5 2/0 3 3 4 2/2 2/2 3 3
= . . " Envé | 2/2 | 2/2  2/0 @ 2/0 | 2/0 2/0  2/1 | 2/1
P Env/ 3 2/0 2/0 2/2 2/2 2/2 2/1 2/1
material supplier
Manure En V8 3 3 3 3 3 2/0 2/0 3
: Envo 3 3 3 3 3 | 2/0  2/0 4
v v v
Food Feed Other
byproducts byproducts byproducts

Number of participants agree on the comparison in pairs
of economical indicators

Context of the case study: choosing

among 12 feed scenarios Ecol Eco?2 Eco3 Eco4 Eco5 Ecob Eco/
- Ecol 2/0 2/2 2/0 2/2 2/0 3
T production Mixed Feed buying ECO 2 2/1 3 3 3 2/0 2/0
ORIENTATION
v ) 7 1 v l Eco3 2/2 3 3 2/2 3 3
DOMINANT | Dry cereals Wf,\t,lj,esz * Dry cereals Wf,\t,,:zr:f ® | Rape/colza | Soy Eco4 2/0 2/0 2/0 2/0 2/0 2/0
FEED
COMPOSITION Eco5 2/0 3 2/0 2/0 3 2/0
[ — / / / /
Small Large Small Large ECO6 2/0 2/0 3 2/0 3 3
SIZEOF | (<2500t)||(>2500t) (<2500t)|| (>2500t)
VR HEED Eco/ 3 2/0 2/0 2/2 2/0 2/0
SYSTEM , ,
v ' | v ! ! v ! #11
Horizontal || Vertical || Horizontal || Vertical || Horizontal || Vertical || Horizontal || Vertical
TYPE OF (corridor) (tour) (corridor) (tour) (corridor) (tour) (corridor) (tour) . . . .
STORAGE i1 Number of participants agree on the comparison in pairs
of social indicators
<#1><#4> Socl Soc2 Soc3 Socd
Socl 3 3 2/0
Soc2 3 4 3
Methodology Soc3 3 4 3
Soc4 2/0 3 3

Results for each #scenario and according to actors

preferences
Agrifood cooperative Logistician Distribution cooperative Retailing shop

Score Rank Perf Score Rank Perf Score Rank Perf Score Rank Perf
#1 [0.398 5 Acceptable | 0.448 6  Acceptable |0.432 3  Acceptable |0.475 5  Acceptable
#2 | 0.24 11 Poor 0.404 9  Acceptable |0.255 10 Poor 0.313 11 Poor
#3 [0.257 9 Poor 0.477 3  Acceptable | 0.365 Acceptable | 0.378 Acceptable
#4 | 0.395 Acceptable | 0.414 8  Acceptable | 0.392 Acceptable | 0.459 Acceptable
#5 (0.236 12 Poor 0.364 12 Acceptable |0.218 12 Poor 0.298 12 Poor
#6 |0.254 10 Poor 0.432 7  Acceptable | 0.332 Acceptable | 0.364 9  Acceptable
#7 [0.456 4  Acceptable |0.381 10 Acceptable |0.316 9 Poor 0.516 4  Acceptable
#8 [0.471 3  Acceptable |0.468 4  Acceptable | 0.43 Acceptable | 0.603 3  Acceptable
#9 [0.334 8 Acceptable | 0.381 11 Acceptable |0.239 11 Poor 0.34 10 Acceptable
#10(0.347 7  Acceptable |0.461 5  Acceptable |0.363 7  Acceptable |0.415 7  Acceptable
#11[(0.957 1 Excellent | 0.697 1 Excellent | 0.797 1 Excellent | 0.616 Acceptable
#12(0.814 2 Excellent | 0.662 2 Excellent | 0.792 2 Excellent [0.604 2  Acceptable
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Results > Sustainability performance needs to be discussed among value chain actors. Choice negotiation.
_ _ _ o ) » Big differences are observed between indicators classification but still alignment seems achievable
Wel g htin g resu Its for sustainabili ty pi llars even if not necessarily identical to individual sustainability orientations.
Agri coop Env. Soc. Eco. » Pillars classification of eco> social > env vs. Today environmental assessment. Need to strengthen
Env. = 0 Num b er Of p artici p ants ag ree the needs of parallel performance measurement system (acv, CSR enterprise, VC performance).
Soc. = 0 : : : : . o Sy : :
Eco. N on the com parison in pairs of > Ifa Yal}le .cham performs better on non pr10r1t1zed.1nd1cators, it c.loes not come out here, whereas n
P - = - tai bilitv indi ; multicriteria evaluation (only one strategy taken into account) it may emerge as the best. Group
ogistiClan nv. OC. CO. . «qe . .
8 sustalnabliity Indicators evaluation vs. individuals evaluation
Env. 0 0
Soc. S>> 0 Env. Soc. Eco. » Limit : evaluation system is highly dependent on the selected indicators.
Eco. >>>> >>> F » Nature of data to collect, handle, sharing to carrying out future studies.
Distribcoopl1l Env Soc Eco Env. 2/2 3 = —
G —— ' Ref

Env. 0 0 Soc. | 2/2 3 ererences
SOC' >>> O E CO . 2 / O 2 / O Hs De Figueirédo Junior, Mpm Meuwissen, Agjm Oude Lansink, 2014. Integrating structure, conduct and performance into value chain analysis. Journal on Chain and Network Science 14, 21-30.
E CcO SSSS >SS Gregory A Harris, Paul J Componation, Phillip A Farrington, 2010. An exploration of Fisher's framework for the alignment of supply chain strategy with product characteristics. Engineering Management

X Journal 22, 31-43.
Di Stri b COOp 2 EnV, SOC, ECO . 0 None of the pl ayers have the same opini on gg?r‘:)lzlnl\f[r?;rrll,v ?;(c}:;r; r]ila}fsl)lfsttr;frll(a;/lalllri },Z;)ange;_bg%r.g’ 2016. Co-design with aligned and non-aligned knowledge partners: implications for research and coproduction of sustainable food systems. Current
EnV. = = 2/2 Two actors have the same Op?n?on, two others h_ave the same Opinion Rogelio Oliva, Noel Watson, 2011. Cross-functional alignment in supply chain planning: A case study of sales and operations planning. Journal of Operations Management 29, 434-448.
S ocC — - 2/0 Two actors have the same Op_m_IOn’ the others differ Rk Singh, Lyes Benyoucef, 2013. A consensus based group decision making methodology for strategic selection problems of supply chain coordination. Engineering Applications of Al 26, 122-134.

: 3 Three actors have the same OplﬂlOl-’l ) Kuo-Jui Wu, Ching-Jong Liao, Ming-Lang Tseng, Anthony Sf Chiu, 2015. Exploring decisive factors in green supply chain practices under uncertainty. Int. Journal of Production Economics 159, 147-157.
ECO . = = 4 The four playe rs have the same opinion Marc Moraine, Pauline Mélac, Julie Ryschawy, Michel Duru, Olivier Therond, 2017. A participatory method for the design and integrated assessment of crop-livestock systems in farmers’ groups. Ecological

Indicators 72, 340-351.
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