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Abstract 
The first ambassador training was held on the 28th of March to the 30th of March as a live event in 
Brussels. The first training had a focus on selection of a shortlist of NOFAs by the ambassadors for 
future analysis by the project. This report of the feedback on the initiatives covers the process of data 
collection, feedback from the ambassadors, overall satisfaction of the training and recommendations 
for future trainings. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The overall objective of the project is to coordinate and support actions to rebalance the position of 
farmers in supply chains (in novel and fair systems) and public procurement of food and to reconnect 
consumers and producers. COCOREADO thereby takes two starting points. First, it collects existing 
innovative initiatives across Europe as the point of departure. These initiatives will be subsequently 
scrutinised from the perspective of the farmer’s position in the chain and translated into good 
practices and hands-on approaches. Second, through an ambassadors’ network, COCOREADO aims to 
invest in trainings, educational materials and decision support tools complemented with the co-
creation of new ‘seed’ initiatives in practice. An explicit focus of COCOREADO is to foster opportunities 
for young people in rural areas to co-create innovative solutions that overcome current hurdles for 
farmers and respond to consumer needs, while simultaneously improving the conditions for 
sustainable public procurement and shortening the link between consumers and producers. A key tool 
for creating such environment will be the COCOREADO Ambassador Training Programme. 
 
The COCOREADO project has a focus on youth and fostering opportunities for rural young people. To 
this end 40 ambassadors from through the food supply chain have been recruited to co-create project 
outcomes alongside the consortium and to be the face and voice of the project and use their own 
multiplier networks to ensure the project outcomes are spread as widely as possible throughout 
Europe. 
 
The ambassador’s main obligation is to attend three training sessions throughout the project in order 
to develop the communication skills necessary to spread project outcomes and to co-create with the 
consortium. The first training was focused on team building, introducing the project, agreeing on role 
development process, joint building of ambassador skill portfolio, projecting the ambassadorship 
functions and activities throughout the project and harvesting ambassadors’ feedback on an initial 
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pool of innovative initiatives and food chains as identified in WP2. The trainings are to enable 
knowledge exchange, sharing experiences, learning and co-creation of sustainable food chains, 
enhance mutual understanding among producers and consumers about solutions for innovative food 
chains and enhance skills to collaborate for co-creation of shared value chains and raise awareness 
about multiple options and trajectories how food chains can be made more sustainable. 
 
The aim of this report is to outline the process of presenting short-listed NOFAs to the ambassadors 
and detailing their input and feedback on the NOFAs and the process of selecting the final list of 15 
cases to be further examined. The report will outline the process of shortening the long list of NOFAs 
by project partners to provide the best possible NOFAs to present to the ambassadors, the process of 
standardising the NOFAs for the ambassadors to assess, the assessment of the NOFAs during the 
training, the selected NOFAs, the ambassadors feedback on the NOFAs and their best practices and 
the ambassadors feedback on the process. 
 
The report will also outline the general structure of the training with a brief outline of each day, both 
ambassador and consortium partner feedback and satisfaction and recommendations for future 
trainings. 
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2. The training 
2.1 Communication leading to the first training 
After the selection process of 40 ambassadors was accomplished in M12, all applicants were contacted 
on December 20th , 2021  to inform them about the results of their application. The chosen participants 
were informed about the following steps which included:  

• Signing Memorandum of Agreement between the ambassador and the project 
consortium; 

• Participation in the first ambassador online meeting in January; 
• Submitting ambassadors’ photos and bios for the COCOREADO website.  

 
The ambassadors first met each other online on January 19th, 2022. During the online meeting they 
had a chance to find out more about the COCOREADO project, as well as to start getting to know each 
other, learn about each other’s motivation to participate in the Ambassador Programme and the 
regions they came from. The information was also collected via the Padlet tool.  
 
During the first online meeting the ambassadors were also introduced to Slack - a tool for internal 
communication within the ambassador network. Ambassadors registered and started using Slack in 
the weeks after the online meeting. Slack was also joined by members of the project consortium, and 
it could be used for further communication within the network. Several channels were created on 
Slack: e.g. ideas-collaboration, news, questions-answers, and a channel devoted for the first 
ambassador training. Some information and, especially, reminders were provided to the ambassadors 
on Slack. The ambassadors also engaged by exchanging some news on Slack channels. 
 
Soon after the first online meeting ambassadors received more extensive information regarding the 
first ambassador training to take place in Brussels from March 28th to March 30th, 2022. First, they 
received practical information and could start booking their transport. They also received a 
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preliminary agenda that was made in close collaboration between all involved WPs and project 
partners.  
 
The ambassadors received a detailed agenda and final directions one and a half weeks before the 
training. They also got some small homework, i.e., analysing some of the NOFAs prior to the final 
voting and selection during the training. Meanwhile, ambassadors’ photos and short descriptions had 
been published on the project website prior to the training.  
 
BSC and KU Leuven cooperated in communicating with the ambassadors in the final stages prior to 
the training: the organisational information was sent by BSC team, while KU Leuven team was 
responsible for individual communication regarding the practical organisation of ambassador travel 
and accommodation. For everyone to arrive to the ambassador training as expected, the 
communication with the ambassadors prior to the training involved providing precise information and 
directions for everyone, as well as individual communication tailored to each ambassador’s situation. 
 
Finally, 36 ambassadors attended the training. The four ambassadors who could not attend the 
training due to personal justifiable reasons, were contacted after the training to ensure their 
motivation in the next stages of the project and to keep them engaged in the next project steps.  
 

2.2 The programme of the first training 
Three versions of the programme were developed. The first listed the time slots and the teams 
covered by each of the sessions. The second provided information regarding the people engaged and 
their roles in each session. The final programme provided a detailed overview of methods and 
materials needed for each session.  
 
Day 1 began with a welcome introduction meet and greet and an introduction to the project. After a 
coffee break ambassadors began working in groups on SEED initiatives. After lunch and an energiser 
activity, the session moved to a communications workshop on how to create effective communication 
and video production and editing and a workshop on fake news, which also included CEJA membership 
providing another opportunity for ambassadors to network and make connections. 
 
Day 2 had a focus on assessing the NOFAs and began with a look at fair food systems and insights from 
the ambassadors on best practices and challenges. This moved onto the sessions on the evaluation 
and assessment of the NOFAs. After the final session on NOFAs ambassadors resumed consideration 
of the SEED initiatives. In the afternoon there was an excursion to Le Champignon de Bruxelles and to 
Brussels Food Hub. 
 
Day 3 had a final session on developing promising SEED initiatives and a session on how to create a 
communication plan. The plan for the final session was ‘What’s next?’; this session was replaced by 
an alternate session. 
 
All sessions in the programme were carried out as planned except for Session 15: What’s Next. During 
the training it was felt that there was not enough time for ambassador feedback and session 15 was 
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altered to allow ambassadors to select topics of interest to them and then to allow ambassadors and 
consortium members to join whatever group they felt most interested in to discuss. 
 
For this session a brain storming session was held to allow ambassadors to collectively come up with 
topics of discussion they had in common or would like to have time to discuss. Each topic was then 
given a location in the hall and ambassadors could feel free to spend the remainder of the session 
discussing one or more topics. One of the main topics discussed in this session was recommendations 
for future trainings. 
 
The full programme is included in appendix 1. 
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3. Data collection plan 
 
Prior to training one a data collection plan was formed to record the process of the NOFA selection 
and the ambassadors’ experience and feedback during the training. This data collection plan consisted 
of a form for facilitators and note takers to record observations during the sessions, a recording of the 
ambassador pitches from Session 9, interviews carried out with a selection of ambassadors for the 
podcast and a poll conducted online after the training, as well as some individual feedback provided 
by ambassadors. 
 

3.1 Note Takers 
To capture the processes taking place in each session note keepers were assigned to each session and 
a form for note taking was designed. Notes taken by note keepers helped evaluate the methods used 
during the training and the flow of the debates in each of the groups.  
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Figure 1 - Note format  

3.2 Podcast 
A podcast of the training recording the ambassadors’ experiences and feedback was created by 
consortium partner Rural Youth Europe. A podcast plan alongside a pre decided selection of questions 
and areas of inquiry were produced in order to generate the type of feedback that would be useful. 
Unfortunately the podcast was not released at the time of completing the report and so cannot be 
used as effective feedback on the process. The podcast will be released on the Rural Youth Europe 
website in the following weeks. The podcast brief created before the training can be seen below. 
 
Podcast brief written by Dan Grist of Rural Youth Europe. 
 
COCOREADO podcast brief  
  
Aim: The aim of the podcast episodes is to capture the training events in audio form. The episode will focus on 
the ambassadors, who will be sharing their views and opinions on the topics being discussed, demonstrating 
the building of the network and the development of views and ideas overtime.  
  
Practicalities: I will bring my own recording equipment. I will be able to attend the sessions and pick up on 
interesting stories being discussed. I will be able to gauge which ambassadors are keen to feature on the episode 
and interview them throughout the training sessions accordingly. I will need a small space to set-up the 

Activity observations form. 
Day _________    Session _______________  Note taker/ Facilitator_____________________ 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 
Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where the main 
topics discussed. 
Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during activity/ 
work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the session managed to 
benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not successful? 
Outcome 
Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? What were 
the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session as well as intangible 
outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, etc.)? 
Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why was this 
achieved? 
- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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microphones for interviews, but I can be very flexible with this. We will be able to host the episodes on our own 
Rural Voices podcast platform (on the Rural Youth Europe website, Spotify and Apple podcasts), however I will 
make sure that there is joint branding on the podcast artwork.  
  
Example Questions: I’ve had a look at some of the themes and questions you want asked and have some 
example questions below.  
  

1. What are your motivations behind being involved in the COCOREADO project? Tell me about your 
background.  

2. Before attending the event, did you have any preconceptions about food supply chains? What have you 
learnt? Have your opinions changed following some of the sessions?  

3. Following some of the sessions and discussions with your fellow ambassadors, what do you think is 
needed to create an efficient network of food ambassadors across Europe? 

4. When trying to facilitate positive change, how do you negotiate varying interests and engagement 
levels?  

5. How are you attempting to facilitate change and how do you intend to facilitate broader change 
following these trainings?   

6. How do you think that leadership of sustainable food systems at a local level can be valued at an EU 
level?  
  

Questions will be dynamic and flexible depending on the ambassador and the different sessions. 
 

3.3 Ambassadors and project partners’ poll 
An online poll was created to gather ambassador feedback and satisfaction following the training. 
Printed versions of the poll were distributed among ambassadors after the training. Not all 
ambassadors filled out and returned the questionnaires and only 25 were received back. The 
ambassadors survey developed for the assessment of the training can be found in appendix 3. 
Additionally, to ensure that partners feedback is quantified, a short survey was developed for project 
partners. 
 

3.4 Discussion session 
To capture immediate reactions of project partners and ambassadors two discussions were held. The 
first was taking place during the final session of the training and focused on ambassadors’ feedback. 
The second was organised immediately after the training. During this session project partners were 
given a possibility to reflect on the training. During both of these discussions notes were taken. 
 

3.5 Personal Feedback 
In addition to the above sources of data some feedback was provided personally by ambassadors via 
email and Slack. 
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4. Selection and assessment of NOFAs 
 

4.1 Definition of NOFAs 
COCOREADO defines novel and fair food systems (NOFAs) as (local) food systems which (re)connect 
consumers and producers and/or strengthen the position of the farmer in the food chain. 
These NOFAs are closely related with existing concepts in literature such as alternative food networks 
(AFNs), local food systems (LFSs) and short food supply chains (SFSCs). NOFAs entail practices that 
connect consumers and producers and overcome unfair trading practices to rebalance the farmers’ 
position. More specifically, the practices empower both consumers (citizen empowerment, food 
councils, etc.) and farmers (autonomy, market transparency...) and enhance the farmers’ income 
(through e.g. risk sharing, smarter distribution, reduction of environmental footprints, territorial 
approaches). These practices are thus based on mutually beneficial cooperation, integrating the needs 
of primary producers and consumers in a hands-on approach. Examples of such initiatives include 
farmers' markets, farm shops, farm gate sales, Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), box delivery 
schemes, producer and consumer co-operatives, community gardening initiatives and other less 
conventional forms facilitating direct relationships between producers and consumers. 
 

4.2 Selection process of NOFAs 
As outlined in D2.4, a long list of 61 NOFAs was gathered by project partners with a focus on 
geographical, sectoral and conceptual diversity. It was felt that 61 NOFAs was too many for the 
ambassadors to assess accurately given the limited time available during the training. As project 
partners were seen as the experts on their own selected NOFAs, they were requested to rate their 
own NOFAs giving a score of 1-3 for strengthening the position of the farmer; improving the 
connection between consumer and producer; potential of scaling up, replicability and information 
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sharing between partners in the collaboration/chain. The top three NOFAs from each partner were 
then chosen to produce a short list of 35 which was then presented to the ambassadors. 
The final long list of 35 NOFAs was standardised in order for the ambassadors to assess them more 
easily. The format was produced by CONSULAI in WP3 and consortium partners were asked to fill in 
the new template with their top three selected NOFAs as selected in the previous step. 
 
The criteria for the new NOFA template were; objective; connection between farmer/producer and 
consumer; how does it strengthen the position of the farmer?; potential of replicability?; potential of 
scaling up?; does it have an aspect which you consider innovative?. Criteria information can be seen 
in Figure 2. Project partners were requested to go further in depth with each category for the three 
selected NOFAs in order to provide the most useful information for the ambassadors. 
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Figure 2 - NOFA selection criteria 
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4.2.1 Grouping NOFAs 
The NOFAs were put into groups of 5 alongside other NOFAs of the same type giving 7 groups of 5 in 
the categories of 1) HORECA, 2) Agriculture, 3) Agriculture, 4) Agri-Tourism, 5) Food Industry, 6) Food 
Industry and 7) Other, for groups 1 - 7 respectively. The grouping of the NOFAs together in similar 
categories ensured that two of each NOFA type were selected to be put forward to the following stage 
of selection ensuring that a diverse range of NOFAs were selected from a range of different categories. 
 
Each group of NOFAs in the standardised format can be seen as an appendix 2. 
 

4.3 Session 8: Evaluation of innovative initiatives 
The ambassadors were placed into 7 groups of 5  in preparation for Session 8: Evaluation of innovative 
initiatives: lecture and workshop. Prior to the session each ambassador was provided the NOFAs 
assigned to their group to read in depth on their own time providing them the time to understand and 
think about the NOFAs. Each group was assigned a facilitator who was responsible for ensuring a 
smooth flow of the activity. The facilitator guidelines can be seen in Figure 3.  
 
During session 8 the ambassadors were split into their groups and provided with an assessment sheet 
where they could place post-it notes assigning a score. Each member of the group was asked to 
provide each of the NOFAs with a score of 1-3 on each of the criteria of; connection between 
farmer/producer and consumer; how does it strengthen the position of the farmer; potential of 
replicability; potential of scaling up; does it have an aspect which you consider innovative. Each NOFA’s 
total score for each category was calculated and their overall total score. Once each ambassador had 
assigned their scores the three NOFAs with the highest score were selected to progress to the next 
stage. 
 
In the second half of the exercise the ambassadors were asked to discuss why they had chosen the 
selected three and to extract what they felt were the best practices of the selected NOFAs. The groups 
also had the option to overrule the scores by having their own discussion resulting in selecting 
alternative winning NOFAs. 
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Figure 3 - Facilitator guidelines 



 

 20 

D5.1 
Feedback on Initiatives 

   
 

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM THE EUROPEAN UNION’S HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME UNDER GRANT 
AGREEMENT NO 101000573 
 

4.3.1 Feedback on session 8 
During session 8 the ambassadors were split into 7 groups of 5 in order for each group to examine and 
assess 5 NOFAs. Each group was given 5 NOFAs to read prior to the activity. Each group had an assigned 
note taker and facilitator where the notes form the basis of the feedback provided. 
 
While individual groups varied in interaction and understanding, the general consensus was that 
ambassadors began voting individually on each NOFA without having the space or time to discuss 
together what they thought of each NOFA. This was a solo exercise done together as each participant  
rated independently each NOFA for each criteria without discussion. This did not lead to as much 
interaction between ambassadors as would have been hoped for. The process of voting was not 
completely clear to all ambassadors who then did not feel completely engaged in the task. Since the 
ambassadors voted separately and without discussion at the start it was felt by some groups that the 
voting could have taken place separately online. This was a missed opportunity to have a group 
discussion about the NOFAs and to use the ambassadors’ collective expertise to assess them. While 
the tasks did provide a ranked list of NOFAs at the end it was unclear why these had been chosen.  
 
The overall flow of the activity varied from group to group with some groups reporting excellent flow 
and some not understanding the activity at all. All groups completed the exercise by selecting 3 NOFAs 
to move on to the next stage however some did this by employing their own methodology or simply 
by group discussion. 
 
The amount of interaction in each group seemed to vary again highlighting the importance of an 
experienced facilitator when involving groups who have not met or worked together before. While 
the second stage of the process to extract good practices and write a short description for the pitch 
did facilitate more lively conversation this was very short and by the time most conversations had 
begun to grow the session had ended. Ambassadors were not clear on why they were working on the 
NOFAs to begin with and the similarities to some of their own businesses and farming practices made 
many wonder why they were discussing someone else’s work in an abstract way instead of their own. 
Many ambassadors felt like this was an exercise that needed completed for the sake of the project but 
not one that would benefit them in any way. A clearer link between what the ambassadors are 
expected to do and the project goals would be required in future actions to ensure ambassadors 
understand why they are doing the tasks they are doing and how it relates to overall project goals. 
 

4.3.2 Best Practices 
For the end of session 8 ambassadors engaged in discussion to extract the core good practices of each 
NOFA they had selected to move on to the following stage. These were recorded on post-it notes 
during the process and noted down afterwards. This was a key stage of the ambassador’s contribution 
to the process utilising their knowledge and understanding to extract the practices from the NOFAs 
they selected. 
 

• Direct buying - Social engagement between consumer and producer 
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• Lokalny Rolnik - Online platform where farmers receive 70-80% of the final price. Easy to 
replicate in Europe and well as potential to scale-up with more producers involved. 

 
• Fruta Feia (Ugly fruit) - Easy to replicate, with a direct fight of food waste, Education aspect 

 
• PROVE - Promote and Sell - Partnerships with other sectors besides agriculture (agri-tourism), 

educational aspect. 
 

• Plukboerderij Grondig - Building communities & exchanging knowledge, Replicable with meat 
and other products (expandable business model) 

 
• Fairecoop (Fairebel) - Big potential to scale-up due to existing infrastructure. 

 
• EKOALDE - Developing rural areas, Dignifying the work of local producers 

 
• Farmers’ market Varna - Holistic approach of engaging food with other cultural aspects such 

as music - “It’s not all about the food” 
 

• Borima farm Milk vending machines (milk ATM) - combining technology and human care at 
local level to reach clients directly - Innovative approach to selling fresh products with no added 
ingredients; Expandable with other products included. 

 
• Good for you, good for the farm - it connects local producers from peri-urban and rural areas 

in a Bulgarian region with a specific target group of consumers from a small town and a city - 
the employees of local companies, allowing them to consume fresh local products of high 
quality. The farmers and food producers are the ultimate price-setters of the products offered 
in the online platform. This positively affects their income and negotiating power as through 
the online platform they bypass retail and wholesale intermediaries. Also, they have no costs 
for logistics and transportation as those functions are performed by the founder of the 
initiative. 

 
• Borovitza Wine Club: WinWines - New products with an interesting business model which 

allows for an exclusiveness through a membership.  
 

• Zelena točka (GREEN POINT) - Usage of blockchain technology to connect farmers. Short supply 
chain 

 
• STIK - Taste Laško (Okusiti Laško) - Showcases the importance of municipality with a public 

agenda that values local practices. 
 

• Farmer Steven - Innovative business model that is low maintenance. It only needs start-up 
investment. 

 
• PLNT - Vertical farming, solution to respond to demand, Subscription-based model 
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• Gobbas Gård & partner farms - Building partnerships with other sectors (restaurants) 

 
• REKO networks - Easy to implement and it uses facebook which make it easier to reach 

different consumers. 
 

• WFC Lamb Initiative - Lack of bureaucracy with access to a large market 
 

• Uudenmaan ruoka - Online platform that connects consumers directly to farmers - no 
intermediary  

 
• ØsterGRO - Usage of unused area in urban regions 

 

4.4 Session 9: Best examples of novel and fair food systems 
Following a break the ambassadors returned to the same groups. Having selected three NOFAs from 
the 5, each group was then responsible for presenting their selected three to the entire assembly in 
the form of a pitch. The pitches were voted on by all ambassadors and the top 15 NOFAs were selected 
to form the short list to be examined in depth for the remainder of the project.  
 

4.4.1 Feedback on session 9 
Session 9 the pitches on the NOFAs was a sequential series of 21 pitches carried out by the 
ambassadors according to the guiding question why that NOFA should be selected as a good example. 
Each presentation lasted approximately 2 minutes with a round of voting at the end with each 
ambassador having 15 votes so as to generate the short list of 15 final NOFAs. 
 
It was found that 21 sequential presentations in a row was very difficult to follow. The effectiveness 
of the pitches varied greatly depending on how good a public speaker the pitch was presented by and 
how good their English was. In this way the session did not produce fair or balanced assessment of 
each NOFA but instead a sales pitch that varied in effectiveness. 
 
The session was not participatory as there was no time for in depth questions or room for ambassadors 
to explore the NOFAs not assigned to their group, instead this was 21 short fairly uniform 
presentations in a row. As the time for preparing the pitches was very limited there was not a way for 
the ambassadors to vary the form of the pitches and each presentation ended up being very uniform. 
As such the final presentations suffered simply from being last. Sometimes NOFAs had local names 
that participants did not know how to pronounce or were harder to remember. It would have been 
useful for participants to have a list of NOFAs with a short summary for voting purposes. 
 
The format did not allow the ambassadors to use their own knowledge to discuss the NOFAs or to give 
space for a real discussion about what the good practices were. While the activity was an interesting 
exercise for the ambassadors there was a great advantage for ambassadors who went early in the 
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process and ambassadors who were native English speakers. As the activity was a role play exercise 
designed to sell the NOFAs from each group to the plenary it was more focused on salesmanship rather 
than an objective assessment of each NOFA and so the session did not yield useful feedback from the 
ambassadors on the nature or assessment of the NOFAs. 
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5. Feedback and satisfaction 
 

5.1 Ambassador Feedback  
The assessment form distributed among ambassadors addressed three major themes: 1) the overall 
satisfaction with the training, 2) general satisfaction with the main sessions of the training and 3) 
recommendations for remaining two trainings which will be discussed in the following chapters. 

5.1.1 Overall satisfaction with the training 
Overall, ambassadors felt satisfied with the training and on average rated the training with a mark of 
7.6 (on a scale of 1 to 10) (see Figure 4). The assessment was even higher when ambassadors assessed 
whether they would recommend new ambassadors to attend these trainings. In this case, the average 
assessment was 7.9. The majority of ambassadors felt very satisfied with the training. However, there 
was also a very small number of ambassadors who felt very strongly dissatisfied and commented, that 
they had completely different expectations for the training. 
 
Those, who felt positive about the outcomes claimed that the training helped them to enrich their 
understanding of the food systems, helped them to develop new ideas (new perspectives on food 
initiatives), offered an opportunity to share their ideas and experiences with likeminded people, and 
strengthened their networks. Ambassadors also pointed out that the training helped to understand 
the role social media in food communication. 
 
There was also some negative comments and indecisive comments raised by ambassadors. Two 
ambassadors said that they have not learned anything new during the training and that the training 
could have benefited from going in-depth with the questions that were raised. Meanwhile, one person 
stated that he was disappointed in the training. This disappointment, however, was mainly linked to 
expectations related to accommodations provided for ambassadors. Two ambassadors felt indecisive 
claiming, that they have gained useful insights from the training, yet it is not yet clear to them, how 
exactly they could use this information. 

05 
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Figure 4 - Overall assessment of the training 
Source: Ambassadors post-training assessment survey. On the right - a answers ambassadors provided to the same 
questions after the first ambassadors meeting that was held online. 

 

5.1.2 Assessment of separate sessions 
Ambassadors in general felt positive about the individual sessions of the training. However, there were 
some differences in the satisfaction level between the sessions. Ambassadors felt most satisfied with 
the excursions they had during the training (sessions 11 and 12) (see Figure 5). These sessions were 
marked with a score 8.5. The two excursions offered ambassadors an opportunity to visit mushroom 
farm Le Champignon de Bruxelles and Brussels Food Hub/Atelier Groot. In both spots ambassadors 
had a chance to meet people running the initiative and were given a presentation of the principles, 
ideas and business model behind the initiative. 
 
Most of the sessions were given an average score somewhere between 7 and 8. Among these sessions, 
as was expected, the session 1 received the highest mark - 7.8. This session was dedicated for 
ambassadors to network and to discuss their skills and knowledge needs. Sessions related to novel 
food initiatives (dedicated to NOFAs and Seed initiatives) received mark 7.5 and 7.4. This assessment 
indicates, that in general ambassadors were satisfied with the activities training envisioned to present 
the diversity of novel food initiatives. However, there is a space to improve. The main critique raised 
by ambassadors was that these sessions should have been more aligned with ambassadors’ individual 
experiences. This is something that will be taken into an account when preparing for the next training. 
Finally, the joined session with CEJA (session 6) was given a score 7.2. This was a session held together 
with the members of CEJA. Although the session was extremely well organised, it was engaging a 
significantly larger number of participants (both ambassadors and a group of CEJA members were 
attending this session) and this could have led to a feeling that each separate ambassador received 
less attention. However, it was important to have this session together with CEJA because this allowed 
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ambassadors to meet a broader group of people engaged in food systems thus broadening 
ambassadors’ networks.  
 
Ambassadors gave the lowest score to session on generating effective communication and tools to 
edit videos - 5.6 (session 5 and 14). The comparatively low satisfaction with this session is probably 
related to very different initial skill levels of ambassadors. For the next training a programme, that 
captures the differences in skills and needs will have to be developed. 

 
Figure 5 - Assessment of the training sessions 
Source: Ambassadors post-training assessment survey.  

 

5.2 Partners feedback 
Most partners felt that all major goals of the training (related to ambassador skill development and 
inputs for the project’s work packages) had been achieved during the training. In general partners felt 
satisfied with the processes leading to training and the training itself. There were some critical remarks 
expressed by partners that will be taken into account when the second and the third training will be 
planned. 
 

5.2.1 Processes leading to the training 
Partners felt satisfied with the processes leading to the training. On a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 is "not 
at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied"), how satisfied are you with the organisation of the training, 
the average mark given to the training was 7.8. 
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Partners felt that it was a noteworthy achievement that the COCOREADO project managed to bring 
together a diverse group of young enthusiastic experts. The training gave these experts the 
opportunity to network. The general agenda of the training was strong and was well communicated 
to partners. Finally, partners stressed that the training had managed to achieve project objectives. 
 
Partners felt critical regarding the different quality of various sessions. It was suggested, that while 
some of the sessions were very well planned and had a very clear structure, some other seemed a bit 
improvised. It was also stressed that interconnections between sessions and the overall coherence of 
the training should be improved.  
 

5.2.2 The training 
When asked to use the scale 1 to 10 (where 1 is "not at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied"), how 
satisfied are you with the training itself, the partners on average assessed it with a mark 7.4. Partners 
appreciated the environment that had been generated, the activities that had been proposed to 
ambassadors and the enthusiasm that both the ambassadors and the partners had. The general 
dynamics of the training was also described as being inspiring and good. It was also appreciated that 
the programme was kept open and that it was adapted to the actual dynamics among the 
ambassadors. 
 
Project partners also raised some critical reflections that could be used to prepare the next two 
meetings. Partners suggested that this has been a very intense meeting with very little time in between 
the sessions. It was also suggested that little opportunity had been given to ambassadors to self-
organise. It was also concluded that goals of separate sessions should be explained better ensuring 
that everyone is on the same page. Also, the goals of separate sessions should be tied more together 
in an integrated vision, for example ambassadors could have received a pitch training before being 
asked to develop pitches for the seed initiatives.  
 

5.2.3 The outcomes of the training 
When asked how satisfied partners are with the outcomes of the trainings, the average score partners 
gave to the training was 7.6. Partners suggested that the training had ensured that there was 
networking among ambassadors and had built a good environment for future cooperation. It was also 
suggested, that this first training had illustrated, that ambassadors are able to self-organise and could 
be given a bigger role in development of the programme of the second training. Some project partners 
felt that maybe some possibilities were missed. 
 
  



 

 28 

D5.1 
Feedback on Initiatives 

   
 

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM THE EUROPEAN UNION’S HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME UNDER GRANT 
AGREEMENT NO 101000573 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

6. Recommendations and conclusions 
 
Several key take-aways can be inferred from the issues regarding the training. As this was the first 
training it is likely that some issues would arise and important that they can be identified and resolved 
for future events. 
 

6.1 Recommendations from planning process  
It was felt during the planning of the training that it was important to give each work package the 
freedom to set their own time frames and design their own methods. This resulted in what was quite 
a disjointed programme. It was not always clear to ambassadors why one session led directly into the 
next or why they were working on the topics they were. While the work of the project is divided into 
work packages this is a distinction that does not need to be represented in the training.  
 
The training lacked a central coordinator who was responsible for ensuring the sessions produced the 
desired outputs necessary to assess the ambassadors’ feedback. Only five of the seven groups in 
session 8 had a note taker who produced notes and only one set of notes was taken for the entire 
session 9 on the pitches. Having one project partner assign a time slot, one project partner design a 
methodology and outputs and a third project partner write the assessment report has led to a 
disjointed approach where there is not the necessary feedback our outputs produced in order to 
effectively assess the ambassadors’ contribution. 
 
As this was the first training there would always be some things that can be improved. It is important 
for the second training that the above issues are taken into account and provide a better outcome the 
second time around. 
 
When planning a live event, it is important to have a preparatory team with clear role allocation as 
well as a course director who is overall responsible for ensuring each task is completed and each 
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output is delivered. A prep team made of WP5 and a representative for each other WP wishing to be 
involved should be formed and meet at an early opportunity to discuss what the necessary outcomes 
are for the project, what the necessary learning outcomes are and what the ambassadors have 
requested based on their own individual feedback. 
 
The learning and project goals can then be divided into sessions with a clear flow to build a coherent 
programme from start to finish. The aims, objectives and outputs can then be clearly defined for each 
session and a session methodology designed such as to produce that outcome. While the project 
divides tasks into work-packages this distinction does not need to be represented in the training 
structure. The ambassadors are not aware of the internal division of work represented by work 
package numbers and they do not need to be. It is important to structure sessions by aims and 
objectives and these could represent different work packages in the same session. 
 
In future activities instead of having a system of note takers a better approach would be to have the 
work produce an output where the assessment and the process can be clearly understood. One issue 
with the system of ranking each NOFA for each category is that no clear thought process can be 
identified from looking at the poster after it was complete. A clearer process of assessing each NOFA 
for different criteria with discussion and drawing on the ambassadors’ own knowledge would have led 
to a clearer process of assessment and reporting. While organising each session a clear work task for 
some sessions should be planned where the ambassadors produce an output that can be used to 
identify their contributions and what they have learned from the activity. 
 
During the event it is necessary to have a course director who is responsible for ensuring the outputs 
are produced for all sessions and the materials necessary to produce the report are collected at all 
stages. 
 

6.2 Recommendations from ambassador feedback 
The assessment conducted together with partners allowed concluding that for the next training the 
following should be taken into consideration: 

- Activities conducted by various WPs should be more integrated; 
- The second and the third training should be developed looking for ways the programme 

could be co-created with ambassadors; 
- In the following trainings, more space should be given for ambassadors to present their own 

skills and expertise, in particular their own businesses and farming techniques; 
- Activities maintained during the training should focus more to support development of seed 

initiatives. 
 
When asked, what should be improved for the next training, ambassadors’ opinions differed.  
 
Some of the recommendations were purely technical. For example, a number of ambassadors stated 
that access to the internet should be better. Some other suggested that the training should be less 
intensive, and more time should be allocated to informal communication. Ambassadors also 
underlined the significance of excursions. 
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Ambassadors also raised methodological suggestions. It was suggested that the schedule should be 
more fluid providing space for improvisation. A key suggestion presented by many ambassadors was 
that considerably more time should be given to work in groups and to get to know other ambassadors. 
It was felt that the ambassadors did not have the opportunity to delve into what other ambassadors 
do in their own business or can learn from the considerable expertise within the network. Finally, 
ambassadors suggested that role playing activities should be introduced in the programme and more 
mentoring should be provided. 
 
Finally, ambassadors also stressed thematical issues that should be addressed in the second training. 
Ambassadors suggested that more space could be given to discuss various properties of new food 
initiatives. Also, more time should be allocated to discuss the challenges ambassadors face in their 
daily activities. 
 

6.3 Conclusions 
The training was successful in meeting the project goals of having the ambassadors generate a short 
list of NOFAs for future analysis. The overall satisfaction was high from both project partners and 
ambassadors. There were a number of useful take-aways and recommendations outlined in this 
chapter that if implemented will allow for a much improved training 2.   
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7. Appendices 
7.1 Appendix 1: Programme training 1 

 
Sunday (for those ambassadors who arrive on Mach 27) 

 

16:00 Arrival, welcome of ambassadors and settling in the rooms  

19:00 Dinner at the training centre (will be provided at the time of ambassadors’ arrival, starting from 7pm) 

21:00 Dessert buffet organised by the ambassadors 

 
Monday, March 28 

 

08:00 – 09:00 Breakfast 

08:30 – 09:00 Welcome and registration desk open  

09:00 – 10:00 

Session 1. Welcome, introduction to the work plan, get-to-know activities. 
Facilitator: Talis Tisenkopfs, Baltic Studies Centre (BSC) 

Note keepers Sandra (BSC) Talis (BSC) Mikelis (BSC)  Ilze (BSC) 
 

10:00 – 10:30 

Session 2. Introduction to COCOREADO. Role of ambassadors. 
Q&A session and discussion regarding the programme of the training. 
Facilitator: Erik Mathijs, KU Leuven 

Note keeper Marco Moretti (KU Leuven) 
 

10:30 – 11:00 Coffee Break 

11:00 – 12:30 

Session 3. Introducing seed initiatives   
Facilitator: Jon Bienzobas, INTIA 

Moderators Rani (ILVO) Manon 
(MIJARC) 

Casper 
(KUL) 

Jon (INTIA) Paula (INTIA) 

Note keepers Mikelis (BSC) Joana 
(CONSULAI) 

Alice (CEJA) Ilze (BSC) Lorette (CEJA)  
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MEMO: Partners should not intervene in ambassadors’ discussions.  

12:30 – 13:30 Lunch 

13:30 – 14:00 
Session 4. Teambuilding 
Facilitator: John Gillon 

14:00 – 15:30 
Session 5. Generating effective communication and tools to edit videos 
Facilitator: Mirentxu Asin, Iniciativas Innovadoras (INI) 

15:30 – 16:00 Coffee Break 

16:00 – 18:00 
Session 6. Communication around food: from fake news to trustworthy information 
Facilitators: Alice Minichini, European council of young farmers (CEJA);  
Beatrice Mautino, organizer of the Mantova Food&Science Festival and a science writer 

18:30  Meet at the entrance of the training centre and walk to the dinner location  

18:45  Networking dinner at Saucepark (Avenue Edmond Galoppin 1 1150 Woluwé Saint Pierre) 

 
Tuesday, March 29 

 

08:00 – 09:00 Breakfast 

09:00 – 09:30 

Session 7. Fair food systems: insights from the ambassadors on challenges and good practices 
Facilitators: Sandra Sumane, Ilze Mileiko, BSC  

Note keepers Talis (BSC) Mikelis (BSC)  
 

09:30 – 10:40 

Session 8. Evaluation of innovative initiatives: lecture and workshop 
Facilitator: Rui Almeida, CONSULAI 

Moderators Joana 
(CONSULAI), 

 Rani (ILVO) Casper 
(KUL) 

John 
(RYE) 

Sandra 
(BSC) 

Ilze 
(BSC) 

Carolina 
(CONSULAI)  

Note 
keepers 

 Elke (ILVO) Mirentxu 
(INI) 

Talis (BSC) Mikelis 
(BSC) 

Paola 
(INTIA) 

Alice 
(CEJA) 

Manon 
(MIJARC)  

 

10:40 – 10:55 Coffee Break 

10:55 – 12:30 

Session 9. Best examples of Novel and fair food systems: the final selection and pitches of the best cases 
Facilitator: Rui Almeida, CONSULAI 

Note keeper  Talis (BSC) 
 

12:30 – 13:30 Lunch 

13:30 – 14:30 

Session 10. Developing promising initiatives. 
Facilitator: Jon Bienzobas, INTIA 

Moderators Rani (ILVO)  Manon 
(MIJARC) 

Casper 
(KUL) 

Jon (INTIA) Paola 
(INTIA) 

Note 
keepers 

Mikelis (BSC) Joana 
(CONSULAI) 

Alice (CEJA) Ilze (BSC) Lorette 
(CEJA)  

MEMO: Partners should not intervene in ambassadors’ discussions.  
14:45  Meeting at the entrance of the training center and transfer by bus to the excursion site 

15:00 Session 11. Excursion - Le Champignon de Bruxelles 

17:30 Session 12. Excursion - Brussels Food Hub/Atelier Groot 

19:00 – 22:00 Dinner at Brussels Food Hub/Atelier Groot 

22:00 Transfer by bus to the training center 
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Wednesday, March 30 

 

08:00 – 09:00 Breakfast / Check-out of rooms and return of the room keys (if leaving on March 30) 

9:00 – 10:30 

Session 13. Developing promising initiatives. 
Facilitator: Jon Bienzobas, INTIA 

Moderators Rani (ILVO)  Manon 
(MIJARC) 

Casper 
(KUL) 

Jon (INTIA) Paula 
(INTIA) 

Note 
keepers 

Mikelis (BSC) Joana 
(CONSULAI) 

Alice (CEJA) Ilze (BSC) Lorette 
(CEJA)  

MEMO: Partners should not intervene in ambassadors discussions.  

10:30 – 10:45 Coffee Break 

10:45 – 11:30 
Session 14. Effective communication: best examples and developing a communication plan 
Facilitator: Mirentxu Asin, INI 

11:30 – 12:30 

Session 15. What’s next? 
Facilitator: Mikelis Grivins, BSC 

Moderators Mikelis (BSC) Ilze (BSC) Sandra 
(BSC) 

Talis (BSC) Casper 
(KUL) 

Note 
keepers 

Rani (ILVO) Manon 
(MIJARC) 

Lorette 
(CEJA)  

Mirentxu 
(INI) 

John (RYE) 

 

12:30 – 13:30 Lunch 

13:30 Goodbye/ individual work opportunities in the training centre premises 
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7.2 Appendix 2: Illustration of NOFAs description used in session 8 
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7.3 Appendix 3: Ambassadors feedback survey 
COCOREADO Ambassador Training Evaluation Survey (Brussels, March 28-March 30) 

Dear participant of the COCOREADO Ambassador Training 1,  
Thank you for your active work during the three dynamic training days in Brussels! Please fill in the following 
survey to assess the training that took place in Brussels from March 28 to March 30. We will be grateful to 
receive the training assessment and your feedback on the training organisation and activities!  
 

1. How would you evaluate the organisation of COCOREADO Ambassador Training 1? Please, rate on a 
scale from 1 to 10 where 1 is “Very poor” and 10 is “Exceptional”. 

1 
Very poor 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Exceptional 

 
2. How strongly would you recommend a new ambassador to attend this first training? Please, rate on a 

scale from 1 to 10 where 1 is “not at all” and 10 is “extremely”.  
1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 

 
3. Did you learn anything new during the training? 

□ Yes 
□ No 
□ Hard to say 

 
4. The training was organised in several sessions. Please, evaluate, on a scale from 1 to 10 how useful 

these sessions have been to you (where 1 – not useful at all, 10 – extremely useful) 
1) Discussion of individual skills and experiences as ambassadors 

1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 

2) Generating effective communication and tools to edit videos 
1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 

3) Communication on food (from fake news to trustworthy information) 
1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 

4) Field visits (Le Champignon de Bruxelles; Brussels Food Hub) 
1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 

5) Sessions on seed initiatives 
1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 

6) Selection of best examples of Novel and Fair Food Systems 
1 
Not useful 
at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely 
useful 
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5. Do you think that the information you have received during the training will help you in your 
professional activities in the future?  
If yes, which information and how it could be useful to you? 
______________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 

 
6. Did the training help you to widen your contact network? 

□ Yes 
□ No 
□ Hard to say 

 
7. What is the main takeaway from the first training? Please write down below: 

______________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 

 
8. At what extent do you agree with the following statement: I currently feel involved in the COCOREADO 

Ambassador Network activities. Please, rate on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is "Strongly disagree" and 
10 is "Strongly agree". 

1 
Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
agree 

 
9.  At what extent do you agree with the following statement: COCOREADO project is a platform that 

offers me new opportunities. Please, rate on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is "Strongly disagree" and 10 is 
"Strongly agree". 

1 
Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
agree 

 
10. At what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Ambassador network helps me 

to engage with challenges in my local food systems. Please, rate on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is 
"Strongly disagree" and 10 is "Strongly agree". 

1 
Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
agree 

 
11. Do you have any suggestions for next trainings? 

______________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 

 
12. How do you want to be kept involved via Slack in the upcoming months? 

□ Communicate with other participants individually 
□ Receive information from the project team on project activities 
□ Share ideas for collaboration/collaborate with others 
□ Receive news on topics that are relevant in the field 
□ Receive information on the next training 
□ Make my own Slack channel 
□ Other: __________________________ 

 
Thank you!  
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7.4 Appendix 4: Feedback from project partners 
Assessment of the 1st training 
These are just a couple of questions to get some general feeling on what we could have done 
differently. 
 
1a. On a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 is "not at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied"), how satisfied are you with 
the organisation of the training? 
 
1b. In your opinion, what were the main shortcomings and main strengths of the organisation process leading 
to the training? 
 
2a. On a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 is "not at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied"), how satisfied are you with 
the training itself? 
 
2b. In your opinion, what were the main shortcomings and main strength of the training? 
 
3a. On a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 is "not at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied"), how satisfied are you with 
the outcomes of the trainings? 
 
3b. In your opinion, which objectives were reached and which were not? 
 
4. If you have any additional comments, please, add them here! 
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7.5 Appendix 5: Notes session 8 
 
Day2  Session 8: selection of NOFAs  Note taker/ Elke  
Tuesday 29/03/22 ambassador training  
Selection in Nofa’s: notes from group one.  
Gobbas gard 
They are trying to get Michelin stars to use local products. They are connecting to source 
ingredients and to decide which produce to grow.  The restaurants are the catalyzers 
for the farmers. 
Novada (Danish) 
It’s an internet tool. Connection with producers through a website 
Eatmosphere (Belgium) 
Connecting producers and consumers; there is no economic stability. There is no room 
for growth or scale up. They already work on subsidies. The project is too narrow. Eating 
in the field is a great connection. 
Too diverse; you cannot do everything in a good way. 
Very similar to gobbas gard. Similar approach. But this one has more potential to grow. 
 
Stik – Slovenia 
Gastronomic strategy of the municipality. To develop a collective brand. Following the 
overarching Slovenian strategy. It is about local values; spring values, herbalism, bee 
keeping,… the products are introduced in public institutions and restaurants.  
Borovitza 
They use a circle of friends/club to sell wine directly to friends. It is a niche. The 
connection to consumers is very close; it is really exclusive. They are really good at 
focusing on their niche. 
 
The ones that are scoring the least for connection are the most replicable. 
Replicability is a very important aspect because there is a link with financial 
sustainability. This is also the case for strengthening the position of the farmer and 
scaling up. The connection is more about the social 
For other people the social is very important. It’s about the consumer gets to know 
more about the farmer. 
Cases and good practices that we take along 

• Novada. We will not take along this case but  the practice of a web based tool is 
interesting to take along. It is quick to implement and scalable, but it does not 
solve any problems. So that is why it scores so high 
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• Borovitza; Wine is a new way of thinking. It is innovative, a new way of thinking. 
The innovative strategy; a different wine (orange), the business model is also 
innovative. A circle of friends is selling; sort of membership. Also an innovative 
product. New way of out-of-the-box thinking. It is a niche. The best way to sell is 
it through its unique points. It is not working on sustainability. That is a 
limitation. There is grow potential. Also growing towards sustainable 
characteristics.  Frame this like opportunities 

• Gobbas gard: with Michelin stars; restaurants as a change agent (minus 
Michelin). But not so exclusive 

• Stik – Slovenia: Public agenda that promotes local farming and local tastes and 
local values and practices. The importance of the municipality and local values 

We should be able to mix and match the cases because some of them have strong and 
weak points. Replicability is often a weak point 
The thing that is always missing is scaling up. They have a lot of good intentions but they 
remain economically weak. In the first 3 years you need to have a break-even situation, 
afterwards you can include more social elements such as inviting disabled people. You 
could say for each bread that you sell now a euro will be spent on a good cause in a 
couple of years? 
New way of out-of-the-box thinking. It is a niche 
The thing with the Michelin stars (gobbas gard) is very complicated. It is a good idea but 
maybe not so replicable. You need to have top gastronomy to be able to replicate.  
The problem with the initiatives is always focusing on connection farmers/producers 
but they do not have the potential to scale-up. 
 
 
Day2  Session 8: selection of NOFAs  Note taker/ Lisa , a group / table discussion facilitated by ???  
 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 

Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where 
the main topics discussed. 
 
 Five participants 
 Participants had forgotten the details of each NOFA and needed to read them again 
 Quickly we moved on to voting – some went quite fast and some required more time, 

wanted to make a very deliberate choice 
 The group agreed to use the outcome of the voting as a starting point for discussion 

but with the liberty to discuss and change the 'winning' NOFA's  
 The group discussion was interesting and resulted in a consensus on the pre-selected 

NOFA's 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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 The pre-selected NOFA's had to be pitched to the entire group of Ambassadors and 
partners  

 Based on this pitch the entire group could vote via an online voting system and the 
final winners were selected.  
 

Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during 
activity/ work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the 
session managed to benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
 
 The reading and voting part was mostly individual 
 The internal discussion was the most interesting 
 Having to present the winning NOFA's was difficult with such short preparation time 

and also mainly individual  
 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not 
successful?  
 The session moderator provided very clear instructions at the start of the session and 

very well prepared supporting materials 
 Participants were motivated to accomplish the tasks within the given time, it was 

presented like a teamwork task with limited time, thus spiking the competitive flame. 
During the voting the participant that was a bit slower was pushed to go faster. 
Perhaps the focus was more on reaching the goal on time than on making a good 
selectin.  

 Based on the assigned points the participants had an interesting group discussion 
 Pitching the pre-selected NOFA's was a good pitching exercise  for the Ambassadors 

(however we could have given them some instructions on how to pitch so as to 
maximise the learning experience) 

 Some NOFA's were very interesting but not very well pitched, this might have had 
influence on the voting.  

 Sometimes the name of the NOFA was not clear – due to many local names that were 
not easy to pronounce nor understand. It would have been good for all participants to 
have had a short summary of the NOFA's along with a list to score them on the 
different dimensions.  

 
Outcome 
Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? 
What were the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session 
as well as intangible outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, 
etc.)? 
 The Ambassadors all got informed about the NOFA's and got inspiration from these 

cases 
 Some Ambassadors would have loved to present their own projects at this point, this 

was a missed opportunity to increase engagement 
 The Ambassadors had a chance to work together in another group and get to know 

new people 
 We selected the NOFA's in a way that engaged the Ambassadors and used their 

knowledge an expertise. If this process is repeated I would provide some pitch 
training and also explain to the voters that they need to vote based on the idea, not 



 

 75 

D5.1 
Feedback on Initiatives 

   
 

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM THE EUROPEAN UNION’S HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME UNDER GRANT 
AGREEMENT NO 101000573 
 

the pitch. I also would suggest to provide a list with all NOFA's, a short summary and a 
table to score them on the different criteria.  

 
Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why 
was this achieved? 
- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
 
 During the discussion they shared knowledge on how for example certain NOFA's 

would be received in their regions, what the difficulties could be etc. There was not 
much time for the discussion part.  

 The participants enjoyed the playful aspect of the exercise 
 Some participants took leadership to make sure timing was respected and also to 

volunteer for the pitching  
 
 
Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 
Tips for facilitators: 
 Provide a short training for pitching (actually this could have been done in a different 

session but linked to this one) - so as to provide an additional learning opportunity.  
 The materials used were very well prepared and necessary: the summary of all 

projects to read and the posters used for voting 
 Maybe we should have focused less on getting everyone to vote on all projects and 

more on the discussion in smaller groups – all NOFA's are interesting so there were 
no bad choices possible. Time limitations would not have allowed for both.  

 
 
 
Day2  Session 8: selection of NOFAs  Note taker/ Talis, a group / table discussion facilitated by Casper  
 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 

Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where 
the main topics discussed. 
 
 Five participants 
 Participants started to work with NOFAs ranking poster 
 Participants had read the NOFAs descriptions at home and proceed to voting without 

discussion, thereby expressing individual preferences 
 Individual voting exercise prevailed in the whole session over collective decision 

making 
Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during 
activity/ work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the 
session managed to benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
 
 Five participants 
 Not much interaction at the start, each ambassador voted on NOFAs individually 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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 Not all participants felt fully engaged and clear about the tasks 
 
 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not 
successful?  
 Table discussion was supported by printouts of five NOFAS 
 The session moderator provided very clear instructions at the start of the session  

The session was split in two parts – the 1st part was individual voting 
1st part of discussion, individual voting – 30 mins: 
 Why was group meeting needed if little discussion happened? Voting could have be 

done online 
 Casting votes without explanation, deliberation in the first 10-15 mins of group work 

was a missed opportunity 
2st part of discussion – 25 mins, identification of most promising NOFAs: 
 The moderator took the lead in conversation 
 Ambassadors engaged more in this part of discussion, everyone expressed her/his 

opinion 
 
 
Outcome 
Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? 
What were the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session 
as well as intangible outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, 
etc.)? 
1st part of discussion – 30 mins: 
 The procedure provided a NOFAs ranking list, there was no much exchange of 

opinions, explanations  WHY a particular NOFA has been marked 
 The poster with votes was quite divergent with green orange and read votes under 

each initiative 
 (I noticed the absence of discussion also at the other group table next to me – only the 

note-keeper and one ambassador engaging in discussion) 
 Some participants started to look in mobile phones 
 To fill the vacuum of discussion some participants started individual mutual 

conversations. 
 Three persons out of five did not say a word during the 30 mins of voting!! 

2st part of discussion – 25 mins, identification of most promising NOFAs: 
 Several participants provided arguments why the green NOFAS should be shortlisted 

(e.g. strengthening the farmers position) 
 Selection by colour prevailed (averaging the individual votes) 
 Other arguments provided were emotional. E.g. “I like this initiative” 
 This led to a rather rapid identification of two winning NOFAs – not with a much 

deliberation 
 At the end of this part the ambassadors wrote short explanations why the NOFAs 

were shortlisted, based on which good practices. 
 The short explanation writing generated a more lively and engaging discussion, but 

there was no time left for that. 
 
Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why 
was this achieved? 
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- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
 
 
 
Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 
Tips for facilitators: 
 Try to give voice to ambassadors even if they are supposed to do a formal job (an 

individual voting) 
 Do not impose the partner knowledge on ambassadors regarding NOFAs 
 Allow sufficient time to crucial discussions and decisions (selecting NOFAs) 

 
 
Day  2022/03/29   Session _8  Note taker/ Facilitator Paola (INTIA)/Sandra (BSC) 
 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 

Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where 
the main topics discussed. 
 
The general flow was excellent.  
The ambassadors understood what they had to do. 
Sandra answered some questions. 
Each ambassador read a NOFA and counted it to the group to proceed with the scoring 
(1 to 3). 
 
 
 
Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during 
activity/ work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the 
session managed to benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
 
All ambassadors worked as a team. 
After the scoring of each NOFA was completed, a debate ensued to decide between two 
tied NOFAs. The debate was enriching. 
 
 
 
 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not 
successful?  
 
The methods used was very successful. The document describing the NOFAs was very 
clear which allowed quick decisions to be made when scoring. 
 
 
 
Outcome 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? 
What were the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session 
as well as intangible outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, 
etc.)? 
 
The session went quickly and smoothly. The time was enough to complete the activity. 
The expected outcomes/result was obtained. 
The task was concrete and tangible, so the ambassadors felt good, safe and secure 
 
 
 
 
Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why 
was this achieved? 
- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
 
On this session the ambassadors were satisfied during the activity. They had to score 5 
initiatives (Zelena Tocka, Gajbica, PLNT, Ostergro and Kobenhauns Kograesserlaug). 
The dynamic was equitative between all ambassadors, all of them discuss about all 
NOFAs. 
 
 
 
 
Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 
 

 
Imagen with the selection initiatives (W) 

 
Day 29 March 2022, Day 2, Session 8: Evaluation of innovative initiatives  Group 6, Note taker Alice Minichini 

Facilitator Ilze Mileiko. 
 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 

Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where 
the main topics discussed. 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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Objective: The Ambassadors read the 5 NOFAs and consider the selection criteria. They need to identify 
3 NOFAs.  
Step one: They need to rank each NOFA according to each criteria giving from 1 to 3 rates.  
Step two: They need to select the 3 most promising NOFAs and include a short description of the NOFAs 

selected. They decided to sum the rates for each NOFA and select the 3 NOFAs with the highest 
scores.  

Interesting dynamics: after counting the votes, they realised that the 3 with the highest points were not 
the ones they liked the most. They came out with a method to choose the 3, taking into account 
the ones they preferred: Plukboerderij Grongig, Fairecoop, Ekoalde.   

Step three: they need to describe the best practices of the 3 Nofas selected.  
The came out with 3 good practices:  
1. Building communities and exchanging knowledge. 
2. Big potential to scale and existing infrastructure 
3. Developing rural areas and dignifying the work of local producers.  
 
Step four: each group prepares a pitch of 15 minutes on the three selected NOFAs.  
Step five: they pitch 
Step six: they need to vote on the three top pitches. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during 
activity/ work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the 
session managed to benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
 
 
Yes, they asked clarifications on what NOFAs are and on the difference with seed initiatives.  
They discussed and agreed together on the methods to use when it was no clear what to do.  It naturally 
emerged one leader among the Ambassadors.  
Spontaneous discussions during the free time.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not 
successful?  
Yes.  
When the methodology was not clear, they figured out autonomously the strategies to reach the 
objectives.  
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Outcome 
Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? 
What were the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session 
as well as intangible outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, 
etc.)? 
 
 
The activity produced the desired outcomes. 
In terms of tangible outcomes: 
-They chose the 3 NOFAs Plukboerderij Grongig, Fairecoop, Ekoalde.   
- They chose the following best practices for the three good practices:  
1. Building communities and exchanging knowledge. 
2. Big potential to scale and existing infrastructure 
3. Developing rural areas and dignifying the work of local producers. 
 
In terms of intangible outcomes: 
-feeling of cooperation 
-interaction and cultural exchange 
-negotiation over the division of roles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why 
was this achieved? 
- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
 
They seemed to be overall satisfied of the workshop and engaged in taking an active role in the project.   
It naturally emerged one leader among the Ambassadors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 81 

D5.1 
Feedback on Initiatives 

   
 

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM THE EUROPEAN UNION’S HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME UNDER GRANT 
AGREEMENT NO 101000573 
 

Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 
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7.6 Appendix 6: Notes session 9 
 

Day2  Session 9: Selection of NOFAs Note taker/ Talis, general discussion facilitated by Ruiz 
 
Please upload filled forms to SharePoint (here) before April 6th. 
Activity Observations 

Overall flow of the session 
What was the general flow of the session? What was the overall atmosphere of the session? What where 
the main topics discussed. 
 The session unfolded as a sequential presentation of 21 NOFAs selected by the 7 

groups of ambassadors  
 Each group presented 3 NOFAS according to a question – why this NOFA 

should/could be selected as a good example 
 Each presentation of NOFAs lasted for approximately 2 mins 
 The whole exercise seemed redundant at the end; it was quite difficult to follow 21 

presentations in row 
 

Teambuilding and participation 
Did the activity encourage everyone to participate (how)? How well do ambassadors collaborate during 
activity/ work as a team? What were the main issues that triggered engagement and debates? Did the 
session managed to benefit from diverse expertise of ambassadors? 
 
 This was not really a participatory session, rather a predefined short presentations by 

groups 
 The teambuilding manifested in consolidating, promoting and defending the group’s 

opinion and assessment of particular NOFAs (like a beauty contest) 
 
 
Methods 
Were the methods used successful for the activity goal? Which methods or activities were successful/not 
successful?  
 Group presentations: in total 21 NOFAs were presented 
 21 sequential presentations, even short ones, was not the best method 
 The forms of presentation could have been diversified 
 The moderator could have played a more active role in invigorating and diversifying 

presentations 
 Tip:  never allow a big number of uniform presentations 
 Tip: 2-3 min presentations per initiative is too long; if many initiatives are to be 

presented, better use speed-talk method (30 sec per initiative) 
 Tip: at the end of the session ambassadors voted for initiatives on Sligo. But it was 

difficult to remember initiatives by names. It is advisable to shortly remind about the 
initiatives before voting.  

Outcome 
Did the activity produce the outcome desired. Was there enough time for the activity to be completed? 
What were the main outcomes (please, describe both the outcomes that were expected from the session 
as well as intangible outcomes – feeling that some ambassadors feel more engaged, more willing to talk, 
etc.)? 
 The ambassadors familiarised with a number of initiatives, formulated their 

consolidated group assessment and voted for the preferred ones 
 

https://www.groupware.kuleuven.be/sites/MOOCFOOD/Documents/WP5%20Ambassador%20training/22.03.28-30%20First%20training%20Ambassadors_Brussels_March%202022/NOTES
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Ambassador observations 
- Did ambassadors successfully share knowledge? Did ambassadors learn from each other? How and why 
was this achieved? 
- How satisfied were the participants during the activity? Were they happy with how it went? 
- Did the actions of any ambassador show leadership? What was the overall internal dynamics? 
 
 
 
Decisions made (if any) and takeaway messages 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 84 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
          
 
 
       
 
 
 
 
           COCOREADO PARTNERS 
 
 


	Document Summary
	Table of contents
	Abstract
	List of abbreviations
	1. Introduction
	2. The training
	2.1 Communication leading to the first training
	2.2 The programme of the first training

	3. Data collection plan
	3.1 Note Takers
	3.2 Podcast
	3.3 Ambassadors and project partners’ poll
	3.4 Discussion session
	3.5 Personal Feedback

	4. Selection and assessment of NOFAs
	4.1 Definition of NOFAs
	4.2 Selection process of NOFAs
	4.2.1 Grouping NOFAs

	4.3 Session 8: Evaluation of innovative initiatives
	4.3.1 Feedback on session 8
	4.3.2 Best Practices

	4.4 Session 9: Best examples of novel and fair food systems
	4.4.1 Feedback on session 9


	5. Feedback and satisfaction
	5.1 Ambassador Feedback
	5.1.1 Overall satisfaction with the training
	5.1.2 Assessment of separate sessions

	5.2 Partners feedback
	5.2.1 Processes leading to the training
	5.2.2 The training
	5.2.3 The outcomes of the training


	6. Recommendations and conclusions
	6.1 Recommendations from planning process
	6.2 Recommendations from ambassador feedback
	6.3 Conclusions

	7. Appendices
	7.1 Appendix 1: Programme training 1
	7.2 Appendix 2: Illustration of NOFAs description used in session 8
	7.3 Appendix 3: Ambassadors feedback survey
	7.4 Appendix 4: Feedback from project partners
	7.5 Appendix 5: Notes session 8
	7.6 Appendix 6: Notes session 9


