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1 Executive Summary
Food waste is a major challenge to the achievement of the EU’s climate and environmental targets. Wasted
food, if it were a country, would rank as the third largest emitter of greenhouse gases after China and the US
(FAO, 2013). At the same time, large numbers of people suffering from food insecurity, food poverty and
income poverty in EU countries could benefit from the redistribution of surplus food to those in need. The
development of mechanisms to enable redistribution of surplus food varies significantly across the EU. In some
countries, networks to redistribute food are nascent and often supply outstrips the capacity of redistribution
organisations to get food to people in need; in others, organisations are beginning to look towards new
methods of redistribution in order to deliver the best outcomes for both reducing waste and increasing the
supply of health food reaching people in need.
While retail level surplus is often a major source of food for charitable redistribution, some countries are also
exploring the potential of using surpluses occurring pre-retail, at farm-level or in farmers’ markets. Data on
the proportion of food waste occurring pre-retail remains scarce, but some estimates suggest that surplus at
the beginning of the supply chain may be very significant: the FAO estimates that 49% of food waste in Europe
occurs at the farm and post-harvest level (FAO 2011).
Using learning from organisations from four EU Member States involved in a two-year European Commission
funded project, SavingFood, this report sets out to answer the following key questions:
•
•

What barriers do redistribution organisations face to gaining access to surplus food, processing it, and
finding markets for its use?
With a significant proportion of food waste occurring at pre-retail level, what steps can EU members
states take to promote the redistribution of food surpluses at the level of farms and farmers’ markets?

This report presents evidence from four EU Member States: the UK, Greece, Hungary and Belgium. It is not
intended as a comprehensive overview of redistribution across the EU, but as a contribution to the discussion
of food surplus redistribution which provides a particular focus on an often-overlooked part of the
redistribution supply-chain, farm-level surplus. We provide policy recommendations for EU and Member State
policy-makers, businesses and charitable or social enterprise organisations seeking to explore farm and
farmers’ market redistribution.
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2 Introduction
Europe generates approximately 88 million tonnes of food waste per year, at a cost of 143 billion euros
(European Commission 2017). With the ratification of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in 2015, the
need to address the environmental consequences of unsustainable production and consumption of food is
increasingly widely recognised: SDG 12.3 commits
signatories, including the EU, to ‘halve the per capita
Box 1: What is SavingFood?
global food waste at the retail and consumer levels and
SavingFood is a two-year project running from
reduce food losses along production and supply chains,
2016-2018, funded by the European
including post-harvest losses’ by 2030 (UN 2015). It is
Commission’s Horizon 2020 funding for
important to note that the Food Loss and Waste
research and innovation.
Protocol, developed by the World Resources Institute in
partnership with Champions 12.3, to support the SavingFood’s mission is to address the challenge
of food waste by offering an innovative solution
delivery of SDG 12.3, clarifies that food lost at harvest or
to reduce food waste and help people in need.
pre-harvest (for example because an order for a
Its objectives include using ICT networks, to
particular volume of crop is cancelled or amended,
develop a collaborative, bottom-up solution to
leaving the farmer without a financial incentive to
reduce food waste and create a more effective
harvest their crop) should be counted as food waste.
operational model for food redistribution.
Indeed, while awareness of food waste occurring at
Leveraging the collaborative power of social
farm-level is generally low compared to awareness of
networks and by activating the collective
waste in households, farm-level waste represents a intelligence of citizens SavingFood seeks to
significant opportunity to contribute to efforts to meet
create a social movement for tackling food
SDG 12.3, as well as the targets adopted under the
waste and influence lifestyles towards a more
Waste Framework Directive (Feedback 2018).
sustainable future.
www.savingfood.eu
Redistribution of surplus food is widely seen as a positive
solution to the problem of food waste in Europe, both in
policy and business circles. In December 2017, the European Council agreed to non-binding targets to reduce
food waste, under the revised Waste Framework Directive, including a requirement for members states to
encourage food donation and other redistribution for human consumption (Zambrzycki 2018). The
Commission is due to reconsider the possibility of binding targets in December 2023. Around the same time,
the Commission published the EU Guidelines on Food Donation (European Commission 2017), which aims to
facilitate compliance of providers and recipients of surplus food with relevant EU regulations and ensure
consistency across Member States. Meanwhile, in the food industry, the Consumer Goods Forum has also
adopted a target to reduce food waste by 50% by 2025 (although this target counts any food diverted from
landfill as saved from waste – the EU has adopted the food waste hierarchy that stipulates that only food
surplus redistributed to humans or to animal feed counts as saved from waste). International retailers such as
Tesco, who play a dominant role in the UK’s food supply chain, have also adopted targets based on SDG 12.3.
In France, a Law no. 2016-138 requires large retailers to donate all surplus food which meets certain
parameters (Food Navigator 2017).
Progress is welcome; however, the experience of the organisations involved in this research has been that a
wide combination of factors continues to hamper effective food redistribution to address the true scale of
waste in the food supply chain. These factors are explored in Chapter three.
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Chapter four is focused on a neglected aspect of food redistribution: farm-level or farmers’ market surplus.
We explore the experience of the four pilot partner organisations in Belgium, Greece, Hungary and the UK in
piloting and scaling up redistribution of farm and farmers’ market level waste and present our learnings. Policy
recommendations and solutions from other EU Member States and further afield to encourage and enable
redistribution from the top of the food supply chain are also highlighted. Chapter 5 provides conclusions and
recommendations.

2.1

What is ‘redistribution’?

Many societies have used food redistribution, through agencies such as faith groups or charities, to try to
match a supply of unused food with a demand from people facing food and income poverty. The FAO (2015)
defines the difference between food recovery and food redistribution as follows:
‘Recovery of safe and nutritious food for human consumption’ is to receive, with or without payment, food
(processed, semi-processed or raw) which would otherwise be discarded or wasted from the agricultural,
livestock and fisheries supply chains of the food system. Redistribution of safe and nutritious food for human
consumption’ is to store or process and then distribute the received food pursuant to appropriate safety, quality
and regulatory frameworks directly or through intermediaries, and with or without payment, to those having
access to it for food intake.’
Redistribution takes many forms: the most commonly understood is generally the transfer of surplus food
from retail level to charitable organisations, either at a local or national scale. However, while food surpluses
at retail level are indeed high, redistribution does not only occur at retail level. Millions of tonnes of food waste
are also generated before food reaches the retail supply chain, on farms and in processing (Feedback 2018).
Unfortunately, due to the difficulty of measuring food waste effectively at every level of the supply chain we
must rely on estimates of food waste at farm level. However, it is likely to be significant proportion of total
food waste. For example, a survey conducted with farmers in the UK found that of the sample interviewed,
the farmers reported on average 10-16% crop waste on typical years – enough food to provide 150,000250,000 people with five portions of fruit and vegetables a day for a whole year (Feedback 2018a).
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Box 2: Is food surplus redistribution a solution for food poverty?
Food waste redistribution charities, even if their primary motivation is to reduce food waste, also recognise
that they are engaged in political action on food poverty too, and must consider their influence on these
areas, and the solutions they implicitly support.
Food waste and food poverty have very different root causes: one is rooted in the food supply chain, and
economic factors such as the power balance between farmers and retailers and consumer decision-making
on food use. Food poverty has its roots in socio-economic factors such as low-pay, high unemployment
and inadequate social security support for people unable to support themselves through work (Caraher
and Furey, 2017).
The Trussell Trust in the UK is a positive example of a network of food banks actively shining a light on the
root causes of food poverty, and they present their own expansion as a negative indication of the increased
demand for food redistribution as emergency support. For instance, they regularly publish research into
the leading causes of referral to their foodbanks, which has led to considerable press coverage of impact
of policies such as austerity and benefits cuts.
It must be stressed that food redistribution is not a silver bullet solution to either food waste or food
poverty. Food waste efforts should always primarily aim to reduce food waste.

2.2

Reduce or redistribute?

SavingFood, along with most other organisations or projects concerned with the environmental and
sustainability challenges posed by food waste, supports the implementation of the food waste hierarchy.
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The food waste hierarchy holds that the priority in addressing food waste is to reduce and prevent surplus
from occurring in the first place. The second priority, where surplus is unavoidable, is to ensure edible surplus
reaches human consumption. Thirdly, surplus which is not fit for human consumption may be used as animal
feed. Surplus that is unavoidable and is not suitable for consumption by humans or animals should be disposed
of either through anaerobic digestion, or composting, to recapture nutrients and energy. Landfill or
incineration is the least preferable method of disposal and should be avoided whenever possible. Policymakers have largely taken positive steps to implementing the food waste hierarchy: in the UK it is a legal
requirement that businesses follow the hierarchy (though in practice there is no enforcement of this
requirement) and the EU adopted a very similar waste hierarchy, which also applies to food waste, as part of
the Circular Economy Package (European Parliament 2017a).
Feedback, a SavingFood partner has developed a model which looks more deeply at the ways in which the
food system can be made more circular, and products which might previously have been seen as ‘waste’ can
be valourised, including through redistribution of edible food products to people, and use of inedible food
surplus to produce animal feed. Under the SavingFood project, the revalourisation mechanisms supported by
the digital SavingFood platform were farmers market food redistribution, gleaning (the collection of surplus
crops directly from fields) and direct redistribution of food between a donor and recipient (i.e. a retail outlet
or café and an individual or group who will make use of it).

Feedback 2017.
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2.3

Methodology

This report is based on a review of the literature on food redistribution in Europe and in the four SavingFood
countries and stakeholder interviews with key members of staff at each SavingFood programme country
organisation, as well as some external organisations. The initial findings were presented to the sub-group
meeting on food redistribution of the EU Platform on Food Losses and Food Waste in Brussels on 19 March
2018, and this report incorporates the feedback of experts present at this meeting.

2.4

Scope of this report

This report presents evidence from four EU Member States: the UK, Greece, Hungary and Belgium. It is not an
attempt to provide a comprehensive review of barriers and enablers of redistribution across the EU. Several
organisations involved in SavingFood are also expert advisors to a DG Santé funded pilot project which will
assess food donation practices in Member States and promote the dissemination and update of the EU food
donation guidelines.
SavingFood’s primary purpose was the development and testing of technological tools to support and facilitate
food surplus redistribution (see box 1): the evidence presented here is therefore only one small contribution
to the larger project of effectively up-scaling European redistribution and addressing the separate root causes
of both food waste and food poverty. However, we hope that our focus on one, often neglected, type of
redistribution, farm-level redistribution and gleaning, will provide others with an interesting and useful angle
on the food redistribution debate. We encourage readers to visit www.savingfood.eu to learn more about the
web-based technological tools available to support redistribution, as the SavingFood platform which is
available in the four pilot countries or the food waste calculation tool, which helps food businesses to calculate
the financial and environmental cost of their waste as an extra incentive to reduce it.

2.5

Context: food redistribution in four EU Member States

Organisations from four EU Member States participated in SavingFood as ‘pilot partners’. These organisations,
and their operating contexts, provide a cross-EU sample of differences in redistribution practices and systems
at different levels of the food system. From policy frameworks effecting food donations, to cultural attitudes
to donated food and the capacity of voluntary organisations, the experiences of these four countries shine a
different light on the issue of redistribution of food.
Belgium - FoodWIN

Hungary – Hungarian Food Bank Association (HFA)

Population: 11.5 million

Population: 9.7 million

Estimated annual food waste: 3.6 million tonnes
(Roels and Van Gijseghem 2011)

Estimated annual food waste: 68kg per person per year
(Nebih 2017). No estimates for total food waste.

Greece - Boroume

UK - Feedback

Population: 11.1 million

Population: 66.5 million

Estimated annual food waste: No accurate estimates
available

Estimated annual food waste: 10 million tonnes
(WRAP 2017)
Table 1. The SavingFood partner organisations
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3 Challenges and opportunities for redistribution
This chapter reviews some of the challenges and opportunities experienced by the SavingFood partner
organisations in redistributing surplus food and presents a set of policy recommendations to overcome them.

3.1

Inconsistent data availability on food surplus

Challenge: Data collection and availability on all forms of food surplus is very inconsistent across SavingFood
partner countries. Lack of data is a barrier to organisations forming effective strategies to redistribute edible
food according to the food waste hierarchy.
Opportunity: Greater data availability will play an important role in facilitating more effective redistribution.
The EU’s Circular Economy Package intends to introduce a consistent EU methodology for measuring food
waste - this methodology should include food waste on farms.
Each of the SavingFood pilot partners reported high potential for redistribution of surplus food in their country
of operations, as well as strong efforts already underway to redistribute food. However, a major barrier to
consistent food collection and redistribution is a lack of accurate data on food surpluses. Without accurate
data about where and why food surpluses occur at different levels of the supply chain, it is difficult for
organisations to plan how to use their capacity, or to plan to expand their provision.
There is also some confusion as to what ‘counts’ as food waste. Currently food waste which occurs pre-harvest
is not included in the definition of food waste under the Waste Framework Directive. However, harvest waste
is included within the scope of Article 2 of Regulation (EC) 178/2002. This means that food that has been
harvested but is then wasted is included, whereas food that is not harvested is not included. However, the
Food Loss and Waste Accounting and Reporting Standard (Food Loss and Waste Protocol 2016) interprets
‘harvest food waste’ as food that is ready to harvest but wasted at the point of or during the harvest (for
example, vegetables which are not harvested because they are too big to meet cosmetic specifications). The
potential of gleaning, or farm-level redistribution, has not been measured, but could be very high. Measuring
this potential is a key recommendation of this report and SavingFood further recommends that the EU
harmonise the Waste Framework Definition of harvest waste with the Food Loss and Waste Accounting and
Reporting Standard.
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For example, in the UK, where data provision is relatively strong for some levels of the supply chain (see table
1), the ‘market’ for surplus food is sufficiently understood for several organisations to have been able to
establish extensive redistribution operations. Some, such as FoodCloud, rely on retailers providing large
amounts of data about their surplus food to provide charities real-time information so that they can collect
the type of foods they need, when they need it. This has helped even out the challenge that many general
food redistribution organisations experience, when supply of surplus fails to match up with demand, either in
terms of timing or in terms of the type of surplus (e.g. excess availability of baked goods without capacity to
distribute them while still good to eat).
Box 3: FoodCloud, FareShare and Tesco – a redistribution partnership
In an interview for this report, representatives of Tesco, a major UK supermarket, discussed the
supermarket’s public commitment to no food safe for human consumption going to waste in stores and
distribution centres by March 2018. To meet this ambitious commitment, the retailer has introduced
‘Community Food Connection’ in partnership with food redistribution charity FareShare and social
enterprise FoodCloud which connects Tesco stores to local charities and community groups allowing them
to redistribute food that’s left over at the end of the day. Stores use the FoodCloud app to let local charities
and community groups know how much surplus food they expect to have for donation at the end of the
day. Charities respond to a text message to confirm they will collect the food and then come and collect
it, free of charge. Community Food Connection has been rolled out to all Tesco stores with 20 million
meals donated to around 7,000 charities and community groups
Tesco is the only UK retailer to publish third party assured data on the levels of food waste for their own
operations. Mark Little, Head of Food Waste Reduction at Tesco, highlighted that the power of publishing
a detailed breakdown of their waste is that they are able to identify hotspots and take action. This has
enabled Tesco to work in partnership with others to reduce food waste and increase food surplus
redistribution in a targeted way. The Community Food Connection platform ensures full traceability of
donations, is smart phone compatible and open source meaning that the solution can be used by the
whole industry with Waitrose recently announcing they will also roll out the technology.
Despite a relatively well-developed food redistribution landscape, including the charity FareShare, a national
level umbrella charity that can transport and store large quantities of food including chilled foods for
redistribution by partner charities, the current level of food surplus redistributed is only a fraction of the
surplus food available, showing opportunity for a significant scaling up of current redistribution. This is
highlighted in Table 1.
Retail

Manufacturing

Surplus available

240,000

2.4 million

Quantity redistributed

5,000

42,000

Sent to animal feed

27,000

635,000

Food waste

210,000

1.7 million

Table 2. Quantity of food redistributed from retail and manufacturing in the UK in 2015
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Data - WRAP 2016

Organisation

Surplus food
saved per year
(tonnes) – 2015
figures unless
noted

Primary source
of food waste

Model

Company
Shop

30,000

Manufacturing Enterprise selling food surplus at discount prices in
their own retail stores, mainly to food industry
workers. Smaller offshoot Community Shop founded in
2013 is charitable arm, which sells heavily discounted
food surplus to people in food poverty through
regional retail outlets.

FareShare

10,000

Manufacturing Network of regional warehouse hubs which collect
& retail
food and distribute it to 1000s of local charity partners
who pay a small fee.

Trussell Trust

Unknown

Consumers

Food banks, donated to primarily be consumers, but
also take small percentage of their stock from industry
food surplus

FoodCycle

59

Retail

Borrows community kitchens, and coordinates
volunteers to cook up food surplus which is collected
from local supermarkets and smaller retailers.

(2016 figures)
Real Junk
Food Project

Unknown

Manufacturing “Pay as you feel” cafes open to general public,
& retail
replicable open-source. Fuel for School, a project of
the Real Junk Food Project, distributes food surplus in
schools. Collect from large retailers, manufacturers
and smaller local businesses.

Feedback’s
Gleaning
Network

100i

Farms

Organise volunteers to harvest food that would
otherwise have been wasted on farms and distribute it
to charities – primarily through FareShare’s networks.
Table 3.. Redistribution organisations operating in the UK

Sources: The Grocer 2016, The Grocer 2016a, FoodCycle 2016, Feedback’s own records
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In Greece, in contrast with the UK, very little research has been done on levels of food waste generated,
whether in households or in the food supply chain. As a result, it is very difficult to identify causes of food
waste and put in place measures to prioritise reduction of waste (as per the food waste hierarchy) and
secondly to maximise redistribution of edible food where possible. Boroume reported that more than 90% of
waste in Greece ends up in landfill, in violation of EU regulations: a proportion of this waste will include food,
including edible food that could have been redistributed. In addition, because retailers do not pay by weight
for waste collection there is less incentive to reduce food waste going to landfill (see box 3). In terms of food
that is redistributed, Boroume estimates from their conversation with retailers that tens of thousands of
portions are donated every day, and Boroume themselves have donated more than 21 million portions of food
since 2011: however, given the dearth of data on the national context, there is no way to tell what this effort
represents.
Most of food redistribution in Greece is operated by the Church of Greece through church soup kitchens, as
well as municipal ‘social pantries’ and soup kitchens. Other players are Boroume themselves and The Food
Bank which operates in Athens and in Thessaloniki. Greece also features a large network of smaller non-forprofit organisations. However, it is not known to what extent these groups draw on food that would otherwise
have been wasted (rather than donations of food bought for the purpose). Greece is a good example of a
country where food redistribution has primarily been a response to a social crisis, rather than as in the UK
where the response seems primarily driven by concerns over the environmental impact of food waste and
corporate social responsibility measures, with social welfare concerns as a secondary factor.
“There has been little policy engagement with food waste, food waste in the agricultural sector is huge but
despite many efforts by Boroume it seems very difficult to turn the tide there, there is no economic incentive of
companies to increase food donations, the issue of reducing food waste is still not “trendy” enough for most
companies to include in their CSR program and generally and empirically speaking, Greeks, where and when
possible will buy, cook or order more food that they actually need (case in point wedding buffets).” Boroume
In Hungary, data does exist on levels of food waste in households: the National Food Chain Safety Office
estimates that households waste 68kg per year, of which 33.1kg is avoidable waste (Nebih 2017). However,
there is no publicly available data on food waste at other levels of the food system, include retail or on farms,
or on how food waste is disposed of. The Hungarian Food Bank Association (HFA), the SavingFood partner in
Hungary, redistributed 9300 tonnes of food in 2017. HFA is the only organisation in Hungary specialising in
food surplus redistribution, although smaller organisations may receive ad hoc food donations. Hungary
therefore faces similar challenges.
In Belgium the total food loss, both avoidable and unavoidable, was estimated in 2011 to be 3.6 million tonnes
a year (Roels and Van Gijseghem 2011). Research has looked in detail at food loss and waste at household
level, and to some degree at food waste in some production sectors. For example, it is estimated that cherry
production results in 30% food waste (Roels and Van Gijseghem 2011) and in Flanders it is estimated that
12,500 tonnes of apples and 11,300 tonnes of pears are lost annually to human consumption because of
cosmetic standards (FoodWIN 2017).
Detailed data on surplus arising at different levels of the food system, and its ultimate destination, whether
that be landfill or redistribution, enables Member States to measure progress towards food waste reduction.
Publicly available data often provokes an outcry and high levels of media coverage, which in turn drive
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changing attitudes to food waste both in the home and in the supply chain. Boroume reports that since they
began awareness-raising activities in Greece, the public are increasingly likely to donate surplus food, or to ask
for a ‘doggy bag’ in restaurants. In the UK, Tesco’s decision to publish their surplus led to a massive increase
in donations due to public and corporate awareness of the level of waste. Lindsay Boswell, CEO of FairShare
has said:
“We work with 450 food manufacturers and most big supermarkets and they all initially protest that they have
no waste. Four years ago, Tesco gave us no food, now they give us five million meals a year and are our largest
supplier.” (Evening Standard 2016).

Policy recommendation
SavingFood welcomes and commends the Commission’s draft document “Monitoring of food waste – outline
to methodology”, as a robust beginning to the process of developing a food waste methodology in the EU.
SavingFood recommends that the scope of mandatory measurement within the Waste Framework Directive
(WFD) be extended to cover harvest and pre-harvest farm-level food waste, in keeping with Food Loss and
Waste (FLW) Standard definitions. The EU’s measurement methodology should enshrine the food waste
hierarchy (as set out above), rather than the generic waste hierarchy and measurement should segregate waste
by ultimate destination (e.g. redistribution to people, animal feed, Anaerobic Digestion) to track the
implementation of the hierarchy. Including farm-level waste in EU measurement methodology will ensure nonprofit organisations are adequately equipped to identify opportunities for redistribution that provide the best
value in terms of return on investment and healthy provision of food.

3.2

Organisational capacity for food redistribution

Challenge: Redistribution organisations have low capacity to meet supply and demand for surplus food, due to
under-funding and perceptions of charitable activities.
Opportunity: Funding models such as corporate funding by retailers allows rapid scale up of capacity and
logistics needed to redistribute large quantities of food.
A major challenge to redistribution is the capacity of charities and other groups to play their role in facilitating
access to surplus food for people in need. The scale of challenge, and opportunity, faced by organisations
attempting to redistribute large quantities of surplus food is demonstrated by the massive scale of surplus
food available for redistribution: up to 88 million tonnes across Europe (European Commission 2017).
However, the lack of detailed data, highlighted above, prevents accurate calculations of exactly how much
surplus that could be redistributed is still going to waste.
“The main barrier to redistribution is the financial barrier – HFA could be ten times bigger; currently
redistributing 9.3 thousand tonnes, could be100 thousand tonnes.” Hungarian Food Bank Association
In Hungary, the Hungarian Food Bank Association estimates that with the necessary additional resources they
could be redistributing 100,000 tonnes of food a year, a ten-fold increase on their current level of
redistribution. In the UK in 2015/2016 FareShare accessed and redistributed just 3% of the edible surplus food
that WRAP estimates is available in the grocery supply chain (9,070 tonnes), but this enabled 2,489 frontline
charities to serve up 18.3 million meals with an estimated value to those charities of £19.6 million” (FareShare
2016). FareShare have expressed frustration that they are not accessing higher proportions of the UK’s food
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for redistribution. FareShare estimate that it costs £150 to redistribute one tonne of surplus food, and is
currently campaigning for funding to be made available to facilitate the upscaling of redistribution, stating:
“£15 million Government fund… would cover the cost of getting 100,000 tonnes of surplus food onto plates enough for 240 million meals - compared with around 13,000 tonnes that FareShare currently handles.” (The
Telegraph 2017).
Surplus food provision has traditionally in many countries been regarded as the role of faith groups or small,
informal charities (as in Greece), rather than a formal activity that requires structured funding. Boroume
explained in an interview that Greece also suffers from a stigma towards NGO activities and civil society is still
is in a nascent phase, which hamper efforts to fundraise and expand activities.
While it is right that the redistribution of food to people in need should be a charitable activity (rather than
profit-making), it is also necessary that is be adequately resourced. In SavingFood deliverable 4.3, ‘Pilot case
deployment period 2’, we explored the challenge of achieving critical mass in food donations, due to the
difficulty in matching supply and demand, when supply of surplus food is volatile and recipient organisations
have limited capacity this volatility (SavingFood 2018). While linking food waste to food poverty may
encourage greater funding of food surplus redistribution in times of high social welfare crisis, there is also a
risk that funding does not reflect the continual high levels of surplus food, which has separate drivers to food
poverty. To create and upscale food redistribution the logistical capacity needed for large-scale food
redistribution, where surplus food is unavoidable, charities need reliable and long-term sources of income. In
Hungary, HFA has suggested that funding could be made available through the Fund for European Aid to the
Most Deprived (FEAD).
In addition to consistent funding, charities receiving surplus food would benefit from capacity building support
to enable them to accept and handle a wide variety of food stuffs (for example, food safety training, cold chain
logistics, and storage for large quantities of food). Without this, it is difficult for many smaller charities to
manage the fluctuations in supply inherent in accepting surplus food. Tesco also stated in our interview with
them that a major barrier to upscaling redistribution has been capacity of charities, both in terms of staff
availability to accept donations, and cold storage or storage for large quantities of food, as certain food types
tend to produce large quantities of surplus (such as bakery items). This situation highlights the limitations of
relying on informal, non-expert networks of charities if we wish to see significant diversion of surplus food
from disposal to redistribution.

3.2.1
Supporting digital solutions for better food
redistribution
SavingFood partners have worked on developing a digital solution to help prevent food waste and better
enable redistribution of surplus food. The SavingFood platform is an open source tool designed to facilitate
food redistribution by providing an easily accessible platform where food producers, charities and volunteers
can register to offer food, receive food to redistribute or help to collect/glean the food. In the UK and other
Member States, other digital solutions have found success in scaling up food redistribution, either on a peerto-peer basis, or at a commercial level. Olio, an app which allows users to list food available for collection, and
which provides community fridges to store food and share surplus food. As mentioned in Box 3, FoodCloud
and FareShare have worked together on an app which connects local charities and community groups with
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surplus food available through supermarkets. In June 2017, they announced reaching 10 million meals
redistributed to 5,000 charities (FareShare 2017).
The SavingFood platform is currently in use in Hungary, Greece, the UK and Belgium. The SavingFood platform
technology is open source, so it is possible to be applied to different contexts and be replicated by other
grassroot initiatives, food saving organisations to help them in their redistribution activities. SavingFood
therefore recommends that organisations seek funding to implement the platform technology to facilitate
their operations, and that organisations considering developing new ICT based solutions draw on the
experience and evidence provided by SavingFood in our other reports.

Policy recommendation
SavingFood recommends that the EU consider new approaches to funding food redistribution organisations
and providing capacity building and skills-sharing opportunities. This could include providing funding through
Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived to utilise redistribution as an approach to alleviate food poverty in
Member States. However, we recommend that when considering subsidies for redistribution, the EU ensure
that incentives do not encourage overproduction or discourage waste prevention strategies. SavingFood also
recommends that food businesses such as supermarkets implement food waste reduction plans which
incorporate redistribution programmes, and support for the charity partners who implement them. We further
recommend that in considering how to support and provide capacity building to food redistribution
organisations, governments and the EU consider the potential benefits of open source digital tools such as the
SavingFood platform, which may reduce staff time needed for activities such as coordinating surplus food
collections and volunteer recruitment (for more information please see SavingFood deliverable 5.3 ‘Evaluation
of pilot case results’). Any technical solution including the SavingFood platform should go hand in hand with
some behavioural change tactics to engage the community and allow the pilot organisations to create a group
of enthusiast citizens that were already doing little actions before ultimately joining any technical solution.
Organisations should be aware of how to concretely engage different target groups with different tactics, and
what the barriers or enablers may be in actually doing and showing up (for more information please see
SavingFood deliverable 5.4 “Behaviour change analysis”).

3.3

Policy frameworks and commitments

Challenge: Inadequate and inconsistent policy frameworks for food surplus redistribution and lack of binding
policy commitments to achieving food waste reduction.
Opportunity: Members states commit to SDG 12.3 and put in place policy frameworks and incentives to support
the achievement of this goal.
The EU food donation guidelines are intended to clarify existing guidance and lift barriers to redistribution
within the current regulatory framework (European Commission 2017). The need for both clarity, and for
better policy frameworks and support, is made clear by every SavingFood partner. Ideally, food surplus
redistribution and food waste reduction would be supported by clear and binding national targets to halve
food waste from farm to fork by 2030, in line with SDG 12.3.
Some businesses in the UK were early adopters of targets to reduce food waste, as part of the Courtauld 2020
and 2025 commitments (WRAP undated). These commitments, and the support for them by government
embodied in the funding of the organisation WRAP, has been a significant boon for the advancement of food
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waste reduction and redistribution. However, the ambition of these targets has been overtaken by the SDG
goal to halve food waste by 2030. Meanwhile, the UK government has significantly reduced funding for WRAP,
limiting the organisation’s capacity to track progress on reduction and redistribution (BusinessGreen 2018). It
is a legal requirement for UK companies to operate according to the food waste hierarchy principles (see Figure
2). However, in reality the food waste hierarchy is not enforced. The food waste hierarchy should be enforced
to ensure that surplus food is being put to the best use. A UK House of Lords 2013/14 report on food waste
concluded: “We share the view of our witnesses that the waste hierarchy as applied to food is most effectively
represented as a food use hierarchy, focused on prevention and redistribution to humans and animals,
wherever possible. As this interpretation has not been formally recognised, we recommend that the European
Commission publishes guidance on the application of the waste hierarchy to food” (House of Lords 2014). An
example of the potential ill-effects of not implementing the food waste hierarchy is available in box 4 below.
SavingFood report D4.3 “Pilot case deployment period 2” found that human interaction, relationship-building
and network is essential to support both the formation of links with policy-makers and food businesses, and
with volunteers who are often essential to the running of redistribution operations. Policy frameworks that
are supportive of food redistribution include: national adoption of the food waste hierarchy, facilitation of
discussion by central or regional governments through policy platforms, and incentives for donation through
measures such as VAT exemptions on food donations. An enquiry by the UK’s House of Lords found that in
2014 only 13 Member States had adopted the EU tax provision to except food donations from VAT, the UK
among them (House of Lords 2014). The enquiry found frustration that the provision had not been more widely
adopted.
In Greece, there has been little to no policy engagement with food waste or redistribution, there is no clear
legal framework for food donations (or volunteering) and no corporate tax benefits for food donations. As a
member of the EU, Greece is bound by the EU’s commitment to SDG 12.3, but this is a voluntary commitment
and shows little likelihood of being achieved in practice without a radical change. Another challenge facing
Boroume in Greece is the lack of a national food waste platform to facilitate discussion between NGOs, policy
makers, and food businesses.
In Hungary, an active interest expressed by the Minister of Agriculture in 2013 led to the creation of a multistakeholder forum, ‘Food is Precious’ which
Box 6 - Incentivising surplus food redistribution: examples
aims to decrease food loss and waste and
currently has 50 members. HFA reports that from elsewhere
over the past five years there has been an
increasing trust from food businesses and
charities in the redistribution network offered
by HFA, facilitated by this support from policymakers, as well as wider EU trends. However,
there has not been an explicit commitment by
the Hungarian government to meeting the SDG
12.3 to halve food waste by 2030.
In Belgium, while the policy framework for
donations is clear and supportive, there is
regional variation within the country which can

In the US, companies can deduct a proportion of the cost
price of food donated from tax liabilities under Section
170(e)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code and can claim tax
breaks on shipments of food if they transport donated
food using spare capacity on the delivery vehicle 11 .
Similar tax deductions operate in France. In Italy,
charities who make food donations will receive
reductions in their waste tax – a positive way to
incentivise companies to follow the food waste
hierarchy and divert more food from landfill or other
disposal methods (The Local it, 2016).
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pose a barrier to donations from one region being redistributed in another. A nationally consistent framework
and platform would support greater ease of redistribution, and explicit national and binding commitment to
the target to halve food waste by 2030 would provide the political will and incentive to scale up action.

3.3.1

Perverse incentives? The case of Anaerobic Digestion

Anaerobic Digestion (AD) is a growing industry across the EU, with estimates that the industry could hit US$8
billion by 2024. This growth appears to be driven in part by demand for sustainable energy, limited land
availability for land-fill and growing awareness of the need for sustainable waste management (Global Market
Insights 2017). AD is a process that breaks down products including food waste, farm by-products such as
slurry and silage, and ‘feed crops’ including maize and other crops, to produce bio-gas and digestate which
can be used as fertiliser. It is frequently promoted as a ‘green’ method to dispose of food waste, and features
in the food waste hierarchy below the use of edible surplus for humans, or animal feed, but above landfill,
incineration or other disposal methods.
FareShare argue that there are currently financial incentives for farms and manufacturers to send food to AD,
rather than to ensure where possible it is eaten by humans, which is a more expensive process. Helen Sisson,
group technical director for Greencore, a producer of convenience foods, said: “waste food for AD can be
transported in a tipper truck, like any other waste, but if it’s going to be eaten it has to be packaged, possibly
kept chilled, stored, labelled for any allergies, shelf life and so on, and transported safely. At every stage there
is a cost.” (The Telegraph 2017). Waitrose, a UK supermarket, admitted to the House of Lords enquiry into
food waste that “there is a clear temptation, on economic grounds, to prioritise energy recovery over
redistribution” (House of Lords 2014).
In addition to the cheaper costs of AD in terms of disposal of food that has become surplus, which may
undermine redistribution of edible food, Feedback has heard reports of food crops being grown specifically to
supply AD units, a clear waste of the natural resources used to produce the food, because of government
incentive programmes which subsidise the production of renewable energy, including from AD. As the AD
industry expands, there is a clear risk that the positive role AD plays in converting food surplus that is inedible
by humans or animals, is subverted by the financial benefits of producing green energy, either from food that
is purpose-grown, or from food that could be better used according to the food waste hierarchy.

Policy recommendation:
SavingFood recommends that Member States adopt the SDG commitment to halve food waste from farm to
fork into law, in line with the recommendation of Champions 12.3, and that Member States make this target
binding in national law. This commitment provides the motivation to scale up policy support for redistribution,
among other forms of action on food waste. It is important to note that surplus redistribution, while essential,
is one form of food waste action, which must encompass sustained action to reduce waste at every level of the
food system: therefore, targets to reduce food waste should be accompanied by the adoption of the food waste
hierarchy to avoid perverse incentives in the use or disposal of surplus food. One aspect of implementing the
food waste hierarchy could including aligning government incentives for Anaerobic Digestion with the
hierarchy.

3.4

Redistribution of farm-level surplus

Challenge: Large quantity of fresh, healthy food goes to waste on farms across the EU, with negative
environmental and social consequences.

19

Opportunity: Redistribution from farms and farmers’ markets presents an opportunity to simultaneously reduce
waste, access a source of fresh, healthy food, and draw attention to problems in the supply chain creating
waste.
While none of the SavingFood organisations has access to in-depth data regarding the scale of food waste on
farms in each of their countries, each estimated that it is high. Feedback, the organisation with the most
experience accessing food surplus on farms for redistribution through their Gleaning Network, has found that
farmers often report waste on a massive scale: to give one example, a cauliflower farmer working with
Feedback had hundreds of thousands of cauliflowers available and at risk of going to waste, due to favourable
growing conditions and a lack of buyers from supermarkets (The Sunday Times 2017). In 2016 and 2017,
Feedback supplied around 90-100 tonnes of fresh produce to redistribution charities, however, the charity
knows from conversations with farmers that this figure could have been much higher, the main limiting factor
being lack of volunteer capacity to rescue large quantities of food. WRAP, in a conservative estimate, suggests
s that 2.5 million tonnes of food is wasted on UK farms each year, and hope to have more concrete figures by
the end of 2018. This means that only 0.004% of the UK’s estimated farm food waste is currently being
redistributed (WRAP, 2017a).
Gleaning, the gathering of surplus food by volunteers after the main harvest, is a nascent or non-existent
activity in most EU countries. As part of the SavingFood project, partners in Hungary took their first steps
towards exploring gleaning as a future method of food redistribution, while Belgian partner FoodWIN has been
involved in facilitating gleaning since 2014 and Greek partner Boroume since 2013. More detail on the
activities, experiences and learnings in each pilot partner country are available in the SavingFood D4.3 “Pilot
case deployment period 2” country reports. All four organisations have an interest in scaling up farm-level
gleaning in the future. The barriers and opportunities to do so will be explored in the next section. However,
it is important to note that the EU definition and methodology for food waste and waste measurement do not
currently clearly include farm-level waste (Feedback 2018a). This is an unfortunate omission: if food waste at
farm-level is not included in the EU’s definition, or measured, then it is likely we will miss opportunities to
address it. Given the environmental impacts of growing food that is not eaten, ignoring what the FAO estimates
is up to 49% of EU food waste is a serious problem (FAO 2011).

Policy recommendation
SavingFood recommends that as part of extending food surplus redistribution, redistribution organisations and
Member State governments explore promoting the use of surplus food available on farms and farmers’
markets. Opportunities and challenges to doing so are explored in the next section in more detail. They include
exploring the use of farming certification schemes to incentivise farmer involvement; funding NGO activity to
develop ‘gleaning networks’; exploring social enterprise models of farm waste redistribution; and increasing
data availability on food waste occurring at farm level.
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4 Opportunities and challenges to promote redistribution
at farm-level
“Fighting food waste requires us to ‘rethink’
collectively how we produce, market, distribute
and consume food.” EU Commissioner for Health
and Food Safety, Vytenis Andriukaitis (European
Commission 2016)

4.1
Why redistribute
farm-level surplus food?

Box 7 - Why does surplus occur on farms?
The reasons for food waste occurring on farms are
complex, linked to supply and demand and market
forces in a highly developed food supply chain.
Feedback’s research found the following reasons for
food waste occurring on farms in the UK:
1. Cosmetic specifications – the requirements
imposed by retailers for size, shape and
visual appearance of fresh produce for it to
be purchased. Some farmers interviewed by
Feedback reported loss of up to 40% from
cosmetic rejections.
2. Normalised overproduction – to ensure they
can meet supermarket orders, farmers often
deliberately overproduce, resulting in
regular waste of large quantities of food.
Overproduction is a method of managing
the risk of losing contracts with retailers if
they fail to supply the stipulated amount.
3. Supermarket failure to market seasonal
produce – gluts due to unexpectedly
favourable weather conditions often lead to
waste when retailers fail to market
seasonable produce to consumers.
4. Cancelled or altered orders – cancellation or
last-minute change of orders due to
inaccurate forecasting, or unexpected
changes in consumer demand, can create
large amounts of waste.
5. Concentration of market power in
supermarkets – the increasing market share
controlled by supermarkets has led to a
decline in alternative markets for farmers’
produce.

The World Health Organisation (2014) regional
office for Europe promotes the consumption of
roughly five portions a day of fresh fruit and
vegetables, as well as the reduction of inequalities
in access to healthy food. Food surplus
redistribution, whilst by no means a solution to
underlying causes of food poverty, as stated
above, is one interim measure to increase access
to food among deprived communities. However,
the types of surplus available for redistribution is
dictated by supply and demand factors, and the
food types which most lend themselves to easy
redistribution are preserved foods with a longshelf life which do not require special storage
conditions such as redistribution. This can mean
that food redistribution organisations find it
difficult to access sources of fresh foods, including
fruit and vegetables, even though fresh produce
makes up a high proportion of total food waste.
Given the significant quantity of food waste that
can occur at farm-level and that food at this stage
of the supply chain will, by definition, be fresh,
whole produce rather than more processed foods,
surplus food arising at farm-level presents an
untapped opportunity to increase the ratio of
healthy fruit and vegetables in redistributed food
supplies.

(Feedback, 2018a)

SavingFood partner organisations have responded
to this opportunity by sharing knowledge and experience on farm and farmers’ market-based redistribution.
In Greece, Boroume have undertaken redistribution from 15 farmers markets since 2015, using volunteers to
collect surplus produce available at the end of the market day and redistributing via their networks.
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“Since the launch of our programme Boroume at the Farmer's market in December 2015, we have until today
saved and donated more than 115 tonnes of fruits and vegetables (and the programme is constantly
expanding).” Boroume. More detail on Boroume’s experience in Greece is available in the country report for
Greece in report D4.3 (SavingFood 2018).
In the UK, Feedback’s Gleaning Network has been in operation since 2012, during which time it has gleaned
over 230 tonnes of produce, with over 1500 volunteers. A typical gleaning day involves a group of volunteers
Box 8 - Gleaning in Spain: Espigoladors
Espigoladors is a social enterprise based in Catalonia, Spain. In addition to gleaning from farms, they collect
rejected produce from wholesale markets. The food that they save is re-purposed in one of two ways: a
portion is donated to charities and the remainder is transformed into products such as jams, soups, creams
and sauces. Espigoladors transform the products themselves, under the brand ‘Es-Imperfect’, working with
people at risk of social exclusion. Proceeds from the sale of these products help to fund Espigoladors work.
Espigoladors is an example of a charity simultaneously addressing food waste on farms and using skillstraining and work opportunities to empower and give dignity to those facing deprivation, who might
otherwise rely on direct food donations.
“People email us and tell us that they’re out of work and in a vulnerable situation. They don’t want to go to
a church or a food bank – they come to us.” Mireia Barba, co-founder of Espigoladors (Guardian 2015).
http://www.espigoladors.cat/
and a coordinator visiting a farm at the farmer’s invitation to harvest surplus produce, which is then donated
to several different charities. The network has expanded from one base in London to six hubs based in different
regions around England. Feedback has found that gleaning plays several different roles. While using volunteers
is resource intensive in terms of recruitment and management, and therefore by no means the most efficient
way to harvest or redistribute surplus, it exposes volunteers to a useful learning experience regarding food
waste and agricultural production and provides a tool to raise awareness of food waste on farms through the
media. Other organisations, such as Espigoladors in Catalonia (Box 7), uses gleaning and food production as a
tool to empower people in need. As part of their participation in the SavingFood project, Boroume and HFA
trialled gleaning as a method of accessing surplus food on farms. FoodWIN has been facilitating gleaning in
Belgium since 2014, running around two gleaning days a year. As part of this research, interviews were
conducted with key members of staff at each organisation, to establish possible challenges and opportunities
to expanding food surplus redistribution from farms.

4.2

Incentivising farmer participation

Because sourcing surplus food from farms is not as well established as redistribution from other parts of the
food supply chain, setting up gleaning operations and identifying appropriate farms to glean from can take
time. In exploring gleaning in Greece, Boroume found that the biggest challenge has been engaging farmers.
“The biggest challenge we face is engaging farmers. Some are reluctant hosting people who are not
professionals on the farm. Even for those who are willing to engage, given the structure of small agricultural
holdings (one-man business), in practice redistribution of leftover crops ends up not being a priority in view of
the intensive nature of their work and important workload.” Boroume
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In the UK, Feedback have found that farmers are generally willing to engage and are themselves very troubled
by their crops going to waste, but that it can take time to build trust. However, Feedback now has many longstanding relationships with farmers based on years of visiting their farms to glean. In Belgium, language
barriers between French-speaking and Dutch-speaking regions posed additional challenges to building trust
and cooperation. While these challenges can be overcome with time and persistence, this is a resource
intensive process for redistribution organisations.
“It is important to be sensitive when approaching farmers – farmers are victims of food waste and farmers hate
waste.” Feedback
An additional challenge for farmers is that surplus food that goes unsold means a financial loss for them: while
they are often prepared to give this surplus away for free instead of composting or ploughing it back, it would
incentivise their participation if they were offered a small payment for their donations. For example, a
possibility suggested by SavingFood partners is to explore incentivising gleaning and farm-level redistribution
through the Common Agricultural Policy subsidy system. However, this option would have to be carefully
explored to ensure that perverse incentives do not cause farmers to create or divert ‘surplus’ rather than
putting as much food as possible into the supply chain.
“At the EU level, within the CAP framework there should be a framework to incentivise gleaning.” Boroume
Other options include incorporating encouraging farm-level redistribution into farm certification schemes, for
example the LEAF (Linking Environment and Farming) Marque in the UK, a certification scheme that recognises
sustainably-farmed products. However, some SavingFood partners expressed concern at making certification
schemes more onerous for farmers.

4.3

Exploring other routes to farm-level redistribution

One way to facilitate this is to offer gleaned surplus produce to charities, or directly to people, at a reduced
price. FoodWIN has in the past coordinated a glean of surplus pumpkins which were purchased at a reduced
price by a social supermarket in Belgium. Other methods to incentivise farmer participation in redistribution
is through concurrent picking: this is where a redistribution organisation pays the cost-price to cover the
harvesting of a certain quantity of produce. The labour is undertaken by the farmer’s own workers, avoiding
concerns about having non-professionals on farms, and the resource intensive management of volunteers.
The redistribution organisation benefits from receiving a predictable quantity of fresh produce, which they
can then distribute for free or at low-cost, and the farmer ensures that all his crop is purchased, albeit at a
reduced price.
“Once we had a farmer with surplus pumpkins, we found a social supermarket who was able to buy them for a
reduced price.” FoodWIN
This model may be particularly appealing to partnerships between food redistribution organisations and
municipal bodies such as hospitals or schools, who have consistent demand for fresh produce and the facilities
to prepare it. Another option is to include farm-visits and gleaning as part of school curriculums. In the UK,
where uptake of careers in agriculture is low and declining, exposing young people to a positive experience of
farming could help address this problem.
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4.4

Increasing capacity and expertise

Although gleaning makes use of volunteers for the actual harvesting of produce, recruiting farmers and
volunteers, organising logistics such as transport and linking with other organisations (where the organisation
organising the glean is not using the food itself) is resource intensive in terms of staff time. Paid staff are
needed to manage this process – at Feedback, the Gleaning Network is run by two head office members of
staff and local paid coordinators, all working part-time.
“Funding is a big problem – ideally we would have one member of staff working just on gleaning.” FoodWIN
Other SavingFood organisations trialling gleaning found that it is resource intensive, and that travel costs to
farms can be high where many volunteers are based in cities. Feedback has tackled this through a regional
model of local gleaning hubs. FoodWIN is currently supporting the set up of a regional gleaning initiative
covering a small region and hopes that this model will have success in both engaging local farmers and
recruiting volunteers within a more limited geographical area.
Technology solutions, such as the SavingFood platform, can also be developed and applied to facilitate
coordination – for example, to allow engaged farmers to advertise available surplus produce. Further, the
engagement and behaviour change interventions developed in the project can also help in getting better
insights in enablers and barriers for citizens to volunteers in gleaning (or farmer market events) (For more
information: D5.4 “Behavioural change analysis” and D6.9 “Practical handbook” for further guidelines) Paying
a reduced price to farmers and charging a small fee to receive gleaned produce is one funding model to
facilitate redistribution where charitable funding is not available. However, consistent funding is needed, as
with all redistribution models, for farm-level redistribution to become established and sustainable.

4.5

Increasing data availability

“There’s no measurement of food waste on farms in Hungary, but we estimate it is high” HFA
As explored earlier in this report, the dearth of data on surplus and waste occurring on farms is a major barrier
to both the practicalities of farm-level gleaning, such as identifying farms and types of surplus produce, and to
making the case for gleaning or farmers markets as a method of redistribution. Lack of data is a barrier not
just to charitable redistribution, but also to social enterprise approaches, such as using surplus crops to
produce marketable products (see box 7 on Espigoladors) as without information it is difficult to develop
business plans or justify investing resources. EU-wide data on food waste on farms would enable redistribution
organisations to assess whether farm-level redistribution offers a useful and viable method of sourcing fresh,
healthy food, either free or for at reduced cost.
While forthcoming EU legislation under the Circular Economy Package will set out a methodology for Member
States to measure food waste, there is a risk that this methodology will not include food waste on farms. This
will represent a missed opportunity for the EU to tackle the full scale of food waste in Europe’s food system,
and to make the most of a socially beneficial model to engage the public in addressing a pressing
environmental and social issue.
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5

Conclusions

This report has used the experience of the SavingFood project to understand and analyse the collaborative
powers of the ICT based solution to empower citizens and actors to participate, understand barriers to food
redistribution as a method of preventing the waste of edible food surpluses, and to exploring the role
redistribution of farm-level surplus could play in a more sustainable and less wasteful food supply chain.
We make the following policy recommendations to the EU and Member State governments to help tackle
barriers to further food surplus redistribution:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

For the EU to extend the scope of mandatory measurement within the Waste Framework Directive
(WFD) to cover farm-level food waste, in keeping with Food Loss and Waste (FLW) Standard definitions.
For the EU to enshrine the food waste hierarchy, rather than the generic waste hierarchy, in EU food
waste measurement.
For the EU and Member States to consider new approaches to funding food redistribution
organisations and providing capacity building and skills-sharing opportunities.
For the EU and Member States ensure that incentives do not encourage overproduction or discourage
waste prevention strategies.
For food businesses to implement food waste reduction plans which incorporate measurement of food
waste occurring at all stages of their supply chain and the causes of waste.
For redistribution organisation to consider the potential benefits of open source digital tools such as
the SavingFood platform in combination with the behavioural change strategy, which may reduce staff
time needed for activities such as coordinating surplus food collections and volunteer recruitment and
allow an effective engagement of actors.
For Member States to adopt the SDG commitment to halve food waste from farm to fork into law, in
line with the recommendation of Champions 12.3, and that Member States make this target binding
in national law.
For the EU, redistribution organisations and Member State governments to explore promoting the use
of surplus food available on farms.

We also make the following suggestions to organisations considering trialling farm-level surplus redistribution:
•
•
•
•

Focus on building relationships with farmers – and use technology such as the SavingFood opensource platform where appropriate to reduce the organisational burden on staff.
Explore concurrent picking, or other methods of introducing a social enterprise approach to harvesting
and using surplus crops.
Recognise the high organisational burdens farm-level redistribution can pose and seek tailored
funding to support this work.
Encourage governments to provide research and data on farm-level surplus in order to identify both
the best avenues to explore farm redistribution and to make the case for addressing food waste at the
top of the food supply chain.
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