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(A) Context 

The production and consumption of food has a major impact on the environment through 
its resource use and emissions. Food waste is a significant source of inefficiency in the 
food system. Around 89 million tonnes of food waste was generated in EU-27 in 2006, 
representing a value of EUR 180bn and 30% of all food produced. This could be 
expected to rise to as high as 126 million tonnes by 2020 under a no policy change 
scenario. The current initiative on sustainable food aims to contribute, through action on 
food waste, to a food system that is more resource efficient and to reduce the levels of 
food waste generated by 20% by 2025. The options discussed here include the 
introduction of a binding waste prevention target from 2016 within the revised Waste 
Framework Directive. 

(B) Overall opinion: POSITIVE 

The report has been improved to some extent in line with the Board's 
recommendations, but needs further work on a number of aspects. The Board has 
decided to issue a positive opinion on the condition that the report further 
strengthens the subsidiarity analysis elaborating on the necessity and added-value 
of EU-wide food waste targets (even if voluntary). In addition, the report should 
clarify which are the most important drivers for food waste in each of the sectors, 
explain whether there are signifícant differences among different Member States 
and clarify which drivers will be addressed by this initiative. Furthermore, the 
report should justify why a quantitative operational objective of reducing food 
waste has to be set upfront, why it has been set at 30% by 2025 and why the 
proposed target has to be the same for all concerned Member States (given the wide 
divergences of food waste per capita). In addition, it should better substantiate the 
feasibility of implementing the proposed food waste reduction targets of 15%, 20% 
or 30% by 2016. Moreover, the report should clarify the content and the frequency 
of the proposed reporting requirements, substantiating why they are considered 
fairly straightforward to implement. Finally, the report should specify the source 
and the method for estimating administrative and implementation costs. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Strengthen the problem definition. The report should better explain how this 
initiative is linked to the ongoing review of waste management policy and targets. For 
example, it should explain upfront to what extent food waste is included in the national 
waste prevention strategies and why it needs to be singled out from rest of the municipal 
waste. It should further strengthen the subsidiarity analysis elaborating on the added-
value of EU-wide food waste targets (even if voluntary). The report should clarify how 
the direct causes of food waste in each of the food chain stages (e.g. over-purchasing or 
sub-optimal storage in households) are linked to the underlying drivers (e.g. climatic 
variations or attitudes, habits, preferences). Furthermore, it should clarify (i) the most 
important drivers in each food chain stage (manufacturing, retail, households, etc.), (ii) 
whether there are important differences in drivers for food waste among Member States 
(e.g. more important food manufacturing sector, lesser proportion of income spent on 
food), (iii) which drivers and underlying causes will be addressed by this initiative. It 
should be more specific about the factors contributing to high or low food waste by 
clarifying what proportion of differences in per capita food waste can be explained by 
data or measurement inconsistencies and what proportion - by other factors (e.g. large 
food manufacturing sector, low proportion of disposable income spend on food). In 
discussing the data availability or lack of comparability across Member States, the report 
should explain what different measurement methods or differing dates of research 
underpinning the data implies in practice and comment on the significance of these 
problems. 

(2) Improve the intervention logic and the presentation of objectives. The report 
should clarify the scope of action and the food chain sectors concerned when defining the 
objectives. For example, while the specific objective is to reduce food waste at all stages 
of the food chain in the EU, the production (agriculture) sector is not included in the 
targets options and it is unclear to what extent it is included in other options (e.g. 
reporting). The report should also clarify how the objectives correspond to the identified 
problem drivers. It should better explain why the operational objective of reducing food 
waste is set at 30% by 2025, given that the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe, the 
European Parliament resolution and the existing Member State targets refer to different 
levels of ambition, timelines and scope of the food waste reduction target. In addition, if 
the operational objective is set upfront at 30%, this limits a consideration of truly 
alternative options containing different targets. The report should better explain what 
elements are missing from the current food waste targets and other measures undertaken 
by the Member States that would require an action at the EU level. 

(3) Clarify the policy options. When describing option 2, the report should clarify what 
Member States will be required to report on, how often and how these requirements 
differ from the current methodologies for data collection and current reporting 
requirements. In doing so, it should explain how these new reporting requirements fit 
with the efforts to streamline the reporting under different waste-related legislation as 
part of the review of waste management policy and targets. The report should better 
explain how the current activities by Member States in reducing food waste justify the 
feasibility of 15%, 20% or 30% food waste reduction targets in 2016-2025, also given 
that the report states that food waste reductions of 30% in this time frame are 
unprecedented. The report should clarify if tracking the food waste prevention target 
starting from 2016 also implies that 2016 will be used as a default baseline for all 
Member States. 
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(4) Elaborate the assessment of impacts. The report should specify the source and the 
method for estimating administrative and implementation costs. In doing so, it should 
substantiate why it is believed that option 2 (mandatory reporting) is fairly 
straightforward to implement, including by explaining how feasible it is in practice to 
separate statistics on food waste from that on organic waste. The report should better 
distinguish between impacts on different sectors of the food chain for each option. For 
example, it seems that the potentially negative impact on retailers and food producers 
would be the same for 20% and 30% target, which seems unlikely. The report should 
explain how the proposed options would affect food donation policies. It should also 
present a more detailed analysis of impacts on jobs, including in the waste management 
sector. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The sequencing of the report should be improved and made more logical. For example, 
the link between this initiative and the forthcoming initiative for reviewing the European 
waste management policy and targets (e.g. reporting, waste prevention strategies) should 
be clarified and presented in the problem definition/policy context section. Similarly, the 
options section should contain a complete description of each option rather than being 
spread out between the options and impacts sections. The definition of food waste should 
be provided upfront. The report should also ensure that the numbering of the problem 
drivers and the references to them in the descriptions of options match. All boxes, tables 
and figures should systematically be labelled and numbered. The executive summary 
sheet should be inserted in the main report after the Table of content. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 

Reference number 2013/ENV/009 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting Written procedure. 
An earlier version of this report was submitted to the IAB in 
9 January 2014, for which the Board issued an opinion on 
7 February 2014. 
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