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Harvesting Connections: Best Practices in Food Redistribution between Producers and Social Entities

Definitions

Foods that remain in the field during the harvesting itself, whether reincorporated into the soil
or used for on-site composting or incinerated without license (Catalan Parliament, 2020).

All food that becomes waste (European Parliament and of the Council, 2018).

Process whereby surplus food that might otherwise be wasted is recovered, collected, and provided
to people, in particular to those in need (EU Platform on Food Losses and Food Waste, 2019).

Consists of finished food products (including fresh meat, fruit, and vegetables), partly formulated
products or food ingredients that may arise at any stage of the food production and distribution
chain for a variety of reasons (EU Platform on Food Losses and Food Waste, 2019).

It implies strategies, approaches, and/or activities that have been shown through research and eva-
luation to be effective, efficient, sustainable, and/or transferable, and to reliably lead to a desired
result. In this case, the desired result corresponds to reduce or prevent food losses and waste at
primary production, mainly by facilitating redistribution of food from farms to social entities of food
distribution (European Commission, 2021).

Social initiatives, such as food banks and charitable organizations, are the primary recipients of the
surplus food. Their requirements and logistics need to be considered.

Stakeholders are individuals or groups of people, institutions or companies that may be signi-
ficantly affected, positively or negatively, by the success or failure of an intervention (European
Commission, n.d.)




This report, “Harvesting Connections: Best
Practices in Food Redistribution between
Producers and Social Entities” belongs to the
WP3 “ldentification of solutions to improve so-
cial initiatives of food Distribution” of the Soul-
food project. Its main objective is twofold: to
reduce food loss in every partner’s region; and
to improve the networks among local agri-food
producers and the social initiatives of food dis-
tribution in the participating communities with
the goal to promote new collaborations for the
reuse of food loss for social purposes.

Particularly, this report embeds the result
of task 3.1, “ldentification of Good Practices
(GP) for connecting food producers and social
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initiatives”. As its name perfectly describes, it
aims at compiling good practices preventing
food loss and waste for fruits and vegetables
at primary production by redistributing them
to social entities distributing food to people in
vulnerable situations at European level.

The report starts by analyzing the context of
the study, then it exposes the objectives of the
research, followed by explaining the methodo-
logy applied. Then, the main GPs identified are
presented, described, and classified. Later on,
it concludes with a general remarks section. Fi-
nally, the references used are collected, and an
annex containing a description table per GP is
included to complement the results section.
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About 40% of the food produced for hu-
man consumption worldwide is lost or wasted
from farm to plate, which sums up to 2.5 bi-
llion tonnes (WWF-UK, 2021). It occurs along
the food supply chain, but its extreme nodes,
production and consumption, are its highest
contributors (FAO, 2011). Not all the food com-
modities are lost and wasted at the same ratio.
In fact, the top ones are fruits and vegetables,
which food loss and waste (FLW) levels account
for almost half (45%) of its production volumes
(Save Food Initiative, 2016).

The phenomenon of FLW encompasses several
impacts, apart from the amount of food that
goes uneaten. The quantity of water wasted
due to food loss and waste is 250 m?, “equiva-
lent to the annual water discharge of the Volga
River”. Its carbon footprint would be around
5.5 GtCO,, accounting for the 8-10% of glo-
bal greenhouse gas emissions, a figure that at
a country level was only exceeded by the USA
and China. Finally, the land devoted to produ-
cing food that is wasted or lost amounted to
around 1,400 million hectares, or 28% of total
agricultural land worldwide (FAO, 2013).

FLW is also linked to large social costs that un-
dermine people’s livelihoods. About USD 1 tri-
llion of economic costs per year derive directly
from the food waste and its invested resources,
together with mitigating its environmental (USD
700 billion) and social (USD 900 billion) impacts
(FAO, 2014). In the current context of a growing
world population (UN, 2017) and scarcity of na-
tural resources, the depletion that food waste
entails is unbearable (Caretta et al., 2023). Also,

in view of the global population growth and the
increasing number of undernourished people,
with the 9.2% of the world population being
undernourished and between 691 and 783 mi-
llion people in the world facing hunger (FAO et
al., 2023), it is even more than an ethical para-
dox to waste such amounts of food.

According to previous research, FLW is a struc-
tural problem of our current industrialized and
globalized food systems (Diaz-Ruiz et al., 2018;
WWEF-UK, 2021). To eradicate it, a whole trans-
formation of our food system is required, which
is difficult to achieve in a short period of time.
However, some drivers of FLW per food supply
chain node have been identified. For example,
in primary production, FLW occur due to a huge
diversity of factors that can be grouped as:

Market-related drivers: low prices paid to
farmers, price volatility, power imbalances,
legislation, governance, overproduction,
aesthetic requirements from clients...

Environmental and disease: extreme wea-
ther events, droughts, pests, and diseases.

Agronomic factors: inadequate farm mana-
gement, wrong harvesting moment, etc.

Infrastructure and technology-related fac-
tors: technification level of the farm or state
and maintenance of public infrastructures.

Due to its important dimensions and impacts,
FLW reduction have been included in the 2030
UN Agenda under the SDG 12.3 target. It aims at
cutting in half per capita global food waste at
the 148 retail and consumer level and reducing
food losses along production and supply chains
by 2030 (UN General Assembly, 2015). Despite
the efforts made so far, at the near-halfway
point of the SDGs, global progress to reach 159
SDG 12.3 is slower than needed (Lipinski, 2023).



To mitigate the effects of the current climate
and social crises, three lines of action should
be undertaken at the same time: reduce the
current levels of FLW; transition towards sus-
tainable food production systems; and shift
towards sustainable diets (Willett et al., 2019).

Sustainable nutrition is the foundation of life, a de-
terminant of both individual health and the health
of our planet. It serves as a source of wellbeing
and empowerment. Food is not only a necessi-
ty, but also a right that should be guaranteed for
all individuals. Achieving this goal is essential for
promoting the construction of a fairer, more in-
clusive, and ecologically conscious society (Mora-
gues-Faus & Magaina-Gonzélez, 2022). According
to FAO, the right to feed oneself in dignity and the
right to adequate food is a long-standing interna-
tional human right to which many countries are
committed (FAO, 2024).

In 2023, about 29.6 percent of the global po-
pulation - 2.4 billion people - did not have ac-
cess to sufficient nutritious adequate food; in
other words, were food insecure. Additionally,
more than 3.1 billion people in the world - or 42
percent — were unable to afford a healthy diet.
Women and people at risk of social exclusion
are the most prevalent groups affected by both
above-mentioned problems (FAO et al., 2023).

In Spain, 13.3% of households experience food
insecurity, affecting approximately 2.5 mi-
llion households and, consequently, around
6,235,900 people across the country. To put
this in perspective, this figure is equivalent
to the entire population of the combined re-
gions of Valencia and the Balearic Islands.
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These figures have increased after the COVID-19
pandemic, manifesting the structural compo-
nent of this problem among Spanish households
(Moragues-Faus & Magafa-Gonzalez, 2022).

Both above-mentioned problems, FLW and
food insecurity, cannot directly be linked, even
though they pose an ethical paradox.

As included in the European food waste hierar-
chy adopted by the Catalan law 3/2020 (Cata-
lan Parliament, 2020; CREDA-UPC-IRTA i DARP,
2019) and several European regulations (Euro-
pean Commission, 2019), donating food sur-
plus for human consumption is considered the
second top preferred action to prevent FLW.
Thus, highlighting that it is only the ultimate
solution to both problems, redistributing food
surplus from the fields to groups suffering from
food insecurity through food banks and other
social entities could be considered a tempo-
rary solution.

Moreover, consideringthat traditionally the food
distributed by social entities consisted mainly
of dry and canned fruits, introducing fruit and
vegetables could enhance the nutritional and
health status of their users (FEBA, 2020; Mora-
gues-Faus & Magaina-Gonzalez, 2022). Additio-
nally, it would promote the adoption of sustai-
nable diets by increasing their consumption of
local and seasonal fresh produce.

For years now, there have been organizations
carrying out practices based on collecting
food to redistribute it to groups of people in
need. Through the years, the typologies of
organizations and practices have been diver-
sified and adapted to the new needs and de-
mands of society. There are many practices
that, even though they do not cover the gap
of preventing food loss at the fields by redis-
tributing those foods to consumers in vulne-
rable situations, can be of inspiration for the
Soulfood project.

Considering the need of reducing the current
FLW levels, particularly in primary production,
and the high levels of food insecurity, the pri-
mary aim of this research on primary aim of our
desk research on existing good practices (GP)
on surplus food distribution, is to analyse an
overall landscape of the different GPs available,
and specifically, on how they avoid food losses
by connecting producers with social entities.
This research serves a dual purpose:

» To identify existing GPs: identifying existing
GPs on connecting local producers and so-
cial initiatives of food distribution.

» Todesign of possible solutions: The findings
obtained from the previous section will be
vital as a fundamental basis from which so-
lutions will be drawn and incorporated onto
the proposed digital tool.
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To achieve the above-mentioned objectives,
a combination of methodologies was applied.
Firstly, desk research on existing GPs connec-
ting producers and social entities of food redis-
tribution mainly at European level (also, United
Kingdom and Israel) was performed. Second-
ly, a set of criteria and a template for recor-
ding and characterizing the GPs were defined.
Thirdly, the GPs found through different chan-
nels and available databases were collated and
inputted in the template. Fourthly, to obtain
the required information from each GP, they
were contacted via email and individual online
interviews when necessary. Finally, a selection
of the most appropriate GPs connecting local
producers and social entities of food distribu-
tion were selected and later classified into 3
main typologies. Additionally, other GPs were
added to the report that didn’t fully fall into any
category but that they were nevertheless very
interesting and lessons could be drawn from
their experiences.

Firstly, the general criteria that characterized
what has been considered as a GP were defi-
ned. The backbone of the framework was Espi-
goladors own expertise, coupled with the sta-
ted needs of the Soulfood project. In addition,
desk research was conducted to identify the
GPs. Furthermore, advice was drawn from the
consortium in order to adjust the final criteria
to the scope and goals of the Soulfood project.

The template designed to characterize and
collate each of the GPs identified is shown
in Table 1.

Parameters collected from the good practices identified.

Profile of the good

practice

Impact of the good

practice

Impacts for
farmers

Impact for social
entities

Additional
information

Source

Name

Country

Geographic coverage

Starting year

Is this action concluded or ongoing?
Contact info

Type of good practice

Reason and objectives of the action
Actor(s) involved in implementation
Type of funding

Sustainability of the action over time
FLW Avoided

Environmental Impact

Social Impact

Economic impact

Farmers involvement challenges
Farmers profile

Benefits obtained by farmers
Social entity profile

Social entity’s main challenges on
implementation

How/where did we find this GP (website)
Name of the GP
Where it occurs

Other countries it operates

Is the action still happening?

Relevant contacts

Redistribution, Digital Tool, Shop directly/
Cooperative supermarket/Gleaning/
Agro-ecological project/Imperfect product sale/
Value added processing...

Impact of the amount of food recovered
Relevant indicators: i.e. CO,/water/arable land
saved

Relevant indicators: i.e. households attended/
food rations served

Euros saved to social projects

Problems affect farmers when participating
Small/medium/organic/conventional...
Material (tax returns)/immaterial (good deed)
Food bank/Communal kitchen/ etc..

Problem found by the social projects related to
FLW

Benefits obtained by social entity and needs covered

Needs still not covered

Main resources necessary to carry out

the GP

Human resources/machinery/vehicles/cooling

facilities/etc...

Challenges, difficulties, and barriers identified

Lessons learned
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Initially, 45 projects/initiatives candidates for
being examined as a GPs were identified. The
main sources of information were:

Own knowledge from partners involved in
the task. It included: 2 forwarded by Borou-
me (Israel/Greece), 2 forwarded by AFL, 1
forwarded by Roman Municipality.

EU Platform of Food Losses and Waste
EU Food Loss and Waste Prevention Hub
JRC reports:

v Caldeira, Carla; de Laurentiis, Valeria;
Sala, S. (2019). Assessment of food
waste prevention actions. Develop-
ment of an evaluation framework to
assess the performance of food waste
prevention actions.
https://doi.org/10.2760/9773.

v Candeal, T., Bruggemann, N., Bruns,
H., Casonato, C., Diercxsens, C., Gar-
cia-Herrero, L., Gil, J. M., Haglund, Y.,
Kaptan, G., Kasza, G., Mikkelsen, B. E.,
Obersteiner, G., Pires, I. M., Swanne-
Il, R., Vainioranta, J., van Herpen, E.,
Vittuari, M., Watanabe, K., & Sala, S.
(2023). Tools, best practices, and re-
commendations to reduce consumer
food waste - A compendium. Publica-
tions Office of the European Union.

Share city Database
REFRESH Database
EcoWaste4Food

EU Food Security HUB

Projects carried out related to FLW
(i.e. FoodRUs project)

Geographically, these practices represented
examples of GP across Europe: Chiefly Spain,
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Portugal, France, Germany, Belgium, Italy,
Greece, Lithuania, Romania and a few from the
UK (we have also included a couple of initiatives
that operate worldwide).

On our first search, many interesting GPs of sur-
plus food redistribution were found. However,
it was difficult to identify initiatives that strictly
fulfiled SOULFOOD's project criteria. We mostly
found that, Due to the complicated logistics in-
volved in the process of rescuing food directly
from the fields, only gleaning organizations such
as Espigoladors (Spain) or The Gleaning Network
(UK) were found in this category.

Moreover, the only other type of organizations
that recovered fresh fruits and vegetables direct-
ly from farms, were those that compensated the
producers with funds - or equivalent benefits -
that would cover the cost price of the products
donated, and the labor involved in harvesting
them. However, when the issue was examined
from a more generalized view (recovering surplus
food and redistributing it amongst food charities),
we found quite a comprehensive list of projects.
When looking at them in detail, it was found that
they represented a very wide range of initiatives
that dealt with FLW and its redistribution through
a myriad of strategies.

In order to keep the GPs report centered in the
scope of the Soulfood project (direct connec-
tions between the primary sector and the social
entities), it was decided to take a new look at the
selection mechanisms used. In collaboration with
the rest of the project’s consortium, the criteria
were streamlined, establishing that it would only
look at projects and initiatives that linked primary
producers and food charities or, at least, they
specialized in one of those two areas. | unders-
tood that there could still be lessons to be lear-
ned on the topic of surplus food redistribution.

Once the selection criteria were narrowed, 30
examples of different GPs were found. Most
of the basic information was gathered throu-
gh a thorough search of the different projects’
websites. More detailed information was found
either by sending a short email or conducting
a short, 30-minute online interview.

Overall, around 24 replies were received from
qguestionnaires sent, and a total of 10 in depth
interviews were held with relevant staff from
each project. With all this information gathe-
red, it was time to proceed with the data analy-
sis to be able to draw useful conclusions.

Hence, a total of 24 GPs meeting the research
criteria were identified, selected, and further
characterized.

The 24 GPs identified were analyzed in de-
tail, and individual profiles of each practice
can be found in Annex 1. The identified and
selected GPs were classified in the following
three categories:

During the research, just a few projects were
found that showed a straightforward connec-
tion between primary producers (farmers) and
social entities (food charities). Most food re-
distribution initiatives examined deal with sur-
plus food recovered from industry, supermar-
kets and so on. When examining the different
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candidates and conducting the interviews, some
of the representatives of the GPs highlighted
the fact that “food is an expensive commodity
to move” - Chief Executive from Fareshare, UK
-.In addition to the logistical issue of moving the
food from field to final client, it became clear
that there was a difference between recove-
ring food already harvested or having to pick it
directly from the fields where it was growing.
When a farmer has some unsold surplus already
harvested, the charity only needs to load it up
and transfer it to the distribution points or di-
rectly to the frontline charities. However, when
surplus needs to be harvested or gleaned, this
is normally done by a volunteer-based organi-
zation, and it involves intricate logistics of get-
ting the volunteers and necessary materials to
the often out-of-reach,agricultural fields.

This issue (harvest vs. non-harvest) defines the
way a project needs to deal with its costs and
logistics, and thus, this category was subdivided
into two blocks. On the one hand, there were
initiatives that harvest the surplus fruit and ve-
getables directly from the fields (chiefly glea-
ning organizations or projects and initiatives
that partner up with a gleaning organization).
On the other hand, there were those initiatives
that recover fresh fruit and vegetables directly
from the farmers/producers, but in this case,
the produce had already been harvested by the
farmer (with or without compensation from the
social entities). It was subsequently found that
the more strategies in place that enabled the
farmer to be compensated for the food dona-
tion, the more likely they were to collaborate
with the project and donate surplus food to
social entities.


https://doi.org/10.2760/9773
https://sharecity.ie/research/sharecity100-database/
https://eu-refresh.org/results.html
https://www.interregeurope.eu/policy-solutions/good-practices/projects?keywords=&projects=ECOWASTE+4+FOOD
https://eufoodsecurityhub.org/best-practices/
https://www.foodrus.eu/
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Directly from the fields:
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[Recovery of unharvested fruits and vegetables directly from the field \
(gleaning, espigolar, espigar, rebuscar).

Espigoladors Foundation (Spain) { The Felix Project (United Kingdom)

The Gleaning Network (United Kingdom) [ Leket (Israel)
"Faedback Global (United Kingdom) j

This block includes GPs that recover fresh fruit
and vegetables with no commercial value, and
at risk to become food loss, directly from the
field they have been growing. This fresh food
was left on the fields after the main harvest
(due to different reasons stated earlier in this
report). If not recovered, these fruits and vege-
tables were usually destroyed when the farmer

ploughed the soil in preparation for the next
crop. Recovering these vegetables is crucial
to preventing food loss. However, it requires
labour to sort and harvest the edible ones, as
well as logistics for storage and transportation
to social entities. Additionally, depending on the
duration of this process and outdoor tempera-
tures, the GP also needs to consider storing this
produce in refrigerated facilities.

In some cases, such as Espigoladors Founda-
tion, donations are mostly handed over in the
harvest location to the social entities (sharing
transport costs). Still, some of the social enti-
ties do not have their own means of transport,
so a portion of the gleaned produce must be
transported to the social entities that will then
redistribute it among its users. In other cases,
for example some countrywide projects such
as some Food Banks, Leket in Israel or The Fe-
lix Project in the UK, the gleaned produce tra-
vels to a central warehouse run by the project
itself. There, it undergoes processing, sorting
and allocation to the different social entities it
will be donated to. Traceability seemed to be
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another key element to take into account in the
process of surplus fresh food donations (food
safety).

A third distinct model would be the system
used by The Gleaning Network, also in the UK.
They focus on the relationship with farmers
and use volunteers to glean surplus. However,
their approach is to establish a partnership
with other food frontline charities (Brighton
and Hove Food Partnership, UK). Other organi-
sations within the partnership deal with all the
logistics and challenges related to the storage
of fresh food, and its redistribution among cha-
rities and community kitchens. In parallel, they
also work with farmers to help them sell some
of their second grade produce within the part-
nership as aform of compensation. This is avery
successful strategy to keep farmers engaged
and on board, whilst still supplying surplus to
those in need.

Furthermore, most of the interviewees agreed
that the logistics and costs involved in har-
vesting, stoking, and transporting safely fresh
produce, must have a strong source of finan-
cing (private or public) and be well managed.
It seems to be a correlation between those
charities that invest strongly in food recovery,
and their success in preventing FLW. Specifi-
cally, the extra cost of harvesting the discar-
ded surplus crops straight from the field, and
managing volunteers, seemed to be the most

Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

problematic issues. We have found that 3 di-
fferent models tackle the above-mentioned
costs: The case of Leket in Israel functions on
a model where gleaners are paid workers. Le-
ket is a long-standing organisation with strong
financial backing, enabling it to cover the costs
of paying workers and moving them around the
country to glean whatever surplus available. As
a result, their impact is among the most remar-
kable of all the GPs in this report.

Moreover, some other organisations such as
Espigoladors Foundation in Spain or The Gle-
aning Network, Oxford Food Hub and UK Har-
vest in the UK, all work on a volunteer model to
deal with the harvesting of surplus. Still, even
if the labour itself is free, the costs associated
with volunteer management and coordination
are a heavy burden in the organisational bu-
dget. There’s also the challenge of getting the
teams of volunteers, and all the equipment
needed to perform the harvest, to the agricul-
tural fields. These are often found out of reach
of public transport, and the organisation will
need to cover the travel costs of volunteers.

Thus, the available funding of the organisation for
volunteer development, will define its impact
and restrict the amount of fresh food that the
project is able to recover.

A final model that it's been found, is a system
by which the farmers themselves are compen-
sated for their work, so they can do the harves-
ting themselves. Most of the time that a farmer
experiences food loss, it’s due to low prices. If
the farmers do not pick their own crops to sell
because of low prices, they surely will not be
harvesting it at their own cost to give away to
charity. In almost every European GP analysed,
it was hard to access the farmers and their sur-
plus because the projects did not have means
to compensate the farmers for their loss. A
good solution for this problem is increased
funding (private or public). For example, the UK
government has been investing heavily in food
distribution and some of the GPs we have iden-
tified (Fareshare UK or the Felix Project) have
a compensation scheme to cover the costs of
the farmer harvesting the surplus and preparing
it for donation.
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In this block, the GPs analysed are those that
recover fresh fruits and vegetables, which have
already been harvested and stocked, but hold

no commercial value to the farmer. This fresh
food is edible and still holds up full nutritional
value, but it’s liable to become food loss becau-
se it has been rejected by the markets. These
are usually surplus fruits and vegetables triaged
out due to aesthetic reasons. Usually, from the
farmer’s perspective, the costs associated with
their harvest are compensated by the profits
made selling the rest of the marketable crop.
This fresh food can potentially be recovered
directly from farms, warehouses, or farmer’s
markets. It's usually already stocked up and re-
ady to be transferred to a social entity, but it
might need sorting and selecting. The logistics
of rescuing this food are not as complex as the
ones involved in gleaning, as the markets and
warehouses are more accessible to volunteers
than the agricultural fields. Still, the projects
wanting to recover this food, need to consider
the loading format of the surplus.

For the case of farmer’s warehouses, most of
the organisations from the previous category
will also rescue and redistribute already har-
vested food from farmers” premises (i.e.: Espi-
goladors Foundation, Leket, Gleaning Network,
Felix Project) because they have an ongoing
relationship the primary sector. This is usually
triaged produce, and farmers seldom have a
plan B for this out-of-shape, but perfectly edi-
ble fresh food. Because these organisations are
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in regular contact with farmers to source the
surplus crops, when already harvested produ-
ce becomes available as well, they only need to
turn on their logistic chains in order to transfer
it to the social entities, along with the gleaned
fruits or vegetables. However, there’s a set of
organisations that do not access the agricultu-
ral fields/barns directly. Instead, they have spe-
cialised in recovering fresh produce that has
already been harvested with the intention to
be sold but has ended up losing its commercial
value. If not recovered by the projects, it will
become food waste.

Upon close examination of these different
case studies, this group has been divided be-
tween those organisations that specialise in
recovering the unsold, perishable, fresh produ-
ce after a farmers” market, or those projects

that focus more on fresh produce rejected
from wholesale distribution markets and the
agri-food industry.




Farmers’ markets:

When a thorough search is carried out, in coun-
tries where Farmers markets are still common,
the practise of rescuing the unsold produce is
quite widespread. Many small scales, commu-
nity-led projects are found across Europe and
around the industrialised world. Sometimes it's
just a group of neighbours without the umbrella
of an organisation or even the Farmer’s market
organisation’s themselves, partnering up with a
local food bank. These have not been included
in the report. However, there are two exam-
ples in Europe, where this operational model
is central to their development, and they can
provide some valuable lessons for this type of
food recovery:

+ Boroume in Greece uses a holistic approach
to reduce food waste and food insecurity in
the country. One of their longest running
programs is "Boroume at the Farmer’s mar-
ket”. So far, this program, along with other
programs of the organisation, has reco-
vered more than 1,000 tons of fresh food
and vegetables reaching nearly 650 frontli-
ne food charities. Specifically, the Farmers

Market program has served over 90 chari-
ties in the areas of Athens and Thessaloni-
ki. Using teams of volunteers, they recover
a portion of the unsold fresh produce from
the market stalls, especially those that are
not likely to be sold at all (this is a hidden
benefit for farmers as they don't need to
load up and return produce liable to beco-
me waste, back to their premises). They do
so through previous arrangements with the
farmers themselves and, as they lack sto-
rage facilities, they organise for the social
entities to come and collect them on-site.
Then, the local charities, distribute them to
their beneficiaries.

Another example is Recup in ltaly. They use
a similar model to regularly recover unsold
fresh food from the markets of Rome (10
markets) and Milan (9 markets). They recruit
teams of volunteers, managed and coordi-
nated by the small team of part-time staff.
Volunteers liaise with farmers, pick up, sort,
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organise the food recovered, and handle
the donations to the charities (usually on-si-
te too). They work on a model of volunteers
and over the years they have built strong re-
lationships with the farmers markets them-
selves and have storage and logistic facilities
in the markets” premises. With this opera-
tional structure, presently Recup manages
to recover 11tons of food per week reaching
over 4,000 people.

Finally, Espigoladors Foundation, in part-
nership with the council of Reus and the so-
cial project El Roser are just about to start a
similar pilot project. They have identified one
of the few Farmer’s markets in the province,
which happens twice a week. The partners-
hip has now secured one of the stalls in the
market. This stall will be managed by Espigo-
ladors’ volunteers and will recover the unsold
vegetables at the end of the market from
May 2024 onwards.

These organisations are very good examples of
a model that does not rely heavily on transpor-
tation, storage, and delivery logistics. Still, when
looking at their impact figures over the years,
they have managed to recover large amounts
of unsold fresh fruit and vegetables with high
nutritional value, buffering the environmental
impacts of the farmers market’s food waste.
In addition, these organisations use their food
recovering activities, not only to fight but also
to raise awareness about the real problem of
food loss and waste. Whilst Recup focusses
more on promoting active citizenship, Borou-
me runs different educational programs for all
ages. These organisations rely on a combination
of public and private funding for this purpose,
with public funding being particularly scarce in
both Italy and Greece. According to the orga-
nisations themselves, recovering food is cost-
ly and low funding is one of the main restric-
ting factors that affect their actions” impact
(i.e. how much FLW they can avoid and how
many people can they help).

Wholesale market/food industry:

Farmer’s markets across Europe are diverse,
but overall, they do not account for the largest
fractions of FLW at the primary level. Large
agri-food corporations and the wholesale and
distribution markets, found outside our main
cities, tend to account for the largest portion
of fresh fruit and vegetables waste.

The most successful practises that have been
identified for this report, tend to mimic the
way corporations” themselves function. It has
been found that those large-scale organisa-
tions who use a business-to-business mo-
del aided by technology, tend to be the most
successful initiatives:

One of the longest running examples on this
report is Fareshare UK. Born as an offs-
hoot, social responsibility venture, from
one of the largest UK supermarket chains in
the 80s, they have now reached nationwi-
de impact serving 8,500 local charities and
redistributing more than 50,000 tonnes of
surplus food from very diverse sources, in-
cluding the primary sector. Fareshare is a
very robust charity, and it’s the only exam-
ple in this report that has a well-established
compensation scheme for donors that aims
to offset the costs of diverting surplus food
to social entities. Specifically, within the pri-
mary sector, they can cover the extra costs
of harvesting, sorting through food and the
cost of containers. These encouragers fruit
and vegetable producers and growers to
donate their surplus provided that the cha-
rity deals with its distribution (Department
for Environment Food & Rural Affairs and
The Rt Hon Thérése Coffey MP, 2019).

Another successful example is Frui-
ta Feia (“Ugly” fruit). This is a Portu-
guese based model that aims to redu-
ce food waste from the primary sector
through a commercial model. They res-
cue fruits and vegetables from Portugal’s
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agricultural fields which have been rejected
by the mainstream markets due to their size,
shape, or other aesthetic reasons. They
operate a business model, and this allows
them to overcome most of the main cha-
llenges that have been highlighted by other
GPs in this report. Thus far, they have avoi-
ded over 5,500 tons of food waste. They do
not have the capacity to harvest the rejec-
ted produce with volunteers or alternative
models. Instead, they use the income ge-
nerated by their “ugly fruit” sales, to pay
producers a fair price for those fruits and
vegetables that do not comply with market
regulations or buyers’ requirements. This
payment often covers production costs
and leaves some margin to also cover the
labour costs of harvesting. Even if their in-
novative approach was not widely accepted
at first, it has grown to be a very success-
ful model, recovering food from nearly 400
primary producers across the country. Its
model takes the shape of a social enterpri-
se and interestingly, it incorporates some
elements that make it possible to transfer
some surplus fruit and vegetables to social
entities reaching approximately 400 indi-
vidual beneficiaries per week. (i.e.: con-
sumers that adhere to their program are
allocated a basket a week by default. If the
client does not collect the basket, it is then
redirected to charity, but the client is still
charged for it).

The main Food Bank in Barcelona promotes
a very innovative model they call Foodback.
They do this in partnership with the main
fresh food distribution hub of the city: Mer-
cabarna and the operational help of a so-
cial enterprise: Formacio i treball. Tonnes of
packaged fruits and vegetables enter Mer-
cabarna every day. A portion of this will be
discarded mainly due to aesthetic reasons,
wrong packaging and labelling, or closeness
to best before dates. Dealing with this was-
te poses extra cost to distributors, as Mer-



cabarna charges certain rates to dispose of
organic residues. The Barcelona Foodbank
has partnered up with a social enterprise.
Using a hybrid model of volunteers and sta-
ff, they give the opportunity to distributors
to alleviate their food waste managing costs,
whilst at the same time it allows them to
donate good-to-eat fruits and vegetables
from the Catalan food industry. This scheme
is helped by the Law 3/2020, of 11 March,
on Food Loss and Wastage Prevention (Ca-
talan Parliament, 2020). This law, in line
with the EU regulations, requires that food
handlers have strategies in place to prevent
FLW. The Foodback initiative assists distri-
butors in converting their potential food
waste into valuable donations that benefit
people in need. Moreover, the Spanish legal
framework facilitates the quantification and
attribution of economic value to these do-
nations, resulting in tax rebates for distribu-
tors. This incentive encourages them to do-
nate their surplus even more. Through this
approach, Foodback reports an annual tur-
nover of over 1,000 tons of fresh produce
donated to approximately 75 frontline food
charities in the Barcelona area, benefiting
around 24,000 individual recipients.

A final example that needs to be included in
this report are national Food banks found
across Europe. An excellent example that
has recently undergone a total transfor-
mation is the Lithuanian Food Bank: Mais-
to Bankas. After years of adhering to the
traditional welfare-based distribution mo-
del, it has transitioned to a more dignified
approach. It now operates with a busi-
ness-like framework to ensure economic
viability despite the lack of strong public
funding. Their innovative approach is to be
found in the way they distribute surplus.
They use local volunteers in their distribution
points to deal with the logistics of receiving
and sorting donations and, contrary to other
food banks, they directly reach the indivi-

22

dual beneficiaries and families. Their dona-
tion process resembles that of a shop or su-
permarket, where users are encouraged to
make sustainable and healthy food choices.
Additionally, they operate small-scale trans-
formation facilities where they process lar-
ge donations of fresh produce into long-li-
fe preserves, thus preventing additional
food waste.

On the other hand, the Roman Regional
Food Bank operates as a social-charitable
initiative at the national level, dedicated to
the recuperation, storage of food and non-
food products that are within their validity
period, but still good for consumption. This
Foodbank subsequently organises the dis-
tribution, free of charge and without discri-
mination, to the non-profit organizations.
The main donors tend to be social entities
that manage social programs covering the
needs of vulnerable groups at risk of so-
cial exclusion in Romania. Whilst working
towards these objectives, the Roman Re-
gional Food Bank also works against FLW.

In 2023, the Romanian Food Bank collec-
ted and distributed over 551 tons of food,
equivalent to 1,103,800 portions, salvaged
from waste. These figures reflect the ge-
nerous donations and collaborative efforts
of 20 partner companies. With their su-
pport, we were able to distribute food to
69 non-governmental organizations across
Bacau, Lasi, Suceava, Botosani, and Neamt,
reaching to more than 32,000 individuals in
need. Still, securing a steady flow of funding
and working towards a legal environment
that encourages donations from food pro-
ducers are the recurring challenges of the
Romanian Food Bank.
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UKHARVEST

(United Kingdom)
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Pitch:

UK Harvest is a leading environmental and social impact charity dedicated to preventing food waste
and food insecurity. They use the food as a medium to engage communities and teach people to
reduce household food waste.

Main source Benefits to farmers
Direct harvest. Social
Negatives Positives

Access potential food loss directly and has an
educational programme centred about cooking
surplus, healthy food.

Cannot compensate farmer.

ATI
VOQQR Oy

THE OXFORD FOOD HUB ¢ %97

3
(United Kingdom) 9&%
Pitch:
Local gleaning organization serving the Oxfordshire area.
Main source Benefits to farmers
Direct harvest. Social
Negatives Positives
Cannot compensate farmers. Very localise Access potential food loss through partnering
impact. with gleaning organisations.
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Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

LEKET ISRAEL

(1srael)

Pitch:

Gleaning organisation operating on a model of worker gleaners. Wide network reaching throughout
the Israeli agricultural sector.

Main source Benefits to farmers

Direct harvest. Manage increased tax benefits for the food
donations.

Negatives Positives

Has a small community impact as the They operate a successful business to business

volunteer action is limited. model that allows for a countrywide impact.

(&OM THe p/& OQ?»?‘AT'O/VJ-
5 o &
THE FELIX PROJECT | g
7 2
(United Kingdom) ° 9“'0,,,

Pitch:

The Felix Project collects fresh, nutritious food that cannot be sold. They deliver this surplus food to
charities and schools so they can provide healthy meals and help the most vulnerable in our society.

Main source Benefits to farmers
Direct harvest. Government compensation scheme.
Negatives Positives

Very strong community impact. Fundraising is not
only monetary but also equipment. Also distributes
cooked meals.

Could do more with raising awareness.
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OQQRATIO/V
S’
FRUTAFEIA %
(Portugal) %%

Pitch:

Social enterprise model that buys “ugly” fruit and vegetables from farmers to sell them in weekly
baskets to a network of clients sensitive to the food waste problem. The way the model is constructed
ensures that a portion of the bought produce is unsold and transferred to food charities.

Main source Benefits to farmers

Warehouse They receive payment for produce they would
potentially discard.

Negatives Positives
Only a portion of the recovered fruit and They compensate farmers, buying their discarded
veg goes to charity. produce.
OQ?‘RATIOA'J‘

Y4

g
BOROUME (="

B

<,
(Greece) %o

Pitch:

Aims to reduce food waste and food insecurity through several programs including gleaning and
farmers market.

Benefits to farmers

Social. Avoids loading and returning unsold
produce that might become waste.

Main source

Farmers Market/Saving and
Donating Food Program.

Negatives Positives

They have an extensive volunteer network and have
close relationships with the primary sector.

Funding restricts impact/Relying on vo-
lunteers is costly and sometimes not very
efficient.
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Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

OQQRATIO/V&
el
RECUP :f*="
2.
(italy) D,

Pitch:

Promotes active citizenship to avoid food waste.

Main source Benefits to farmers

Farmers Market. Social. Avoids loading and returning unsold
produce that might become waste.

Negatives Positives

The model is fully replicable to other European
farmers” markets.

Very localized impact.

OQ?'RAT' (o) 4,&

FOODBACK =

(spain) %o

Pitch:

Program run by the Barcelona Food Bank recovering fruit and vegetables from the city’s main
distribution hub Mercabarna.

Main source Benefits to farmers

Warehouse They comply with the Catalan FLW prevention
laws.
Negatives Positives
They don’t access farmers directly, only A good example of partnership between the
distributors. charitable and private sectors.
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This section will examine several GPs that do not recover food directly from the primary sector, but
still recover surplus food (fresh or stale), liable to become waste. Subsequently, they redistribute it
either amongst social entities or directly to individual beneficiaries. Thus, the different initiatives in
this block refer to those projects that will share some lessons on the challenges and key areas to be
considered when distributing food to social entities. Depending on the type of foods they redistri-
bute, they have been grouped in either fresh produce redistributio, or GPs that demonstrate how
to transform surplus food into nutritious meals that will be then given out to social entities or final
beneficiaries. These two categories imply distinct logistics and pose different sets of challenges on

how to safely deal with surplus food.

GPs in this category contain examples of pro-
jects or initiatives that recover fresh food from
industries, supermarkets, catering, etc. Then,
distribute it amongst social entities along with
other less perishable foods. Most of the obs-
tacles these projects find have to do with the
lack of willingness of donors to hand out free
food, as it represents a financial loss to them,
amongst other fears. For the case of fresh food
and vegetables, a common problem seems to
be that supermarkets and wholesalers only ini-
tiate donations when the food is at the very end
of its shelf life. So, sorting food before its re-
distribution becomes paramount. Although the
recovery process could be similar and involve
similar logistics, the way these GPs redistribute
produce, will show different models and solu-
tions to different challenges encountered. One
of the most comprehensive GP is found within
the Soulfood partners:
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El Roser, run by the municipality of Reus,
Spain. It has forged a long-lasting partner-
ship amongst all the organizations that deal
with food safety and security in the city. It’s
also an excellent example of cross-secto-
rial collaboration. Furthermore, it secures
good, stable funding from the local gover-
nment and incorporates two social enter-
prises that deal with the logistics of the
donations and redistribution. Moreover, El
Roser functions as a social entity themsel-
ves, supplying food to social service bene-
ficiaries. The project also runs a community
kitchen on the same premises. On top of
that, the Social Centre acts as a homeless
shelter and gives outreach assistance to ho-
meless individuals in Reus. In fact, this GP
could be included in most of the categories
of this report. Not only receives sur-
plus food and redistribute it amongst a

diverse cross-section of vulnerable groups,
but they also have access to the primary
sector through its strong partnership with
the gleaning organization, Espigoladors.
They engage Taller Baix Camp, which is a
social enterprise employing functionally di-
verse people. They deal with all the logistics
to do with rescuing surplus food donations
(fresh and non-perishable) from all sources
(primary sector, supermarkets, theme parks,
food manufacturers, food banks, agri-food
industries, etc.). Once recovered, they have
their own logistic centre to process the-
se donations and subsequently hand them
over to all the small food charities in Reus
(7 distribution entities). Additionally, a good
portion of the donations received are used
to stock up El Rebost (The Pantry). This is
the food distribution centre located at El
Roser. In order to dignify the food donation
process, it uses a model by which it mimics
a supermarket. As a result, social service
users have a choice on the food items they
receive. El Rebost, along with the communi-
ty kitchen, is run by a second social enter-
prise. On top of their paid staff, the project
also welcomes volunteers to help with their
usual operations. Using a combined mo-
del of good funding, social enterprises and
non-profit organisations dealing with food
security and waste, the social centre El Ro-
ser seems to have overcome most of the
challenges posed by food redistribution. It
has access to both primary and manufac-
turing food sectors through their partner-
ships, and good funding ensures that the
logistics and food traceability are managed
to high standards. Despite their funding
for logistics and distribution, they still rely
heavily on food donations, with access to
protein (meat and fish) presenting a
current challenge.

Similarly, La Botiga at El Prat de Llobre-
gat, is a food redistribution project within
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the Greater Barcelona metropolitan area.
This is also a partnership between Espigo-
ladors and the social entity ABD. They run
together the food distribution centre of
the municipality. Espigoladors mostly deals
with supplying fresh produce from its gle-
aning operations. Additionally, they help to
transfer surplus fresh food from different
sources. ABD runs the actual service which
works on a similar model as El Roser. Food
donations are not handed out as a closed
pack to individual beneficiaries. Instead, the
premises function as a supermarket where
products are stocked in shelves and users
can pick and choose the items they want
to incorporate to their basket. The main
difference with El Roser is that they don’t
have such a steady flow of funding and they
constantly need to be on the lookout for
new grants to cover their running costs.
Also, they don't have a community kitchen
on-site to be able to donate ready meals
and they need to partner up with other
local organisations to be able to provide
for this service.

In the south of the UK, Brighton & Hove
Food Partnership is another very complete
and successful example of how cross-sec-
tional initiatives and partnerships work more
efficiently, because the different members
of the network can pool resources together
and complement each other generating a
wider impact, avoiding more food waste,
and reaching out to more people in need.
The Gleaning Network supplies surplus fruit
and vegetables from the primary sector, and
other charities rescue fresh and dry food
from supermarkets, manufacturers, catering
companies, etc. This is a multidisciplinary
approachthatencompassesbothobjectives:
Avoiding FLW through recuperation and
education, while ensuring the right to food
and food security to vulnerable populations.



Their scope goes beyond this, with volun-
teers and staff working together to deal with
other aspects of the food cycle, such as rai-

sing awareness about these issues, helping
farmers sell some of their produce, commu-
nity composting, education, and community
kitchens. One of their key elements is their
strong funding that not only depends on the
local government or fundraising. In addition,
they have small business-like model selling
surplus vegetables and preserves, hiring
venues, organising cooking workshops and
other money-raising activities. They are a
highly replicable model, and having pionee-
red this place-based food partnership, they
have created a recognised country-wide
movement, with 95 local food partnerships
across the UK.

At the other end of the spectrum of regio-
nal projects, Avanzi Poppolo is a very good
example of a grassroot, community-led
project found in the Puglia region of Italy.
Albeit small and very localized, they run di-
fferent programs to recover surplus food
agri-food companies, commercial establish-
ments, agricultural cooperatives and so on.
They do not work directly with the primary

This final section of initiatives that mostly deal
with redistribution of food are a reduced num-
ber of entities that manage the redistribution
of surplus food as ready cooked meals. Regard-
less of the way they obtain these donations, all
these initiatives share the need for cooking
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sector, but it shows that empowering local
citizens is a good strategy to prevent food
loss and to raise awareness about this pro-

This report highlights two initiatives that will
surely share some valuable lessons on cooked
food redistribution among social entities.

blem. They started off recovering surplus
from the hospitality sector, but they have
also developed other lines of work such as
education around food waste and a solidary
fridge program - 7 fridges in the region that
allow local charities to preserve fresh food-.
They have created a network of volunteers,
donors, social entities, and other organisa-
tions. Within the framework of food sharing,
they all pull together resources to overcome
all the logistical barriers posed by surplus
food redistribution. Food Partnerships like
this demonstrate what can happen when
a coordinated, complex, and place-based
approach to driving change is embraced.
Avanzi Popolo has worked avery simple, but
efficient model that has recovered almost
90,000 kg of surplus food. It is highly repli-
cable, and they offer support to other com-
munity groups to set up their own local food
sharing programs. Food Sharing Individual
to individual. Do not work directly with Far-
mers and not may social entities. Informa-
tion is hard to find in their website, similarly
to Nevera Solidaria.

facilities and hot/cold storage of cooked pro-
duce, which adds a level of complication to
their already intricate logistics. These also
need to take into account the cost and sour-
cing of all the packaging they need to store
and donate the individual portions of food.

Refood is a nonprofit, community-ba-
sed organisation that operates most-
ly in Portugal but is also reaching Madrid
in Spain and Milan in Italy. Their motto is
quite simple, and they do just that “Save
food, feed people”. Through partnership
with donors, they recuperate fresh and
dry foods from a variety of sources, inclu-
ding the primary sector. They cook it and
redistribute hot meals to final users of the
service. They are a volunteer-based orga-
nisation and most of their resources are
centred around the preparation, stora-
ge, and redistribution of food. In terms of
their relationship with the primary sector,
they partner up with Fruita Feia, who dona-
tes around 400 baskets of “ugly” fruits and
vegetables leftover from their commercial
operations as we have previously described
on this report. Some of these fresh foods
are the main ingredients of their cooked
meals, while donated fruit is placed along
the cooked meals to complement their nu-
tritional value. They have around 60 delivery
locations spread around Portugal, and they
work on a fully exportable model that could
be replicated anywhere in Europe. Volun-
teers receive food donations from partners,
prepare the meals and hand them over to
the individual beneficiaries. They also lock
partnerships with other collaborators who
can help with offering cooking facilities, dis-
tribution locations, packaging and so on.

Similarly, Taper Solidario (Aunar Elkartea)
operates in the Basque Country in Spain in
a well-defined local area. The main diffe-
rence is that they have developed a model
based on the recuperation and redistribu-
tion of cooked food leftover from institu-
tional caterings, school kitchens, hospitals,
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elderly care meals, etc. They recuperate
the cooked food, freeze it and hand it out
to final beneficiaries as a frozen product.
They also establish partnerships with super-
markets and industry, and they handle some
surplus fresh produce (mostly fruit) to com-
plement their meals. They are a small team
of staff and work mainly with volunteers.

They receive most of their funding from lo-
cal governments and administrations, who
commission them with providing social
service users with donated meals. Most of
their budget goes towards managing the
traceability and ensuring high food security
standards of the frozen meals” redistribu-
tion, and paying for electricity bills for the
freezers and containers for the food they
give out. A similar initiative is to be found
also in Lithuania. It's been run for the last
30 years by the Order of Malta Worldwide
Relief and their focus are vulnerable groups
of elderly people. They receive food dona-
tions from a variety of donors, some of them
coming from farms and the primary sector.

Theyreach outtoover 2,000 low-incomeel-
derly people in 44 locations in Lithuania and
provide them with hot food in thermoses on
aweekly basis. Forthem, fundingisanissueto
ensure that appropriate facilities are found
to cook and transport hot food to elderly
people in need.
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Good practices redistributing food among social entities:

QQODU Crs

AVANZIO POPPOLO

(italy)

Pitch

Community led project that recovers surplus food from a variety of sources.

Type of food donated Benefits to farmers

Fresh Avoids taking home potential food loss. Social.
Negatives Positives
Promotes active citizenship. Not limited to vulnerable groups under the social
Highly replicable. services umbrella.

?oOD

ORDER OF MALTA  § ®!
WORLDWIDE RELIEF

(Lithuania)

Pitch

Charitable organisation caring for the elderly in Lithuania. They help the most vulnerable ones by
supplying hot food weekly.

Type of food donated Benefits to farmers

Cooked N/A

Negatives Positives

Only work with a small portion of people in Very dedicated and good financial resources.
need.
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Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

ngDU Crs

ELROSER

(Spain)

Pitch

Added value food redistribution centre. Recovers food from diverse sources and has an innovative
model of redistribution.

Type of food donated Benefits to farmers

Fresh and cooked (in house). Social
Negatives Positives
Lack of access to donors of animal protein. Innovative food distribution model, dignifying

donations and destigmatising. Cross sectorial
collaboration.

QQQDUCES
LA BOTIGA &,
(Spain)
Pitch

Added value food redistribution centre. Recovers food from diverse sources and has an innovative
model of redistribution.

Type of food donated Benefits to farmers

Fresh and cooked (outsourced). Social
Negatives Positives
Depends heavily on public funding and Innovative food distribution model dignifying
limited staff. donations and destigmatising.
35



Harvesting Connections: Best Practices in Food Redistribution between Producers and Social Entities

Good practices redistributing food among social entities:

B&H FOOD PARTNERSHIP

(United Kingdom)

Pitch

Partners up 9 local organisations dealing with food waste, food security and circular economy.

Type of food donated

Fresh food and cooked foods in the
community kitchen projects.

Benefits to farmers

Social and some compensation through Fareshare
scheme.

Negatives
N/A

Positives

Highly replicable model. Based on the collaboration
of different entities pulling resources together.

(Spain)

Pitch

?oOD

TAPER SOLIDARIO ¢
‘0

They recover surplus cooked food and redistribute it among final beneficiaries.

Type of food donated

Cooked food only (frozen).

Benefits to farmers
N/A

Negatives

Users need to have heating facilities. Food
security and traceability are issues.

Positives

Dignified model, so vulnerable users are not seen
using the service.
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Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

QOOD
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REFOOD

(Portugal)

Pitch

They recover surplus from many sources and transform it into delicious meals that they redistribute

in several locations across the country.

Type of food donated

Cooked food only.

Benefits to farmers
N/A

Negatives

Difficult to keep track of users. Still trying to
replicate model in other locations (Madrid/
Milan).

Positives

Enter partnership with food donors, but also with
other companies that help out with logistics.




Finally, after examining different organisations that do hands-on work to prevent FLW and ensure its
safe redistribution to individuals suffering from food insecurity (whether or not aided by digital tools
or platforms), the final part of this report will focus on a handful of GPs that are centred around a
specific digital tool that connects surplus food at risk of becoming waste, with social entities that
distribute food among vulnerable groups. Regardless of the initial source or final recipients of the
surplus food, their efficiency and success heavily depend on the set-up of a digital tool that con-
nects the source with the final client or beneficiary through a technological intermediary.

Some of the Digital Tools examined for this re-
port rely on income generated by a business
model. Still, some GPs are found where a social
focus on food redistribution is at their core.

One good example is the European project
Lowinfood, and specifically the software
example shared by the Italian Emilia Romag-
na region, the S.I.R online platform. Inte-
restingly, it uses the European strategy of
market withdrawals implemented in some
countries, to redistribute surplus fruits and
vegetables among social entities. This in-
novative online tool, created to manage
market withdrawals and facilitate collabora-
tions between producer organizations (POs)
and charities. It helps to redistribute fresh
fruit and vegetables that would otherwi-
se go to waste to prevent price collapses,
due to overproduction or low demand for
specific crops, and its consequent greater
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food losses and waste. Under the EU’s Cri-
sis Prevention and Management measures,
it has prevented over 80,000 tons of food
waste by channeling surplus produce to fa-
milies in need, taking full advantage from EU
compensations for product, sorting, pac-
kaging, and transport costs. Again, a good
example that highlights the fact that when
compensation to farmers is available, this
has a strong impact on the food donations.

Despite its geographic expansion and subs-
tantial social impact, reaching over 150,000
people annually, the platform faces challen-
ges such as farmer reluctance in adaptation
and logistical constraints beyond regional
limits. Nevertheless, the initiative undersco-
res the potential for digital tools to foster
efficient food redistribution, serving as a
model for similar efforts across Europe, en-

hancing both economic and environmental
sustainability. Future developments focus
on creating local hubs to enhance distribu-
tion and exploring adaptations for broader
applications, including unsold goods ma-
nagement. This practice not only protects
producer prices during market fluctuations
but also ensures a steady supply of healthy
food to underserved populations, demons-
trating a robust model of sustainable and
socially responsible food management.

Another standout example of digital tools
fostering socially responsible food redistri-
bution is the Irish initiative Foodiverse, from
FoodCloud. This platform, created in 2013,
represents a transformative approach to
managing food surplus by directly connec-
ting agrifood businesses that have excess
food with charities that can distribute it to
those in need. FoodCloud utilizes a proprie-
tary technology platform that allows food
businesses, including food retailers, restau-
rants, food service as providers, to upload
details of available surplus food. Registered
charities receive real-time notifications and
can collect the food, thus ensuring it rea-
ches people rather than ending up as waste.

- -
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Since its inception in 2013, Foodiverse has
expanded to the UK and some places in
Kenya and Indonesia. This expansion has
enabled the platform to prevent more than
114,000 tonnes of perfectly good surplus
food while simultaneously supporting over
7,000 charities internationally. They have
been able to improve the technology and
foster their food loss and waste prevention
efforts and now they use the app to con-
nect farm level surplus directly with com-
munity partners. Preventing food loss from
the fields, they also use their FoodCloud’s
gleaning arm using private companies’ cor-
porate social responsibility to perform their
gleaning operations while they also raise
funds to ensure the viability of their project.

Despite its success, Foodiverse encounters
challenges such as scaling the technology to
handle increasing volumes of food surplus
and adapting to varying operational capa-
cities of partner charities. These challenges
highlight the ongoing need for infrastructu-
ral and logistical advancements to sustain
and enhance the efficacy of food redistri-
bution networks.
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Developed near the Valencia region in Spain,
Naria is a technological company with a
social background in partnership with the
non-profit Mundo 21. Naria has developed
a very comprehensive digital tool that allows
for surplus food to be transferred easily to
the social entities. They aim at promoting
social inclusion and bolstering food securi-
ty through an already active and fully func-
tional digital platform leveraging blockchain
traceability. This innovative platform serves
as a nexus connecting all stakeholders in
the food chain, in order to rescue surplus
foods from any stage of the supply chain
(production, manufacturing, packaging and
so on). Their platform also aims to facilitate
seamless communication and transparen-
cy. At the other end of the value chain (so-
cial entities), by digitizing operations within
the third sector, it aims to streamline pro-
cesses, optimize resource allocation, and
ensure equitable access to essential food
resources for all members of society, espe-
cially those in need. Although some of their
programs associated with the Fundacién
Mundo 21 receive some public funding, they
chiefly operate on a business model that
generates income to fund their operations
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Within the Spanish legislative framework,
donations with assessed value qualify for
substantial tax rebates. Naria facilitates do-
nors in claiming this tax credit, charging a
percentage of the rebate as their fee. This
approach enables donors, including pro-
ducers, to benefit from their contributions,
while also providing Naria with the neces-
sary revenue to support its operations.
They have successfully collaborated with va-
rious food distributors, manufacturers, su-
permarkets, and others. However, their pri-
mary challenge lies in accessing the primary
sector, particularly small or medium-scale
farmers, and the surplus produce they ge-
nerate directly from the fields. Assigning an
economic value to food donations is essen-
tial for obtaining tax rebates. While this is
straightforward for marketable merchandi-
se, such as warehouse pallets ready for sale,
it becomes significantly more challenging
when valuing leftover fruits or vegetables in
agricultural fields. Without proper quantifi-
cation and monetary value, claiming tax re-
bates for these donations becomes virtually
impossible, thereby making it impossible to
compensate the farmer accordingly.

Another socially inclined digital tool on the
market is Phenix. This is an operational
model similar to the popular Toogoodto-
go app, but more focused on helping food
producers avoid food loss than reaching a
final paying consumer. Its active in several
countries within the EU operating a fully
business-like model by which they rescue
food at risk of becoming waste from produ-
cers, manufacturers, distributors and espe-
cially the food retail industry and they offer
it to a final paying client through an alter-
native commercial channel. This way, they
can afford to compensate food donors for
their loss while generating income by selling
the surplus. Their digital solution typically

focuses on helping businesses organise their
stocks more efficiently, paying specific at-
tention to best before consumption dates.
Interestingly, in Spain, they work on a slightly
different model where they help businesses
to avoid food loss by selling food close to the
end of its shelf life cheaper. Any food unsold,
that is still is safe to eat, is then transferred
to social entities. They carry out these ac-
tivities using a digital platform that con-
nects businesses with buyers but also with
food charities. With this hybrid model, they
claim to save around 60 tons of food from
being wasted on a daily basis.
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Good practices redistributing food among social entities:

PHENIX

(France)

Pitch

They offer the platform in many countries as a business model (selling surplus through alternative
channels), but in Spain, all recovered food goes to social entities.

Benefits to donors

Compensate partners by helping them claim for their donations tax rebates.

Positives Negatives
In Spain, all the surplus food from donors is Cannot access unharvested surplus or small/
transferred to charitable organisations. medium farmers.
DON,
@\hs 47,%
R *
FOODIVERSE (Foodcloud) 3
o
(ireland) ‘%
Y

Pitch

FoodCloud operates with the goal of reducing food waste and addressing food poverty by connecting
businesses that have surplus food with local charities and community groups that need it.

Benefits to donors

The app provides traceable donation records and invoices, and accurately tracks the impact of do-
nations. Donors manage their Food Waste meeting ESG and climate targets.

Positives Negatives
Flexible technology that can be integrated Scaling up the model to adapt to large donations
into existing systems, and quick to deploy is challenging. Lacks flexibility to adapt to the

at scale. The app offers continued and changing needs of social entities.
dedicated (human) support. Sometimes it

can offer support with logistics.
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s DONg4
N %,
)

S.I.R. PLATFORM (withdrawal
information system) FROM ¢
LOWINFOOD PROJECT

(italy)

Pitch

This innovative online tool, created to manage market withdrawals and facilitate collaborations between
producer organizations (POs) and charities. It helps to redistribute fresh fruit and vegetables that would
otherwise go to waste to prevent price collapses and their consequent greater food losses and waste.

Benefits to donors

The protection of the selling price of products, as the implementation of the EU measure serves
to regulate prices at times of over-production or lower demand. Also, it refunds the product and
reimburses the costs of sorting, packing and transporting the product to the charities.

Positives Negatives
The digital platform is aligned with EU As it is part of a European regulation, it only can
regulations. benefit farmers that are associated in forms of

producer organisations.

WITH p
K Ao

N) 7,
NARIA YA
(Spain) )

Pitch

Digital platform that connects food donors with social entities through a simple process/ interface.
Their focus is social.

Benefits to donors

Compensate partners by helping them claim for their donations tax rebates.

Positives Negatives
Digital tool that allows seamless transfer of Cannot access unharvested surplus or small/
surplus fresh food to social entities. medium farmers.
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Even though it is only a temporary and partial solution to the FLW and to the food insecurity
problems, there is a plenty of good work that could be done by organisations that redistribute
food surpluses from the fields to social entities.

In order to tackle the real problem off FLW, any organisation dealing with this important issue,
must also develop an educational arm, to raise awareness about the environmental, social and
economic consequences of the FLW problem.

There are only a few practices that connect producers with social entities. The main problems
they face, seem to be the lack of logistics and funding, together with ensuring food safety along
the food supply chain.

As learned from some of the GPs, compensating primary producers for the losses and the costs
associated with food donations is paramount.

Helping producers sell their surplus helps to compensate farmers and avoid food loss. This way,
a portion of the surplus will always be made available to social entities as it will secure the rela-
tionship with the food producers.

Those large-scale organisations who use a business-to-business model aided by technology,
tend to be the most successful initiatives in terms of impacts.

Maintaining high standards of food traceability and safety are a huge worry for any organisation
dealing with surplus food redistribution.

None of the digital tools analysed managed to access the primary sector due to the complicated
logistics involved and the ultimate need of the human factor.

Funding is always an issue. Most GPs analysed depend on public funds to function. In countries
where these are not widely available, it is difficult to tackle the FLW problem through redistri-
bution to social entities. An alternative model is a commercial one, where some of the surplus
ends up being sold and the revenue generated is used to compensate the farmers which, in turn,
generates more (openness to) donations.
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B&H FOOD PARTNERSHIP

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
UK Brighton & Hove, EAST SUSSEX. | On-going and growing.
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Gleaning Network, 2003 Gleaning and other activities that
Feedback. recover surplus food.
Objectives

Community kitchens, composting, food redistribution, surplus transformations.

Actors involved

Community organisations, statutory agencies, local businesses (farms) and individual residents.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Public and private No =

donation funding.

Amount of FLW avoided

1,626 tonnes in 2023 (across the Surplus Food Network).

Main resources to carry out the GP

Huge infrastructure as this is an organisation that houses different projects. Some will fall in the
scope of this project and some not: Gleaning and recovering surplus food is the main topic we
would be interested.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified
Funding, logistics, demand/competition By working together, in Surplus Food Network, you

between community projects needing food. can create better relationships between projects
to address some of the challenges above.
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LOWINFOOD

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Italy Emilia Romagna Prototype

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

F&V value chain 2023 Digital tools.

Objectives

Institutional innovation that consists of a software that records all the fruit and vegetables products
withdrawn from the markets by producer organisations. Besides, the software manages the donation
to charities of the food withdrawn.

Actors involved

F&V producers and organisations and businesses, together with charities.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

EU project. No =

Amount of FLW avoided

Main resources to carry out the GP

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Funding to pay for coordination of gleans and =
infrastructure to pick up food.
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PHENIX

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

France France, Italy, Spain, NL, PT, BE. On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Phenix 2014 Digital tools.

Objectives

They work with retailers and industry selling the product at risk of becoming waste. If they don't sell
them, they send to social entities.

Actors involved

Retailers and companies, staff, users/clients/social entities.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Own business model. Small No -

grants for specific projects.

Amount of FLW avoided

150,000 rations daily (60 tons of food saved daily) at group level.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Digital platform/staff/logistics.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

The quantity of single items of fresh food A company can generate revenue whilst avoiding
is too big. food waste. Even then there’s enough to be

redistributed among social entities.
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TAPER SOLIDARIO

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Basque Country Bizkaia On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Aunar Eljartea 2015 Redistribution

Objectives

Redistribution of surplus processed food.

Actors involved

Workers, technicians, volunteers, donors and the final users (Social Services Registered).

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?
Public funding (mostly No -

councils commissioning
food redistribution).

Amount of FLW avoided

50000 kg recuperated processed food.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Vehicles (2 vans), serving utensils and facilities, hot / cold storage and transport facilities.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Saturation of markets with the same product Good model to dignify food redistribution. They
they want to distribute. It’s difficult to deal can help vulnerable people that do not have
with all at once. access to a kitchen to cook raw food. Also, you

must get everyone on board: donors, users,
administration.
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GLOBAL FEEDBACK

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

UK UK On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

- 2012 Gleaning

Objectives

Gleaning network of community groups in the UK.

Actors involved

Volunteers, Staff, Food donors, Fundraisers.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve

funding involved? farmers?

Public funding, grants, Yes, farmers across
encourage community groups the UK.
to do their own fundraising.

Through gleaning and campaigning work.

Amount of FLW avoided

500 tones food rescued.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Volunteers, transport, crates, farmers, and social entities.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Logistics They provide a very replicable community-based
approach, and they are found globally
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EL ROSER

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Spain Reus, Catalunya. On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Reus city council 2012 Redistribution

Objectives

A residence for the homeless where food is provided, and a communal / social kitchen where
ready-cooked meals are prepared for people in need. They also have a food distribution system
that follows the model of a shop / supermarket.

Actors involved

Reus Council, Social enterprises, logistics company and local charities.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?
Public funding (councils) Yes Espigoladors and a small agroecological

with a small business model
(on-site cafe).

farmer that brings the leftover baskets.

Amount of FLW avoided

228,186 kg of recovered food in 2022.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Infrastructure and staff, an industrial size kitchen, cold and hot storage facilities, a logistic company
that deals with transport/ storage and redistribution and a homeless hostel.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Food security/safety, the controls limit
the amount of food that needs to be
recuperated.

The importance of being able to store food and
having enough social entities to give put the food.
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LA BOTIGA ESPIGOLADORS

Country Geographic Stage of Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation coverage implementation

Spain El Prat de Llobregat, Catalunya. On-going Spain Catalunya On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP Organisation Starting year Type of GP

ABD & Espigoladors Foundation | 2021 Redistribution Espigoladors Foundation 2014 Gleaning

Objectives Objectives

To overcome food insecurity, through community empowerment and socio-labour inclusion

To recover fresh fruit and vegetables directly from the fields and we distribute directly to social
of vulnerable groups.

entities such as El Roser, Food Banks, etc.

Actors involved Actors involved

Espigoladors, ABD, .
spigoladors e Minimal staff / volunteers / funds for buying gleaning materials.

Type of Are farmers | How do they involve Type of funding Are farmers | How do they involve
funding involved? farmers? involved? farmers?

Public funding (annual budget Yes Agreement with agriculture for the Public funding and a small e Able to produce tax rebate

from the municipality stable + territory. percentage of earnings from certificates.

place, electricity, water) and side activities. As a part of a

competitive funding. different project, they also have

a factory that transforms food

Amount Of FLW aVOided that has been discarded (a social
enterprise model).
106,664 kg in 2023.

Amount of FLW avoided

2,639 tonnes of food recovered since 2014.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Warehouse, suitable means of transport, fridge/refrigerator, staff.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned Staff / van /crates / volunteers.

and barriers identified i i

: R S e o Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

0o much demand /competition between aradigm shifts wi is depth are very slow, it is . . .

community projects needing food because very useful to use social entities in the coverage and barriers identified

they have many beneficiaries in food poverty. of basic rights, because the entities add expertise, Lack of cold storage facilities and access to Stable, long term funding must be secured. Having
experience, etc, stablish long tender contracts, farmers and willingness to cooperate. agricultural cooperatives on board is key. Political
for example 10 years. lobbying helps create the right climate. The

logistics of harvesting take up a lot of resources.
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FOODIVERSE

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Ireland Ireland, UK, Kenya and Indonesia. On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Food Cloud 2013 Digital tools.

Objectives

3 hubs in Dublin and Ireland that receive food donations and redistribute it to social entities.

Foodiverse app to connect food donors with social

entities, gleaning and community kitchen.

Actors involved

Farmers, agrifood business, food retailers, restaurants, food service providers, food banks and

charities.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Fundraising events, corporate Yes The app connects farm level surplus
donations, and European directly with community partners.
projects.

Amount of FLW avoided

114,000 tonnes of perfectly good surplus food.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Tech team of 15, human resource department of th
community development team of three.

ree (manages hubs and tech team) and

Challenges, difficulties,
and barriers identified

Lessons learned
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FELIX

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

UK London On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

The Felix Project 2015 Redistribution

Objectives

To redistribute surplus food to community organisations in London and to rescue good food

becoming waste and divert it to people in need.

Actors involved

Staff and volunteers / trustees / suppliers and community organisations.

Type of funding

Public funding (reg charity) and Yes
private donors.

Are farmers
involved?

How do they involve
farmers?

Only 10% of the produce they
recover comes from primary
producers. Small farms mostly,
with a handful of employees.

Amount of FLW avoided

13,394 tons of food rescued from 352 suppliers. 8% of all the surplus food in the UK.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Warehouses, vans, staff, volunteers and cold room facilities.

Challenges, difficulties,
and barriers identified

Working with seasonal gluts can be quite
challenging, but they have developed ways of
dealing with this / getting our volunteers to
where farms are.

Lessons learned

Using their on-site kitchen to process difficult
to distribute vegetables. They have also learnt
about practical ways to extend shelf-life of fresh
products.
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UKHARVEST

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation
UK Hampshire, West Sussex and On-going
Arun Districts. Areas: Winchester,
Salisbury, Portsmouth, Chichester,
Bognor Regis, Brighton,
Littlehampton and Worthing.
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
UK Harvest = Redistribution
Objectives

Food rescue operation and education charity, eliminating hunger and food waste by redistribution

of quality excess food.

Actors involved

Staff/ Volunteers/ Trustees and partners and supporters.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Public funding (councils) and Yes Through gleaning.

private donors (fundraising

department).

Amount of FLW avoided

2,850 tonnes food rescued.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Refrigerated vans and other logistics, volunteers and funds.

Challenges, difficulties,
and barriers identified

Coordinating logistics and getting volunteers to
the fields. Ensuring high standards of food safety.

Lessons learned

Empowering people is the best tool.
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THE OXFORD FOOD HUB

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

UK Oxfordshire On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Former Oxford Food Bank | 2009 Redistribution

Objectives
To avoid food waste and to fight poverty (Formerly Food Bank).

Actors involved

Donnor (business owners and farms) and almost 200 recipient organisations.

How do they involve
farmers?

At least 5 large farms (surplus
harvested produce).

Are farmers
involved?

= Yes

Type of funding

Amount of FLW avoided

They distributed around 518 tons of surplus food (1.1 million meals) from Nov 2022 to Oct 2023.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Warehouse, 6 vans and a large walk-in fridge area. 4 staff members, 7 board of trustees and a team
of +100 volunteers.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified
Dealing with the logistics and the costs of

moving, preserving and handing out foods
that are healthy and safe.

Investing strongly in volunteering and involving
the community through education. Reshaping the
value of food.
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FRUTAFEIA

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Portugal 16 sites within Portugal. On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Fruita Feia 2014 Ugly or imperfect product sale.
Objectives

They purchase weekly from local producers the products that they cannot sell in the regular market
and organizes a delivery service of seasonal fruit and vegetable boxes with these products for its

members.

Actors involved

Producers/ individual baskets (consumers)/ Hospitality or small industries (transformation).

Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

LEKET ISRAEL

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Israel Israel On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Leket Israel 2003 Gleaning

Objectives

They function as the National Food Bank of the country.

Actors involved

100 workers, Leket Israel call centre, farmers, volunteers, gleaning staff of Leket.

Type of funding

Are farmers
involved?

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?
Own business model. Yes They include farmers that want to sell

National and international (large
part of funding-raising is done in
the US by the Jewish Diaspora).

Yes

How do they involve
farmers?
They involve any kind of farmer

(small, large, with new technologies,
working with the traditional

their second grade/imperfect and they
get paid for their product.

Amount of FLW avoided:

5,579 tones avoided.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Organizational structure (website and coordinators). Paid workers and staff. Farmers do the
harvesting.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

It was difficult to earn the trust of farmers to
start with. It overcomes many usual barriers by
using a commercial model.

for social entities.
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Despite not being a textbook GP (the appearance
of social entities is residual), this could be used as
a good example for public institutions to buy food

method...).

Amount of FLW avoided

34,500 tones.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Staff, volunteers, donors and social entities receiving the produce. 2 large storage (cold facilities)
and around 15-20 refrigerated vehicles.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

The need to maintain a high standard of food -
security and nutritional values of provided
food, locating surplus food donations in time
and reaching them.
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WE CAN IN THE MARKET
[ IN THE FIELD

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Greece Greece On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Boroume 2011 Redistribution
Objectives

To reduce food waste from the weekly farmers” markets that are held in every neighbourhood and
to provide food to beneficiaries in a dignified manner via organized charities.

Actors involved

Farmers, farmers’ associations, recipient charities, volunteers.

Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

AVANZI POPOLO 2

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Italy Puglia On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Farina 080 2014 Redistribution

Objectives

To activate Bari’s citizens against food waste, to prevent food from being wasted at primary
production, food services and household level.

Actors involved

Non-profit Farina 080, volunteers, citizens, retailers, restauranteurs, caterings and food charities.

Type of funding

Are farmers
involved?

How do they involve
farmers?

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?
Private donors. Yes They include every kind of farmer, usually

the ones with higher social sensitivity.

Amount of FLW avoided

1,000 tons from 2015 to 2023.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Volunteers/Staff/Vehicles.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

The need to provide some volunteers, provide
vehicles for transport from farmers” market to
charity, to obtain free, fresh and local produce
because they are not often donated and bad
weather that can cancel actions.

surplus produce if they realize that they can

of many changing variables that need to be
observed weekly.

Farmers are very generous and willing to donate

trust the collaborating NGOs. It is a very dynamic
program that can be high-maintenance in terms
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Not directly. Only =
take surplus from
cooperatives when
available.

Grassroots and private donors.

Amount of FLW avoided

87,384kg food recovered.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Internet platform / Main NGO support/ Bicycles.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Logistics of large donations. Active citizenship can be a strong tool to avoid

food waste and ensure food security.
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REFOOD

Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

RECUP

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation
Italy Milan and Rome. On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Associazione Recup 2016 Redistribution

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Portugal Several On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
REFOOD 2011 Redistribution
Objectives

To rescue food, feed people and include the entire local community, co-creating a more fair, caring
and sustainable society.

Actors involved

Food donors: Retailers, shop owners, restaurants/Volunteers/ Beneficiaries: Social entities and
other individuals.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Public funding and private Yes Through “Fruita Feia” and spontaneous
donations. donations from local farmers.
Amount of FLW avoided

10.000T Biowaste avoided + 150,000 meals produced monthly.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Volunteers/ Paid staff/ Distribution facilities/ Vehicles/ Operational and logistical partners.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Logistics of food transportation and =
transformation/ Food security.
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Objectives

To combat food waste and promote active citizenship.

Actors involved

Volunteers, markets (farmers) and social entities.

Type of funding Are farmers | How do they involve
involved? farmers?
- Yes They only work with farmers if they

sell in markets.

Amount of FLW avoided

11 tons of food recovered a week.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Volunteers/ Small team of staff/ dedicated storage facilities in Farmers Markets.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified
Initial lack of storage space and suitable

equipment to manage donation flows and the
lack of adequate funds.

The main solutions arise from action (“learning
by doing”), researching and understanding the
context in which we operate is fundamental.
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FARESHARE

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
UK Countrywide On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Fareshare 1990 Redistribution
Objectives

To recover food from different sources (farmers and growers) and to redistribute it to frontline
charities and community groups.

Actors involved

Food donors, volunteers, staff, charities.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?

Public funding and private Yes. =

donors.

Amount of FLW avoided

54,000 tonnes of food from 2022 to 2023.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Vehicles, staff and volunteers.

Challenges, difficulties,
and barriers identified

Lessons learned
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FOODBACK

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Spain Barcelona On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Mercabarna 2016 Redistribution
Objectives

To increase the utilization of surplus fruits and vegetables that are fit for consumption.

Actors involved

Mercabarna, Banc Aliments and Formaci6 i treball.

Type of funding Are farmers | How do they involve
involved? farmers?

Public and private donors No -

(La Caixa).

Amount of FLW avoided

Approximately 150 tons per month.

Main resources to carry out the GP

App, food distributors, employees, social organisations.

Challenges, difficulties,
and barriers identified

They have sometimes a lot of the same
product.

Lessons learned

Dealing with foodwaste/organic residues is costly
and the logistics and manpower involved is heavy.
Legal framework can help.
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MAISTO BANKAS

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Lithuania Lithuania / Europe On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Lithuanian Food Bank 2001 Redistribution
Objectives

To ensure that no good food is thrown away, and that food support reaches the people who live the
hardest lives.

Actors involved

115 permanent employees, volunteers and various organizations that work in “Maisto bankas”.

Type of Are farmers How do they involve
funding involved? farmers?
Public funding, social projects Yes They involve farmers from across the

for collecting money and
food from individual people
and private organisations.

country. They promote efficient use of
resources and public solidarity.

Amount of FLW avoided

Main resources to carry out the GP

Salaried staff, donors, volunteers, vehicles to manage logistics and storage infrastructure.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Charitable organisation. Distribution of perishable food by point of
distribution, distribution of expiring food

received from food stores.
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ORDER OF MALTA
WORLDWIDE RELIEF

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation

Italy Lithuania, Europe On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Order of Malta Worldwide 1992 Hot meal production, sorting,

Relief. reduction of food waste, cooperation
with relevant partners in relation to
food waste.

Objectives

To help and take care of elderly people in 44 locations in Lithuania and provide them with all kinds
of regular assistance.

Actors involved

Employees, volunteers and various organizations that work in "Help Desk of the Order of Malta”.

Type of funding Are farmers | How do they involve
involved? farmers?
Mostly private funding. Yes They include farmers from across

the country.

Amount of FLW avoided

Main resources to carry out the GP

Vans, volunteers, refrigerators, freezers.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Charitable organisation. Hot food delivery for seniors.

69



Harvesting Connections: Best Practices in Food Redistribution between Producers and Social Entities

ROMANIAN FOOD BANK

Soulfood: digital solutions for a more sustainable, inclusive, and connected agri-food value chain

NARIA

Country Geographic Stage of

coverage implementation
Spain Valéncia, Barcelona, Madrid On-going
Organisation Starting year Type of GP
Fundacion Mundo 21 2022 Digital tools

Country Geographic Stage of
coverage implementation

Romania Neamt Country On-going

Organisation Starting year Type of GP

Banca Regionala pentru 2016 Redistribution

Alimente Roman

Objectives

To distribute to NGOs the surplus of food and non-food products, within the deadline and good for
consumption.

Actors involved

Lidl, Metro, Penny, Kaufland, Auchan, local producers, associated partners, volunteers.

Type of funding Are farmers How do they
involved? involve farmers?
Public and private funding, monetary Yes. -

donations from individuals, companies
or grants from foundations and
government.

Amount of FLW avoided

551 tons of food saved from waste, the equivalent of 1,103,800 portions of food.

Main resources to carry out the GP

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

National social-charitable project. Obtaining
surplus food from suppliers was a challenge, so
negotiating and maintaining relationships with
supermarkets, restaurants and other businesses
that can donate food required effort and
communication and negotiation skills.

The collection and distribution of food
required a well-developed infrastructure,
ensuring that donated food is safe for
consumption, securing the financial resources
needed to maintain food bank operations.
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Objectives

Contributing to social inclusion and food security through a digital platform utilizing blockchain
traceability, which connects all stakeholders in the food chain, aiming to digitize the third sector.

Actors involved

Naria, agricultural cooperatives, food bank., Area foundation.

Type of funding Are farmers | How do they involve
involved? farmers?
They have a business model where Yes =

they charge a percentage of the
Tax Rebate that donors obtain for
their donations (quantified and
valued produce).

Amount of FLW avoided

1,100 tonnes of food recovered in the last year.

Main resources to carry out the GP

App and manager coordination.

Challenges, difficulties, Lessons learned

and barriers identified

Turnaround time before product goes off. =
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