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Impact Assessment (SWD (2014) 289 final) on measures addressing food waste, to complete impact assessment (SWD
(2014) 207) of a Commission proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending
Directives 2008/98/EC on waste, 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste, 1999/31/EC on the landfill of waste,
2000/53/EC on end-of-life vehicles, 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators,
and 2012/19/EU on waste electrical and electronic equipment (COM (2014) 397)

Background1

This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's
Impact Assessment (IA) on measures to address food waste. This IA, dated 23 September 2014, completes
the IA on the review of EU waste management targets which accompanied the above proposal, adopted on 2
July 2014. For further information on the original IA, please refer to the corresponding initial appraisal.2

According to the IA, 89 million tonnes, or 179kg per person, of food waste was generated in the EU-27 in
2006, with a total estimated value of €180 billion and representing up to 30 per cent of all food produced.
Globally, it is thought that food waste may represent around three to five per cent of total global warming
impacts alone, more than 20 per cent of biodiversity pressure and 30 per cent of all of the world's
agricultural land. At European level, the overall CO2 equivalents attributable to food waste amounts to
approximately three per cent of total EU-27 emissions in 2008. Without additional prevention policies, food
waste could be expected to rise in Europe to as high as 126 million tonnes by 2020, representing an
additional 40 per cent on top of the baseline 2006 figures.

There is currently no food waste prevention strategy in place at EU level. The current provisions on waste
prevention refer to municipal waste in general and do not specifically mention food waste, in spite of the fact
that it is one of the principle components of municipal waste. The need for action in this area has been
identified in the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe, the 7th Environmental Action Programme and a
European Parliament own-initiative resolution of January 20123. This resolution called in particular on the
Commission to analyse the causes and effects of food waste, to take practical measures towards halving food
waste by 2025, and to create specific food waste prevention targets for Member States.

1 For additional background information, see also EPRS Briefing 130678 on tackling food waste and STOA study on
Options for Cutting Food Waste
2 Initial appraisal on waste targets: PE 528.799
3 P7_TA(2012)0014

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/bibliotheque/briefing/2014/130678/LDM_BRI%282014%29130678_REV1_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/513515/IPOL-JOIN_ET%282013%29513515_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/513515/IPOL-JOIN_ET%282013%29513515_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/528804/EPRS_BRI%282014%29528804_REV1_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bTA%2bP7-TA-2012-0014%2b0%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN
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Problem definition
The IA clearly identifies the core problem as being the unsustainable use of resources on which the food
system depends generally, and the excessive generation of food waste throughout the EU food chain in
particular. Two problem trees are provided, one presenting the relationship between the problem, its drivers
and its consequences for the whole food system generally, and the other for EU food waste in particular (IA,
p. 8 and p. 15). Further details of the causes and drivers of food waste are provided at Annex 4. The IA
points out that current EU waste policy deals primarily with food waste treatment, rather than the bigger
issue of food waste generation. Despite the expected reduction in the amount of food waste sent to landfill, it
considers that ‘without successful long-term pan-EU waste prevention activities achieving notable behaviour
change in the way people buy and use food, the treatment capacity required to handle food waste will need
to increase by more than a factor of two’ (IA, p. 19).

Objectives of the legislative proposal
The general objective, with regard to food waste, is ‘to contribute [....] to a food system that is more resource
efficient, thereby contributing to a more competitive, low-carbon economy, where impacts on the
environment are minimised and a system that is more resilient and able to withstand challenges in times of
increasing resource scarcity and economic instability’. The specific objective is to reduce food waste at all
stages of the food chain in the EU. The operational objectives are to improve knowledge and awareness on
levels and impacts of food waste; to influence attitudes that lead to food waste, and to encourage change in
the food market towards less wasteful practices (IA, p. 24).

Range of options considered
The introductory section of the IA on the identification of policy options, is a little confused. This is partly
due to a tendency to mix up possible individual actions with broader policy options (for example, specific
actions are listed under three headings: 'Consumer Education and information'; 'facilitation and
clarification', and 'legislative options'), and also due to presentational issues. The reasoning here is not
always easy to follow. The 'preliminary analysis of options' (IA, p. 26) concentrates on presenting existing,
on-going 'no regret' actions falling under the first two headings, which are to be considered as part of the
baseline 'no additional action' scenario. But the link between this, the subsequent 'summary' and the
conclusion that a regulatory response should be considered, is not entirely clear (IA, p. 27). By contrast, the
explanation of the reasoning behind the policy options themselves, and how they might operate, is
reasonably clear and detailed. Having established that not enough is being done at national level, and that
EU policy is not yet actively stimulating food waste prevention, the IA goes on to consider the following
options:

Option 1: Take no additional action.
This option assumes that the current actions being undertaken by Member States and the Commission will
continue and that the Commission will continue to take a coordinating role to support them.

Option 2: Establish a standardised methodology for food waste data collection and compulsory reporting by MS.
This is an EU wide action by the Commission which would address the need for better, more consistent
methodologies by drawing together standard approaches relevant to the measurement of food waste at each
stage of the food supply chain. It could operate as a stand-alone option, or in combination with targets. The
IA suggests that it could be set up through a new legal act, e.g. via the revision of the Waste Framework
Directive, or through a re-organisation of the existing Eurostat reporting system, where waste data is already
collected.

Option 3: Setting of binding or non-binding targets for food waste prevention across the manufacturing,
retail/distribution, food service/hospitality and household sectors, where food waste is defined as 'food
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(including inedible parts), lost from the food chain, not including food diverted to animal feed, or sent for
redistribution' (Executive summary, p. 4). The definition contained in article 1 of the legislative proposal
adds a reference to bio-based products amongst the exclusions. This option would depend, for a majority of
MS, on improved data reporting.

Option 3 (a):Mandatory reporting (option 2) + 15 per cent reduction in food waste from 2016 to 2025;
Option 3 (b):Mandatory reporting (option 2) + 20 per cent reduction in food waste from 2016 to 2025;
Option 3 (c):Mandatory reporting (option 2) + 30 per cent reduction in food waste from 2016 to 2025;
Option 3 (d): A non-binding, aspirational objective of a 30 per cent reduction in food waste from 2016 to 2025.

The IA explains that, for sub-options 3 (a), (b) and (c), given the wide variation in levels of food waste
observed in different MS, a threshold level of food waste generated per inhabitant would also be set under
which no further reduction would be required. MS falling below this level would only be obliged not to
exceed their 2016 level. It also suggests that, while combination with option 2 (mandatory reporting) would
be essential in order to monitor and measure respect of the binding targets under these three sub-options,
this would not be essential for sub-option 3(d) where the target would be non-binding. Exactly how progress
could be monitored and comparisons made if the latter were the case, is not explained. Nor is it clear why no
consideration was given to the setting of a less ambitious non-binding target, in the same way that variations
in scale were considered for binding targets. The preferred option is option 3 (d) combined with option 2.

Scope of the Impact Assessment
The IA assesses the relevant impacts of each option and summarizes them in terms of 'pros and cons'. In
addition, Annex 10 provides a detailed analysis of the potential impacts of option 1 (no further action). For
option 2, the analysis concentrates on the implementation and administrative costs, and the benefits in terms
of improved quality of data and stimulation of preventive action. It claims that no new structures would be
needed, and that additional costs would relate to the sampling required to disaggregate data, but not to
reporting and monitoring requirements which already exist. For option 3 and its sub-options, the IA
examines the environmental, economic and, to a lesser extent, social impacts. This latter impact might
perhaps have been developed further with regard to consumers. For example, the IA points to higher
disposable income as a result of reduced food waste, but it does not explain whether, under the higher
targets, the more rapid reduction in food waste, and subsequent reduction in sale of certain food products
which ‘would likely have a more dramatic negative impact on those producers affected’ (IA, p. 53), might
not lead, in the short-term at least, to an increase in prices.

There is no detailed analysis in the IA of the possible territorial dimension of any of the options, but an
indication of the impact on land use is provided in the summary of options 3(a) to 3(c). The implications for
food producers could perhaps have been developed further. The agricultural sector is indicated to be one of
the direct causes of food waste according to the problem tree level 2 (IA, p. 15), and appears as one of the
targeted sectors for food waste measures (Annex 6) and in the context of the components of meeting a
national waste prevention target (Annex 11). However, the IA states that ‘…agricultural food waste […] may
amount to a similar volume to that of households but cannot be readily defined’ (IA, p. 10) 4, and that
‘including the production stage in the target...is not practical at this time’ (IA, p. 29). As a result, it is not
included in the examination of causes/drivers of food waste presented in Annex 4, although a footnote does
acknowledge that ‘the agricultural sector may be an important statistical area for food waste for further
research' (Annex 4, p. 90, footnote 24). Given the lack of detailed data for such a potentially important sector,
this conclusion seems more than justified.

4 The IA estimates that households account for 42 per cent of food waste in the EU based on 2006 figures, followed by
manufacturing, food services/catering and retail/wholesale (IA, p. 11)
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Subsidiarity / proportionality
The proposal is based on articles 191/192 (Environment) and, in part, article 114 (Internal Market) of the
TFEU. According to the Explanatory Memorandum, it is limited to amending the Directives in question by
providing a framework establishing shared objectives, while leaving MS free to decide about precise
implementation methods. The IA on food waste is at pains to point out that ‘the key message is that there is
no one simple solution to reducing food waste, but rather that national strategies are needed' (IA, p. 32). It
does however contain a section on the justification of action at EU level, referring in particular to relevant
provisions in the Waste Framework Directive and commitments in the 7th Environmental Action
Programme. It also refers to the trans-boundary nature of the environmental effects of food waste and the
global impacts of high EU imports of food. It considers that coordinated action to reinforce national food
waste prevention policies can 'significantly increase' the environmental and economic efficiencies of such
policies through the dissemination of good practices and that 'a better understanding of the environmental
impact of food waste generation and management in the EU can only be achieved by improving and
developing the knowledge base available at EU level’ (IA, p. 23).

Budgetary or public finance implications
The IA is very clear about the estimated implementation costs of option 2, and which actors would have to
bear them. It indicates estimated combined implementation costs for options 2 and 3 (IA, p. 62), ranging
from 5 to 66 million euros per year, depending on take-up. It considers that these would be off-set, however,
by savings in waste management costs, for example. Annex 6 provides an indication of the estimated level of
costs per measure, indicating where this would apply to national or local governments, with indicative
examples in some cases of costs already experienced in some countries.

SME test / Competitiveness
It is not clear from the IA whether SMEs were specifically consulted in its preparation, or to what extent
their views are reflected in the stakeholder responses outlined. With regard to option 2, the IA states that
SMEs ‘would not be under any requirements to provide data under this option' (IA, p. 40), but the extent to
which they might be affected by resulting data collection requirements at national or local level is not
mentioned. Under option 3, the IA points out that retailers and producers might suffer a negative impact
linked to reduced demand, although mitigating factors might compensate for this. Again, it does not appear
to analyse this from the specific angle of SMEs operating in the sector.

As far as competitiveness more generally is concerned, the IA suggests that, despite a negative impact on
retailers and food producers, a positive impact could be that the EU food system would become more
globally competitive.

Simplification and other regulatory implications
The IA explains that many existing policies are directly or indirectly related to the food system, but that few
deal with food waste prevention. While the Waste Framework Directive requires MS to implement and
monitor waste prevention programmes, it does not currently provide for any specific actions on food. Annex
3 presents an outline of the complexity of the current regulatory framework in this respect, concluding that
an integrated policy framework should be established ‘that ensures coherence between sectoral policies to
make sure health/sustainability/resource-efficiency goals are aligned and actually delivered through
effective measures’ (Annex 3, pp. 82-87).

Relations with third countries
The IA recognises that a reduction in demand for food resulting from a reduction in food waste could lead to
lower sales in the EU. However, given the growing global demand for food, it considers that this impact
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could be offset by turning to export markets. The potential environmental implications of such an approach
might perhaps have deserved some explanation, notably in relation to the conclusion that the environmental
impact would remain positive. There is no explicit analysis in the IA report itself of the ethical dimension of
food waste and possible implications for developing countries, for example, but a global perspective on the
problem and causes is presented in Annex 5.

Quality of data, research and analysis
The research behind the IA appears to have been thorough and wide ranging. Both internal and external
studies and expertise were used and are mentioned throughout. A list of experts and background reports
providing input is given at Annex 3. The IA also provides detailed information about the model used for the
calculation of costs and benefits (IA, pp. 42-44 and Annex 11). Data from both Eurostat and from national
sources has been used and clearly referenced throughout. Detailed presentations of food waste by Member
State and by sector are provided, with numerous examples from practical experience. The IA acknowledges
that differences, both in the measurement methods used in the different MS and in the dates of the research
underpinning the data, might contribute to the broad differences to be seen in per capita food waste figures
between MS. Care is taken to clarify definitions and to explain the reasoning behind choices made, such as
the target levels and the thresholds, which adds to the sense of a thoughtful and pragmatic approach.

Overall, the assessments made appear to be balanced. Where there are uncertainties or potential weaknesses
in the data, these are indicated. With some exceptions, the presentation is generally clear, comprehensible
and coherent, albeit a little repetitive in places, with additional background information being fully
presented in the Annexes. The language used is accessible and the progression of the arguments presented is
generally logical. The problem trees provide a useful overview of the various interconnections.

Much of the quantified evidence comes from the experience in the UK ,which is the only Member State
already to have undertaken a nationwide food waste reduction campaign that has measured results, and is
’by a significant margin the most advanced MS in terms of food waste prevention activity’ (IA, p. 42) . While
this experience is clearly of great relevance, the assumption that it is automatically transferrable to all other
MS might be considered questionable. The IA itself injects a note of caution in this respect, stating that ‘while
it cannot be assumed that the results are valid for all EU Member States (where the cost of implementation,
of food waste prevention strategies, and the cost associated with dealing with food waste, may differ from
those in the UK), it does provide a good basis for discussion, in particular given the compelling nature of the
results’. It also states that ‘[t]here is also no reason to believe that the results elsewhere would be very
different’ (IA, p. 42). Yet earlier the IA highlights factors such as levels of affluence, cultural differences and
the size of the manufacturing base of a country in relation to its population, which might influence levels of
per capita food waste across Member States (IA, p. 13). This seems slightly contradictory. Similarly, the
assumption that the proposed targets are all considered feasible within the nine year time frame because
they fall within the scope of the aspirational levels already set by a small number of MS, as well as being
within the annual reductions already achieved by the UK, might be considered optimistic. The IA itself
describes the 30 per cent target as ‘being at the upper end of the scale of ambition, but not impossible’ (IA, p.
35), later asserting that ‘food waste reductions of this magnitude, within this time frame, are unprecedented’
(IA, p. 54), and that 'it is unknown if 30% would be achievable' (IA, p. 59). The warning that a cautious
approach should be taken with regard to the costs and ease of achieving such levels therefore seems
justified.

Stakeholder consultation
The IA clearly identifies the stakeholders affected by the problem and the proposed solutions and appears to
have consulted widely. In addition to discussions with technical experts and key specialized stakeholder
groups, a public consultation was launched in July 2013. Annex 2 provides a detailed summary of the
results and of the views of the individual sectors and Member States represented. While some of the
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proposed food waste actions were considered to be of more national than EU competence, the IA claims that
‘in a majority of cases there was support for the EU to take a leading role’ (IA Annex 2, p. 69). Proposals for
actions to introduce reporting requirements and to set binding targets are said to have split the groups’
opinions: individual responders and food chain industry representatives in general placed these as least
favoured options, while consumer, environmental and health groups, as well as governmental
representations, were much more in favour.

The assessment of option 3 in particular includes a very clear section summarising stakeholder views and
responding to their specific concerns (IA, p. 61), although the conclusion that 'in any case the option for a
binding target has been rejected in favour of setting non-binding national objectives…’(IA, p 62), rather pre-
empts the outcome of the IA, perhaps having been added at a later stage. With regard to mandatory
reporting, the IA refers to negative views from industry, with other stakeholders being rather positive. As
far as binding versus voluntary targets are concerned, the IA describes the response to binding targets as
‘generally negative from the industry side, with strong support from NGOs, and from those governmental
organisations that replied’ (IA, p. 61).

Monitoring and evaluation
According to the IA, the progress indicators for food waste prevention will be the levels of food waste
generated at each stage of the food chain, in all Member States (IA, p 64). Data collection would be
implemented via national reporting to Eurostat on the basis of sampling actions, as is currently the case with
a number of other data streams. The IA suggests that an ex post evaluation of the real effects of setting the
objective could be carried out in 2025, consisting of a cost-benefit analysis of waste prevention activities
undertaken in the MS. According to the legislative proposal, the uniform conditions for the monitoring of
the implementation of the food waste prevention actions taken by MS will be established via implementing
acts.

Commission Impact Assessment Board
The IAB apparently issued a negative opinion on a draft version of the IA on 7 February 2014. It
subsequently issued a (guardedly) positive opinion on a re-submitted version on 4 March 2014. It should be
noted that the draft IA reports to which the opinions refer seem to have been originally intended to
accompany the Communication on the Sustainability of the Food System. Since this Communication has still
not been published, it can only be assumed that the accompanying IA was adapted in order to concentrate
on the food waste aspect of the more general proposal on the revision of waste management targets and thus
to complement the broader IA accompanying that proposal. No information about this rather unorthodox
procedure has been provided and, at the time of writing, the IAB opinions on the food waste IA do not seem
to be available on the Commission's website. The second opinion has been authorised for public release,
however.

Although technically 'positive', the IAB's second opinion5 contains a significant number of substantial
criticisms. The opinion states that '[t]he Board has decided to issue a positive opinion on the condition that
the report further strengthens the subsidiarity analysis elaborating on the necessity and added-value of EU-
wide food waste targets (even if voluntary)'. It goes on to call for a strengthening of the problem definition;
an improvement in the intervention logic and presentation of the objectives, including clarification as to the
extent of inclusion of the production sector; clarification of the policy options; further elaboration of the
assessment of the impacts, and an improvement in the sequencing and presentation of the report. The
version of the IA under consideration does not contain the standard section outlining how the Board's
criticisms have been addressed. While it clearly seems to have responded to many of them, some concern

5 IAB Opinion Ref. Ares(2014)1419388



7

issues that have been highlighted in this appraisal, suggesting that they could perhaps have benefited from
still further attention.

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA
The legislative proposal of the Commission seems to follow the general recommendations expressed in this
IA in that it seeks to introduce a requirement in the Waste Framework Directive that MS take specific
measures to prevent food waste generation, and that these measures ‘shall endeavour to ensure that food
waste…is reduced by at least 30% between 1 January 2017 and 31 December 2025’ (article 1, paragraph 7 of
the proposal). No detail on the substance of the data collection requirements is included, the proposal
providing that by 31 December 2017 uniform conditions for the monitoring of the implementation of food
waste prevention measures shall be established by implementing acts. It also provides that the Commission
shall publish a report in 2022 on the achievement of the target.

Conclusions
The impact assessment makes a convincing case for the need for action on food waste prevention, backed up
with extensive references to experience at Member State level. It appears to provide an open and pragmatic
attempt to assess the potential impacts of the measures proposed, based on sound research and analysis, but
injecting necessary notes of caution in relation to some of the assumptions made. Some further analysis of
the impacts on producers/retailers, and possible knock-on effects, might have been helpful. While the
arguments in favour of obligatory, comparable reporting requirements are robustly presented, the
conclusion that a highly ambitious voluntary target, rather than a less ambitious mandatory target, is the
most appropriate (and feasible) response, could perhaps have been more fully and convincingly explained,
particularly since binding targets were strongly supported by some stakeholders.

Finally, the timing of the development of the impact assessment deserves mention. According to the timing
outlined in Annex 1, work on the food waste IA started in April 2012, the report being submitted to the IA
Board in November-December 2013. The more general IA on the revision of the waste management targets
was submitted to the Board in February and March 2014 and published alongside the proposal in July 2014.
The reason why this supplementary IA on food waste prevention measures, which is certainly helpful in
explaining the thinking behind that specific aspect of the proposal, was published only later in September
2014, and is not referred to in the ‘main’ IA on the proposal, is not entirely clear, although is presumably
linked to the postponed publication of the Communication on the Sustainability of the Food System. Some
clarification on this within the IA would have been helpful.

________________________________________________________________________________________________

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety
(ENVI) of the European Parliament, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact Assessment
Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the IA.
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