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 What is the FLWS, and what are its advantages 

 FLWS requirements vs flexibility (and how this can be tailored to align to the 

requirements of the CEP) 

 Where is the FLWS being used  

 How the FLWS can be used to aid national reporting 

 Guidance/tools/support that is available now, and under development 

 Summary 

 Discussion 



Origin of the FLWS 

Secretariat: 

providing 



Multi-stakeholder  

involvement 

Across every continent 

Across the food supply chain 

Across all types of 

organizations (academia, 

private sector, government, 

NGOs) 

Over 200 stakeholders 

consulted 



What is the FLWS 

The FLWS is: 

 A voluntary, global accounting and reporting 

standard 

 For quantifying and reporting on the amount of 

food and/or associated inedible parts removed 

from the food supply chain (referred to for 

simplicity sake as ‘food loss and waste,’ or FLW) 

 Intended for a wide range of entities - countries, 

companies and other organizations 

 

[The Food Loss & Waste Protocol is the multi-

stakeholder effort that developed the FLWS] 

Launched June 2016 



FLWS – requirements vs flexibility 

 Does not dictate what 

methods should be 

used to acquire the 

food waste data (but 

provides guidance on 

this) 



What is the FLWS 
(resources @ www.FLWProtocol.org) 



What is the FLWS 

 Aims to support users in: 

 Understanding why to measure FLW 

 What to measure 

 How to approach measurement 

 How to report 

 

 Provides: 

 Consistent language 

 Framework for consistent and transparent reporting 



Requirements vs flexibility 



FLWS – requirements vs flexibility 

 Does not dictate what 

is classed as food 

waste (but provides 

an adaptable template 

for users to show 

what is being 

included) 

[Taken from draft 

‘Monitoring of 

food waste – 

outline to 

methodology’] 



FLWS vs FUSIONS guidance 

Guidance on possible 

methods 

Recommended approach 

Chapters include: 

 Overview 

 Advantages/ 

disadvantages 

 Level of expertise 

required 

 Cost 

 Guidance on 

implementing 



FLWS  

requirements 

 Note: Three of these 

requirements are only 

relevant in some 

cases (5,7,8) 



Advantages of the FLWS 

 Common language 

 Reporting framework 

 Practical guidance  

“… provides 

consistent language 

to use … and 

standard ways to 

measure and report.”  

 

Kellogg Company 



(1) Material Types (i.e., food 

and/or inedible parts) 

 AND 
 

(2) Destinations (where 

material goes when it 

leaves the food supply 

chain; 10 possibilities) 

a  Intended for human consumption (i.e., excludes crops intentionally grown for bioenergy, animal feed, seed, or industrial use) 

b  At some point in the food supply chain (including surplus food redistributed to people and consumed) 

Source: FLW Standard, Adapted from FAO, 2014. Definitional Framework of Food Loss. Working paper of the Global Initiative on Food Loss and Waste Reduction. Rome, Italy: FAO. 

Consistency in language 



Landfill 

Refuse/ 

discard 

Sewer 

Food 

category =  

All food and 
beverages 

Lifecycle 

stage = All 

(only includes 

farm-level FLW 

that’s off site) 

Geography =  

Entire country 

Organization =  

All FLW-

producing units 

Pre-harvest 

losses and the 

weight of 

product 

packaging is 

excluded from 

the weight of 

FLW 

12 months 

(Jan. 1 –  

Dec. 31) 

Food 

Inedible parts 

Land 

application 

Controlled 

combustion 

Compost/ 

aerobic 

Co/anaerobic 

digestion 

Not harvested 

Scope described using FLW Standard 



Consistency in language 

These are both “food” – originally 

intended for human consumption  

This is edible = fit for human consumption 

 

 

       

 

 

This is no longer edible (not edible)  = some 

might call it “inedible” 

Still food but in a different state! 

It’s confusing to refer to “edible” versus “inedible”  

because there are also… inedible parts 



Consistency in language 

This is the Inedible Parts = bones, rinds, 

pits/stones not intended for consumption 

This is (Inedible) Food = no longer edible, 

i.e., not fit for consumption 

  Avoid confusion and use “food” and 

“inedible parts” 



Consistency in definitions /  

language 

 Definition of food – FLWS definition from Codex Alimentarius Commission 

(2013) 

 Inedible parts - cultural element 

[WRAP carried out research to inform what was included in this] 

 Food waste – still a variety of terms being used 

 WRAP moving away from avoidable, possibly avoidable and 

unavoidable, to: 

 Food waste = “wasted food” (elements intended for human 

consumption) plus “associated inedible parts” 

(This language also used by U.S. environmental agencies) 

 Recommendation not to use ‘edible’ and ‘inedible’ (as can be 

misinterpreted)  



FLWS in practice 



Examples of business users 

More in the Pipeline:  Cranswick plc, Danone, Campbell’s, Sobey’s, Walmart 



Example of other users 



Tesco suppliers initiative 

 25 major suppliers representing >£17 billion of sales 

 Adopted targets aligned to SDG 12.3 (Champions 12.3 

interpretation) 

 Will measure and publish food waste data by September 2018 

 Reporting template uses the FLWS 

 Supported by WRI, Anthesis (Consultancy) and WRAP 

 Workshop to discuss details and 

provide clarification 

 Will feed into wider 

development of new resources 

 



Working with Industry Leaders to agree 

principles of food waste measurement 

• Mandate from the UK Industry Leaders Forum (ca 30 CEOs) 

• Collaborative exercise with a range of business representatives to develop a 

set of principles for how food waste measurement should be approached 

• Retail, hospitality & food service, manufacture, primary production 

• Accepted by the Industry Leaders Forum September 2017 

• Principles and signposting document published January 2018 

[http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/food-waste-measurement-principles-

and-resources-guide] 

• Implementation Roadmap to be developed by September 2018 
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Principles of food waste measurement 

(UK food industry)  



Principles of food waste measurement 

(UK food industry)  



Aligning UK 

household food 

waste data 

WRAP defined this as: 

• Avoidable and 

potentially avoidable 

• Unavoidable 

Historically WRAP has 

also included food fed to 

pets/animals 



Aligning UK household food waste data with the 

FLWS / FUSIONS language 

1: Exclusion of 0.3 

Mt of food fed to 

animals 

 

2: Consolidation of 

three fractions 
(avoidable, possibly  

avoidable, unavoidable)  in 

to two (food and inedible 

parts) 

 

[Green = food and red = 

inedible parts in the final 

column] 

1 2 



How the FLWS can be used to aid 

national reporting 



FLWS as an aid for transparent national 

reporting 

 Can form part of a strategy for Member States to acquire food 

waste data from supply chains 

 Ensure scope of data and method used for data generation is 

clearly reported. Reporting based on FLWS requirements 

provides clarity with respect to the reliability, consistency, and 

comparability of the data. 

 Integrate into existing or new reporting mechanisms (e.g. 

through voluntary agreements, trade body surveys, 

mandatory requirements etc.) 

 Can help ensure Member State-funded research is consistent 

and comparable (e.g. on household food waste) 



FLWS as an aid for transparent national 

reporting 

 Needs to be complemented by: 

 Guidance on what to include in scope (e.g., related to 

material types, destinations, and boundary) 

 Guidance on methodological approaches 

 Tailored reporting template(s) 

 

 Supplementary sector-level guidance / Q&As may be needed 

(and may be covered by future FLWS resources) 

 

 Training / sector-level discussions are invaluable 



Example reporting template 

(UK retail suppliers; based on FLWS) 



Example reporting format 

(3 US cities – businesses; based on FLWS) 



Example guidance to 

producers and 

manufacturers (UK 

retail supply chain) 



Guidance / tools / support 



Guidance / tools / support 
@ www.FLWProtocol.org 



Guidance / tools / support 

1. Direct weighing 

2. Counting 

3. Assessing volume 

4. Waste composition analysis 

5. Records 

6. Diaries 

7. Surveys 

8. Mass balance 

9. Modelling 

10. Proxy data 

Plus: Quantifying FLW if water is added 

(Appendix A) 

The FLW Standard does not require use of a particular quantification method – 

but provides an overview of 10 methods: 







Guidance / tools / support 



Guidance / tools / support (on measuring) 

Being developed for sectors which 

have specific clarification needs, in 

collaboration with sector 

representatives  

 Hospitality and food service sector 

 Dairy, fresh produce, meat initially 

 What material to include, food vs inedible 

parts, waste in liquid streams etc. 



Guidance / tools / support 

(on reporting) 



Challenging areas – food waste to sewer 

 Households – Use of diaries (preferably not combined 

with investigating other disposal streams) 

 Challenging for most other sectors: 

 The exception is the diary sector, where a 

recommended method has been developed: 

 Record effluent COD load (pre-treatment)   

 Convert into ‘milk equivalents’ (use conversion factor:  1kg 

COD = 0.223kg milk) 

 Record & report estimate of milk equivalent tonnages 

 Effluent volumes, BOD/COD, solids NOT good proxies 

for food waste in most cases 

 Ideally assess volumes prior to dilution/mixing 

 More research / practical learnings required (e.g. ZWS) 



Challenging areas – food waste in sludge 

 ‘Sludge’ waste streams will not be equivalent to the amounts of food in this waste 

stream – due to dilution and/or concentration (depending on the on-site processing 

that the food waste may have undergone) 

 % of food in ‘sludge’ varies greatly by sub-sector, from ca. 9% to 60% 

 Ideally an estimate of food waste is made prior to any on-site processing and the 

production of the ‘sludge’  

 If this isn’t possible, estimate based on analysis of the process, the sludge, and/or an 

assessment of the mass flows through the process  

 Data on the amounts of sludge containing food waste may be available from the 

waste contractor, or if applicable, from regulatory returns  

 Assumptions about the % of food in sludge fractions should be made clear when 

reporting food waste data  

 Potential approaches are outlined in the FLWS’s Guidance on FLW Quantification 

Methods (Appendix A) and WRAPs ‘Quantification of food surplus, waste and related 

materials in the supply chain’ 



Summary 

 The FLWS was developed through extensive collaboration (with links to FUSIONS) 

 Increasingly being used by food businesses and others 

 Supported by Champions 12.3  

 Allows flexibility regarding choice of food waste definition (i.e., scope) - but 

consistent scope needed for monitoring and tracking progress against targets 

 Does not prescribe methods to obtain data, but does have requirements to ensure 

consistency and transparency in reporting 

 Increasing amounts of guidance and support for its use (training, FAQ etc.) 

 WRI available to advise and happy to receive feedback (FLWS resources are 

evolving) 



Businesses appreciate 

a harmonised approach 

Material leaving the 

chain 
Redistribution 

Falls within the 

definition of food 

waste 



How to learn more 

 Sectoral guidance and other tools under development 

 

 Monthly webinar series (third Wednesdays); prior webinars posed online 

 

 If you aren’t already signed up for the news update, do so at the bottom of any page 

@ FLWProtocol.org 
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