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The Joint Research Centre  

at a glance 

3000 staff 
Almost 75% are scientists  
and researchers. 
Headquarters in Brussels  
and research facilities 
located in 5 Member States. 
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Content 

• Overview of the JRC support to the sub-group Action & 

Implementation 

 

• Presentation of the draft template structure and gather 

inputs/feedback from the audience 

 

• Environmental, social and economic indicators considered 

 

• Other aspects to be considered in the assessment? 
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FOOD WASTE 
 

High Potential for 
Circular Economy and 

Bioeconomy 

 

 Subgroup Action and Implementation 

 

• Support the PLATFORM in the development of a template to report on FW prevention 

activities 

 

• Identify indicators assessing effectiveness of prevention strategies from economic, 

environmental and social perspectives 

 

• Identify best practices, informed by an appropriate evidence base, in order to 

facilitate their uptake and replication as appropriate 

 
 

Support to the EU Platform on food waste 

and food loss (FWL) 
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1.Development of the template 

2. Data collection 

3. Evaluation 

Stages for the evaluation of best practices 

for food waste prevention actions 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Other actions 

beside the ones 

reported through 

the template will 

be considered 
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1.Development of the template 

Goal - gather information about food waste prevention actions 

in a structured way to allow a systematic classification and 

evaluation 

The questions were/are to be defined taking into account the 

foreseen criteria for evaluation 

Sections: 1. Introduction, 2. General information,  

3. Implementation and results, 4. Additional information 
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General information section 

2.1 Title 

2.2 Type of action  

2.3 Objectives 

2.4 Short summary of the actions 

2.5 Actors(s) responsible for the implementation 

2.6 Target audience 

2.7 Geographical coverage 

2.8 Timeline 

2.9 Type of funding 

2.10 Contact information 
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Results and impacts section 

3.1 Monitoring system to measure efficiency and/or efficacy 

3.2 Information about the food waste prevented 

3.3 Economic indicators 

 - Total cost 
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Assessment of impacts and benefits 

Impact and benefits (economic, environmental and social) associated 

to prevention actions should be evaluated at three levels: 

 
 Impacts/benefits of the action itself  (e.g changing packaging will have 

certain costs and associated impacts due to additional material used for its 

production) 

 

 Impacts/benefits associated to the avoided production of food surplus 

 

 Impacts/benefits associated to the avoided waste treatment 
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If data is not provided/available… 

Use of proxies for the value of food and cost of waste treatment  

For example values which were used for the 2014 impact assessment related to 

the revision of the WFD and considering possible EU Food waste targets obtained 

from a study from WRAP. 

 

By sector, the value of food wasted has been estimated at: 

Manufacturing - £950 a tonne; 

Retail - £1,200 a tonne; 

Hospitality and Food Service – an average of £2,775 a tonne (ranging from ca 

£1,660 to £4,000 a tonne for different sectors); 

Households - £2,960 a tonne. 
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Results and impacts section 

3.1 Monitoring system to measure efficiency and/or efficacy 

3.2 Information about on the food waste prevented 

3.3 Economic indicators 

 - Total cost 

 - Financial benefits 

3.4 Environmental indicators 
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LCA for environmental impacts 

Avoiding burden shifting 
• over impact categories (increasing impact in an impact category while reducing the impact on another) 
• over life cycles stages (e.g. increasing impact  in the end of life while reducing the impact in the use phase) 
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Environmental impact of  EU food consumption and of 

food waste  
Environmental impact due to the amount of food consumed in 1 year by an average EU citizen 
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Results and impacts section 

3.1 Monitoring system to measure efficiency and/or efficacy 

3.2 Information about on the food waste prevented 

3.3 Economic indicators 

 - Total cost 

 - Financial benefits 

3.4 Environmental indicators 

3.5 Social indicators 

3.6 Outreach and target audience impact 

3.7 Key learnings regarding the implementation 
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Indicators   

• Amount of food waste prevented 

 

• Total cost of the action 

 

• Financial benefits 

 

• Environmental impacts (such as Climate Change, Water depletion 

etc, namely the 16 impact categories as recommended by EC-JRC 

for environmental footprint) 

 

• Social impacts (number of meals donated, jobs creation) 

 

• Target audience impact 
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Other aspects to be considered in the assessment? 

• Relevance 

• Innovation 

• Representativeness 

• Intervention characteristics 

• Evidence and theory based 

• Ethical aspects 

• Effectiveness and Efficiency of the intervention 

• Equity 

• Transferability 

• Sustainability 

• Participation  

• Inter-sectoral collaboration 

 

 

Example of criteria used to evaluate best practices in health 

promotion/waste prevention:  
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Proposed criteria and guidelines for assessment 

Draft by September to be 

discussed in the workshop in 

October 2018 

 

Based on review of existing evaluation frameworks 

 

Suggestions are welcomed! 
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Stay in touch 

 
•EU Science Hub: ec.europa.eu/jrc 

•Twitter: @EU_ScienceHub  

•Facebook: EU Science Hub - Joint Research Centre 

•LinkedIn: Joint Research Centre 

•YouTube: EU Science Hub 


