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1. Glossary  

 

• Farm to Fork Strategy: The Farm to Fork Strategy is part of the European Green Deal and it aims to  

accelerate our transition to a sustainable food system (website).  

 

• Governance: The process, or the power, of governing; the specific system by which the Partnership is 

ruled,  

 

• Hub: A physical or virtual space providing opportunities for knowledge sharing, networking, and 

exchange 

 

• Mirror Groups: A group of individuals who provide input, feedback, reflections, and recommendations 

on an organisation/work being done. Working with mirror groups provides FOODPathS with an 

opportunity to learn about best governance and implementation practices and elevate the 

participants’ voices and stories, including their priorities, reflections, and feedback, to ensure an 

inclusive, transparent partnership. 

 

• Participatory Processes: refers to the active involvement of the people or the community in policy-

formulation, project- planning or implementation (website).  

 

• Partnership: an arrangement where parties agree to cooperate to advance their mutual interests,  

 

• Prototype: An original form, or model (described in detail) which is the basis for the future 

Partnership,  

 

• Social inclusion: Social inclusion is the process of improving the terms on which individuals and groups 

take part in society, improving the ability, opportunity, and dignity of those disadvantaged on the 

basis of their identity (website).  

 

• Partnership on Sustainable Food Systems: a sustainable food system provides and promotes safe, 

nutritious and healthy food of low environmental impact for all current and future EU citizens in a 

manner that itself also protects and restores the natural environment and its ecosystem services, is 

robust and resilient, economically dynamic, just and fair, and socially acceptable and inclusive 

(website).   

 

• Sustainable Food System Deals: for the purpose of this paper safe and sustainable food system 

deals are initiatives, networks, partnerships, policy frameworks, and programs that have an 

overarching aim to transform the food system from a linear, extractive model, towards a circular 

and sustainable one. ‘Deals’ include more than one stakeholder and raise questions regarding 

benefits and trade-offs.  

  

• Systemic or Systems approach: Within and affecting a whole system, with interacting actors and 

feedback loops.  

 

• Vulnerable groups: Groups within our societies that face higher risk of poverty and social exclusion 

compared to the general population. These vulnerable and marginalised groups include but are not 

limited to: people with disabilities, migrants and ethnic minorities (including Roma), homeless people, 

ex-prisoners, drug addicts, people with alcohol problems, isolated older people and children 

(website).  

https://food.ec.europa.eu/horizontal-topics/farm-fork-strategy_en
https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/participatory-approach
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/social-inclusion
https://www.sapea.info/wp-content/uploads/sustainable-food-system-report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/2010againstpoverty/extranet/vulnerable_groups_en.pdf
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1.1. Abbrevations 

CAP= Common Agricultural Policy  

FS = Food Systems;   

KPI = Key Performance Indicators;  

RIPE = Research & Innovation & Science to Policy & Education;   

SRIA = Strategic Research & innovation agenda;  

SFS = Sustainable Food System(s) 
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2. Introduction 
 

Through this report we present our findings regarding mechanisms and characteristics of inclusive 
sustainable food system ‘deals.’ These deals range from public-private partnerships to global civil 
engagement programs to bottom-up stakeholder initiatives. The focus of this report is on 1) the identification 
of critical issues related to un-safe and unsustainable food systems and 2) the identification of successful best 
practices for food system transformation including co-operations, voluntary agreements, and policies. 

The contents in this report are the results of desk-research mapping of case studies and in-depth interviews 
that shed light into critical issues causing un-safe and unsustainable food systems, actions being taken to 
overcome these issues, existing networks, platforms, and partnerships, and sustainability indicators. 

The first part of this report includes background information about the process and methodology related to 
how the information was gathered and the learnings derived.  In the second part the findings of our activities 
are shared in a combined analysis and synthesis and finally with recommendations for the FoodPathS 
consortium and the future partnership on sustainable food systems based on our findings.  

 

2.1. How to use this report? 

 

This report is written for the FoodPathS consortium members and the future partners of the Sustainable 
Food System Partnership. FoodPathS consortium members and future Partnership partners are especially 
encouraged to read the ‘recommendations’ section. When questions arise about the recommendations, 
readers can consult the ‘Discussion of Results,’ ‘Methodology,’ and ‘Glossary’ sections. This report was 
written to encourage inclusive and meaningful synergies between the future Partnership with organisations 
in- and outside Europe by learning from and cooperating with existing networks and partnerships.  

The report shares learnings about and different perspectives on key opportunities, challenges, and priorities 
related to co-benefits and trade-offs of transformation towards sustainable food systems at local, national, 
EU-wide, and global scales. The intention is that consortium members and future Partnership partners will 
consider these learnings and perspectives in order to ensure the Partnership in a manner that is inclusive of 
different contexts, realities and views across scales, chains, actors and organisations.  

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Mapping 

Mapping in WP7 aims to understand the main characteristics of safe and sustainable food systems by 
identifying existing networks, platforms, and partnerships and their work to understand: 1) critical issues 
related to un-safe and unsustainable FS, and 2) successful best practices including co-operations, voluntary 
agreements, and policies to address them. Thus, the cases collected focus on addressing critical issues 
causing un-safe and unsustainable food systems. In this results section we look at examples of networks, 
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platforms, and partnership, challenges they address, action taken to overcome the 

challenges, and sustainability indicators.    

 

We identified a range of existing networks, platforms and partnerships. Several cases mapped were directly 
related to networks focusing on food policies (Milan Food Policy, New York Food Policy, Berlin Food Council) 
and cases of collaboration between civil society and municipalities. Those networks of actors are very diverse 
and adaptable in terms of who participated e.g city staff, NGO personnel, farmers, citizens, business owners. 
The goal of those cooperations is mostly to influence policies or actions on food systems at local levels, taking 
into account the diversity of the local supply chains and their inherent boundaries. The cooperations react to 
the fact that a more inclusive and resilient food system relies on inclusive, fair and environmentally healthy 
food supply chains, meaning in all sectors of the food system, be it production, recycling or consumption in 
linear or circular food supply chains. Other partnerships occur at different points along the supply chain or 
along a circular supply chain and were facilitated by a third actor or ‘intervener.’ For example, the App “ResQ” 
is a case, where two parts of the supply chain – supermarkets and consumers – are part of a facilitated 
partnership. The MUFPP integrates circular elements into the supply chain such as food redistribution 
mechanisms and food waste handling.  A third type are cases looked at networks and partnerships facilitated 
by platforms where one agency (public or private) takes the lead and drives for action, such as the “Ellen 

McArthur Foundation”, “4per1000” or the “One Planet Network Sustainable Food Systems Programme”.  

 

Most cases mapped were funded by public or private agencies or had the support of donated/in-kind time 
and volunteer labor. The activities mapped include both top-down and bottom-up initiatives. The difference 
between a top-down or bottom-up actions lies, in most of the cases, in the presence or absence of policy 
makers and in the funding availability. The top-down activities received some degree of funding from public 
or private agencies and included policy interventions. The bottom-up activities were often local/regional, 

while top-down actions tend to be also international.    

 

In addition, we noted that the better embedded practices, or else the practices that were more successful, 
are also the ones in which the network of actors is more diverse. Finally, from what we were able to observe 

in the mapping, the success of the cases mapped depended on having a funded coordinator.  

 

3.2 Interviews 

According to the description of task 7.2 and the purpose of WP7, we designed a questionnaire template for 

the interview. The goals of the interviews were prescribed as:  

• To bilaterally engage and learn from existing initiatives (e.g. Policy & City Labs, social 
innovation trajectories) and global organisations (FAO, WFP, WHO, UNICEF, UN Nutrition, etc.), 

national and sub national governments  
• To identify best governance and implementation practices  
• To identify “SFS deals” at global, national and subnational level  
• To identify potential mirror group participants  
• Document lessons learned from best practices especially related to policy and governance 
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The interviewees were selected together with WP partners on the basis of the mapping of actors looking at 
the following categories: existing initiatives (e.g. Policy & City Labs, social innovation trajectories), global 
organisations (FAO, WFP, WHO, UNICEF, UN Nutrition, etc.) as well as national and sub national governments. 
After conducting a broad mapping of actors, we selected interviewees to have a balanced representation of 
“Scales of Action” (which scale they primarily influence local, regional, national, global), “Area of 
Focus” (which topic they interact with) and their geographical location. At this stage, we already foresaw the 

potential of interviewed actors to be prominent candidates for the Mirror Groups.  

 

For the analysis of the interviews, we used a deductive approach and applied the questions asked to the 
participants as categories. These categories were: Identifies main challenges in food systems as ..., activities 
to overcome challenges related to sustainable food systems, expectations towards food system change, 

definition(s) of sustainability, dealing with disagreement/"rival" stakeholders. In a second step, we used an 
inductive approach to identify emerging main topics that came up throughout the interviews and were not 
yet included in the categories. We compared each question between the interviews in order to identify both 
the common themes and the unique points of each organization/initiative. For example, recurring methods 
on how to foster agreement (“shared vision”) or specificities e.g., due to the location of the organization. 

3.3 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 

Partners in WP7 initially planned to map 30 organisations and ‘deals’ and to interview 5-10 individuals and 
organisations each (for a total of between 20 to 40). In the end, 33 organisations were mapped as part of 
WP2, and 25 individuals and organisations were interviewed. The number of organisations mapped and 
interviewed was constrained by timeline and availability. However, this bilateral engagement of 
organisations outside the consortium will continue as part of other tasks in WP7 via conversations, 
workshops, and mirror groups.  

 

For the mapping, our plan was to have a wide, but also qualitatively relevant selection. We therefore asked 
all WP partners to identify a first list of practices that were considered more relevant for them and that could 
help us to identify: A) critical issues causing un-safe and unsustainable FS, B) actions being taken to overcome 
these issues, C) existing networks, platforms, and partnerships, D) sustainability indicators. In turn, we 
reviewed the practices suggested and organize a meeting with WP partners filter the successful best practices 
and identify the criteria for defining SFS partnership at the local, national, EU, and global scales. This 
collaborative approach allowed us to learn more about the different practices, share knowledge across 
partners and strengthen our mapping activity.   

 

For the interviews, we aimed for a balanced representation of organisations operating on different scales 
(global, EU, national and local) and focus areas (government, non-government, social interventions, 
approaches to sustainability e.g., farming, health, policy). However, of the 23 interviews 14 were global 
organisations, 5 EU, 4 National, and 3 were local organisations. While this does not meet the initially planned 
target, it does meet the ultimate goal of bringing in new voices into the process of developing a partnership 
and provides for opportunities to learn from and align with global organisations and initiatives focusing on 
under-represented voices such as the just food transition and women farmers. Furthermore, several 
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organisations work directly with local organisations and were able to share an aggregated 
perspective from their local partners and stakeholders, further helping to meet the targeted goal of balanced 
representation.    

4. Discussion of results 

While the mapping primarily focused on identifying needs and gaps, the results of the interviews are 
discussed below according to the following 6 themes.  The needs and gaps from the mapping are included in 
the sections focusing on definitions of sustainability, indicators for sustainability and needs gaps and are 

discussed in those sections.   

1. Vision of Safe and Sustainable Food Systems  

2. Definitions of Sustainability  

3. Indicators for Sustainability   

4. Governance Structures  

5. Methodologies for Change  

6. Needs and Gaps  

4.1 Visions of Safe & Sustainable Food Systems 

Visions are very powerful. Quoting Elena Benett with visions of the future “it's like steering a car - you are 
going to steer towards what you are looking at”1. Unsurprisingly the importance of shared visions for SFS 
have been a main take-away from the interviews. Unfortunately, at the moment food systems suffer from 
unaligned understandings and means for change - if we strive for a different system, aligned positions of how 
this should look like are vital. A shared vision is the basis for change as well as a motivator for stakeholders 
and with common goals compromises and trade-offs can be easier to accept since they act as means to an 
end. All stakeholders in food systems should be made aware of the importance of their opinion and be 
included in a visioning process.  

 

Certain features of a shared vision of a SFS were mentioned frequently in the interviews. This may possibly 
be organized and supervised by a coordinating force that ensures equal access to opportunities and influence 
for all stakeholders. The distribution of power and responsibility seems to be a prominent feature. In an 
envisioned SFS risks, power and responsibility is shared equally along the whole system, supply chains as well 
as policy processes. Environmental, social, health and climate impacts are equally accounted for. No 
stakeholders responsibility is exaggerated (at the moment consumer´s & producer´s) or understated (at the 
moment private for-profit actors´). At the same time power imbalances have to be identified and 
representation in policy processes have to match the share of work and service a stakeholder group conducts 
in the food system; for example farmers have a crucial role in delivering environmental services while their 
representation on a European level is relatively small in comparison to e.g. commercial companies. In order 
for all actors to actively participate, education and training on food topics is fostered and made available to 
everyone. Funding and support schemes would have to distribute according to the level of change a sector 
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is facing: Meaning to acknowledge marginal and investment costs that smaller enterprises 
in the supply chain are facing through a system change.   

 

The interviewees identify a future SFS that acknowledges the different levels of food systems in order to find 
adequate solutions, define trade-offs and benefits between those: There is a global food system that has to 
be governed by global solutions, inter-state regulations and law. But at the same time there are local food 
systems containing informal rules, habits and restrictions, such as food traditions, selling points for food, 
seasonal and regional specificities in species, behaviors and labor. Due to the interconnection of food systems 
there are trade-offs and co-benefits at and between all scales (local to local, global to local etc.). Since food 
systems are highly dependent on local contexts (weather, cultural aspects, dietary patterns) a future SFS 
acknowledges the voice of the local communities, including the marginalized groups, and aligns local policies 
to build strong, resilient and adaptable local food systems. This finding aligns with the results of the mapping, 
which showed that the most successful actions are those that guarantee the participation of a variety of 
actors. SFS must ensure high quality of life for all producers, processors, retailers, and consumers. Data and 
funds should be made available to local authorities and partnerships to build up efficient local supply chains 
and calculate their true costs and decide on necessary trade-offs. Local food policies and strategies should 
be rooted in legislation, as well as, take every form of knowledge into account, including traditional or 
indigenous knowledge.   

 

The vision we are seeing emerge includes new policy frameworks and updating outdated/conflicting policies 
at the EU, national, and local levels, taking into account and building upon diverse knowledge and expertise 
from the whole supply chain.  

4.2 Definitions of Sustainability in Food Systems 

Sustainability is a term frequently used when talking about transformation towards carbon neutral 
agricultural practices and food supply chains that engage in regenerative or nature-positive methods. Once 
defined through the Brundtland commission sustainability means “meeting the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”2 Still, when looking at 
food systems it can be a very broad term and depending on the context it can mean different things. In 
FAO’s 2014 definition, a sustainable food system ensures food security and nutrition for all in a such a way 
that the economic, social and environmental bases to generate food security and nutrition of future 
generations are not compromised1. The Science Advice for Policy by European Academics (SAPEA) working 
group defines a sustainable EU Food system, but with caveats stating it is not complete, but rather points 
towards the need to move toward a circular understanding of complex adaptive food systems: a 
sustainable food system provides and promotes safe, nutritious and healthy food of low environmental 
impact for all current and future EU citizens in a manner that itself also protects and restores the natural 
environment and its ecosystem services, is robust and resilient, economically dynamic, just and fair, and 
socially acceptable and inclusive. It does so without compromising the availability of nutritious and healthy 
food for people living outside the EU, nor impairing their natural environment2.  

 

In the interviews we heard an immediate recognition and use of the terms ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable 
food systems.’ However, the interpretations differ. We found that there can be many. This is because 

 
1 Food losses and waste in the context of sustainabl food systems, HLPE FAO, 
2014https://www.fao.org/3/i3901e/i3901e.pdf 
2 A Sustainable Food System for the European Union, SAPEA, 2020: https://www.sapea.info/wp-
content/uploads/sustainable-food-system-report.pdf 
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different actors in the food supply chain will have their own definition, based on where 
they are starting from. For business owners, sustainability might emphasize economical sustainability and to 
live on what they earn. For health professionals the emphasis lies much more on the nutrition and safety of 
food, and a food system may only seem sustainable if it ensures healthy eating patterns. While from a political 
perspective food security is central to sustainability and has a great value when considering the sensitivity of 
food systems to shocks. In the end also the social (affordability) and cultural (traditional diets) dimensions 
play a role when building up a sustainable food system. A complete definition of a sustainable food system 
seems to contain all of these dimensions and more. Sustainable Food Systems are further defined by the 
indicators selected. 

 

Through the interviews and mapping our understanding of sustainability and sustainable food systems was 
broadened rather than condensed into a single definition. The findings from the interviews correlate very 
much with the key aspects named in the mapping, where depending on the stakeholders the understanding 

of sustainability deviate quite broadly and include a diverse range of qualitative and quantitative factors, 
ranging from CO2- measurement to long lasting “sustainable” social inclusion. Still two primary themes 
related to sustainability could be detected which were 1) healthy eating and 2) environmental impact.   

 

4.3 Indicators for Sustainability 

Measuring sustainability is closely related to defining sustainability of the food system: the definition of a 
sustainable food system varies and is used flexibly, therefore, indicators also vary broadly and are always 
attached to the topic that a partnership/platform/network focuses on. When looking at food transactions 
through a systems approach many different aspects may or may not be part of measurement. Depending on 
the individual measurements can be interpreted as good or bad, important or unimportant - with 
measurements we face the problem that there is no final solution, but rather a process of trading off and 
compromising.  There are also indicators that may be associated with one topic or category of activity (quality 
of food, living wages), but others that can provide insight into how the system is working across sectors (e.g. 
investment in R&D from public and private sectors, transparency in the food chain, policy coherence). For 
example, the JRC identifies indicators based on SAPEA’s working definition (defined in previous section) and 

also includes a ‘crosscutting’ indicator set3.  

 

Overall, there is a need for adaptability of SFS indicators. SFS are grounded in localised activities, but also 
include physical and digital food environments, and globally reaching activities. Therefore, indicators must 
take a variety of social, economic, and political differences into account and be flexible enough to adapt to 
changes. Especially in situations of disruption and change, policies must imply how to diverge from indicators 

and which ones have the most importance in which situation. The interviewees identify a specific gap when 

it comes to tracking and measuring the impact on and relationship between human, nature, and health.   

 

Another emphasis was placed on the joint profits for sustainability and affordability: The social component 
of a SFS must be measurable as well as the environmental component; this means making healthy sustainable 
food affordable and accessible while fairly financially rewarding producers for their work and minimising 

 
3 https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC126575 
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harm done to people and the planet along the supply chain. Many of the indicators that 
emerged from the mapping are environment-related, such as the reduction of carbon emissions and the use 
of ingredients that come from circular or regenerative agriculture, while only one had a social component 
(counting the number of saved meals as an indicator). It is clear that some indicators contradict each other, 
but that concentrating on solely one indicator does not enable long-lasting system change. This said some 
aspects of the SFS are even not measurable at all or depend on certain concepts not all stakeholders share 

(e.g. cultural, emotional or educational efforts of food systems). Furthermore, the scale of tracking becomes 
important, some data may only be available very locally while other data is most appropriate to look at in 
aggregate at a system scale. Especially in situations of disruption and change, policies must imply how to 

diverge from indicators and which ones have the most importance in which situation.  

 

Overall through the interviews and mapping we encounter many obstacles towards classic indicator setting 
and there seems to be a need for holistic approaches that work with many indicators at the same time while 
punctually highlighting those which have importance for a certain timeframe/situation/locality. Measuring a 
sustainable food system needs to be able to take into account different scales and indicator sets. While the 
broad categories might be the same at local and global scales, what data is collected and how may vary. At 
the local level the SFS might be concentrated on consumer-producer relationships and emerging local 
practices, while on a global level there is a need for data aggregation and quantification. Both quantitative 
data and metrics and qualitative data need to be used at multiple scales. Not all mechanisms of change may 
be able to be quantified or qualified: peer-to-peer relationships and trust is part of the transformation of 
food systems needs also be counted on when possible.  

4.4 Governance Structures 

Information within the ‘governance structures’ code refers to 1) governance models and ideas for the 
partnership and also 2) for sustainable food systems in general. For the purpose of this paper, and the 
development of the Food System Partnership, governance is about more than bringing people together and 
making decisions, it is about re-balancing power, taking action based on the inclusion of voices and opinions 
that might differ from each other. Establishing governance structures encompasses the questions ‘who 
participates? how do they participate? And who benefits from the outcomes of the decision-making 

process?’  

 

A take-away regarding governance that arose from the mapping is to take all voices in the global supply chain 
into account: How we design governance systems has a major impact on which voices we hear. To channel 
and highlight voices that might not be “the usual suspect” has a high value when trying to understand barriers 
and shortcomings of the food system. These groups of people might not be used to the language and way of 
communication used in a European policy context and language and communication structures have to be 

adapted in order to give less visible actors an opportunity to voice concerns or wishes.  

 

Flexibility and adaptability’ were specified as key values in a governance structure aiming to make meaningful 
change. They can help a partnership/organization realise a ‘shared vision’ (see chapter: Vision of Safe & 
Sustainable Food Systems). Interviewees also mentioned that it can help the decision-making process to 
‘clearly define the topics worked on and not worked on.’ However, the majority of the input from the 
interviews regarding governance structures focus on inclusion and participation rather than specific decision-

making processes for a partnership.   
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The interviewees highlighted the importance of ‘listening to differing voices’ and ‘giving legitimacy to 
divergent voices’ such as informal groups (e.g. neighborhood associations, social services, health centers), 
SMEs, processors, consumers, NGOs. All the interviewees who discussed governance spoke about including 
all stakeholders and several highlighted the importance of input from marginal groups and non-native 
citizens in the governance structure. They emphasized that ‘representation is key’ and that dealing with the 
power inequity in the food system is critical to creating governance structures for a transformed food system. 
Some groups need more representation and power, while others need to be coached into a new role. On this 
basis and with a shared vision (section 4.1) the process of discussing trade-offs and co-benefits will be 
different. Trade-offs will have to be made, but the burdens need to be distributed equitably and an emphasis 
will lie on creating shared co-benefits moving forward instead of single benefits for one stakeholder group.  
Governments as well have an important role to play, as they define the framework within which all the actors 
can move and negotiate. It is thus important for legislation to be practical, based on real-life knowledge, 
reflect responsibilities of stakeholder groups as well as be coherent and streamlined at the national regional 

and local level.  

 

The interviewees reiterated that each partner needs to work in their sphere of influence to implement the 

values and targets of sustainable food system transformation.    

4.5 Methodologies for Change 

Four primary themes emerged from the interviews within the code ‘Methodologies for change’ - 1) regulation 
and policy development, 2) making connections throughout the whole food supply chain with a special focus 
on producer - consumer connection 3) influencing demand through regulation, procurement, and consumer 
behavior and 4) consider the environmental impact of activities, purchases, and decisions. Additionally, 
strong emphasis was placed on the importance of local action and aligning national planning with local 
planning and action. Several examples of success were given including good Samaritan laws in Italy, 
frameworks for urban agriculture requirements at the local level in Kenya, and the right to food of people in 
cities in Latin America. Additional specific activities for change included focusing on the development of fresh 
food markets, developing handbooks for a specific target audience, and focusing on what food choices are 

available where.  

 

Some interviewees spoke about the need to describe and talk about systemic failures in order to find the 
levers for change, such as, procurers identifying the lack of small processing facilities. Other interviewees 
focused on the power of having a clear, strong, and bold vision for what a changed system looks like. Having 
a vision many stakeholders can identify with will require facilitated communication where supply chain actors 
come together as equals and all voices are heard.  One surprising result from the interviews in regards to 
‘methodologies for change’ was that several mentioned the need to not only use quantitative data and 
metrics, but that experiential research, storytelling, and engaging in conversations about trade-offs and 
benefits is critical to see change. Deep listening and tailoring activities to the local context - needs and 

interests - can create a ‘virtuous circle’ that feeds advocacy and implementation goals.   

 

Interviewees also provide practical suggestions, such as: it is important to involve partners with differing 
opinions, because each one can influence a different part of the food chain, and a true system change can 
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only be achieved if everyone works for it. However, for this reason, there needs to be a 
common ground to start from (a shared vision), otherwise no partnership can be built. In order to achieve 
this, a skilled facilitator can be highly valuable. It can also be useful for political representatives to participate 

so as to give the stakeholders a feeling of reciprocity for their knowledge sharing efforts.  

4.6 Needs and Gaps 

From a big picture perspective, a paradigm change is needed - the European food system of today was largely 
created by food security concerns after WW2, which required different actions than addressing food security 
does now. After the war, the CAP concentrated funding on big-scale farms and nudged farms to grow and 
intensify production. However, the resulting production system has largely led to Europe’s current food 
system, and moving it towards a ‘sustainable’ one comes with the potential of a huge loss of investments, 
specifically related to investments in infrastructure. Interviewees often discussed that post-production 
activities should take the whole system into consideration and that a redistribution and deconcentration of 
power of large processors and retailers along with the decision making required to change the structure 
requires courage to name the diversity of problems and hold the responsible stakeholders accountable.   

 

As emphasised in the section “Vision of Safe and Sustainable Food Systems,'' one challenge food system 
change encounters is the search for a ‘one size fits all’ solution and one group of actors who can assume 
responsibility for the solution(s).   By looking at food systems from a systemic perspective we understand 
how responsibility for change lies along the whole supply chain and there will have to be many solutions and 
many responsible actors for many different problems. Solutions need to address health of consumers, 
environmental issues, the value and quality of life of producers, and essentially engage all actors in a 
meaningful way. Solutions for a transition to a sustainable food system will require compromises and trade-
offs and there will not be one single winner or loser.  

 

The interviewees identified broad needs/gaps for food system transformation, such as sustainable 
production and business models and capacity building. They also shared insights related to needs/gaps 
specific to a local context, for example the legal implementation level can differ, necessitating specific 
interventions to be context dependent. Policy needs mentioned ranged from establishing policies where 
none exist to updating old/and or conflicting policies within a country. Interviewees spoke about balancing 
technological solutions with non-technical innovations. It follows that a huge need/gap in some countries is 
funding: if countries don’t have funds to put practices into place, the conversations (about systems change) 
don’t matter.  

 

Analysis of the mapping revealed key challenges causing unsafe and unsustainable food systems, which is 
primarily connected to the ‘needs and gaps’ theme discussed by the interviewees:  lack of information, trust 
and communication within supply chains; unjust stakeholder behavior as a result of long supply chains; 
and  unjust access to food (overproduction in some countries vs. food insecurity in other countries); and 
dependencies in the food system, including power imbalances.  These underscore what interviewees shared 
regarding the need to address the whole system - across the supply chain - and the need to address power 
in the food system.  
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Our analysis reveals that there is no ‘one size fits all’ solution to addressing challenges 
and needs and gaps in food systems. The responses to challenges in the cases we looked at and described 
by interviewees were quite diverse. However, one general observation is that actions conducted by networks 
or partnerships are either all grounded in local contexts or try to re-connect to a local context, and a key 
characteristic is the need for flexibility from stakeholders and interventions to adapt to the different 
challenges and gaps that are discovered and emerge.  

 

5. Recommendations 

This section describes the relevance of this report for future work by the FoodPathS project and the 

future SFS Partnership. Learning from organisations representing diverse stakeholder groups and from 

a variety of initiatives will help ensure the relevance of the FoodPathS project and future partnership to 
truly promote transformation of the food system. The recommendations underline the importance of 
place-based and context-specific support. For example, creating enabling environments for participation 
from groups, in both calls for proposals and partnership governance, that may not previously have been 
involved. 

 

This section is divided into four categories: relevance for the development of the hub of a food systems 
lab (WP4), relevance for the development of the SRIA and RIPE (WP6), relevance for future work related 
to inclusivity in WP7, and relevance for the future Partnership.   

5.1 Relevance of this report for the developement of 

the hub of food system labs 

FoodPathS' WP4 assesses existing public-private partnerships and initiatives at different levels (EU, 
regional, local) with the goal of identifying best practices and ultimately developing a concept for a `Hub 

of FS Labs` to gather joint efforts and learn collectively. This report can contribute to the formation 
of the concept since it gives valuable insights into the variety of different opinions and stances 
stakeholder groups bring from different backgrounds. This understanding is vital when bringing 
together partnerships and projects that operate under the `Food2030` umbrella, but have 
different views on differing circumstances. Bringing together stakeholders with very different 
views, should be seen as an opportunity to create shared visions and discuss trade-offs. For 
example, mutual learning to avoid trade-offs and enhance co-benefits may be enhanced by 
connecting with other Hubs in Europe that are culturally and globally relevant. 

 

5.2 Relevance for this report for the developement of 

the SRIA, RIPE and policy advice 

FoodPathS' WP6 focuses on the Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda (SRIA) for the future SFS 
Partnership, which should inspire diverse actors to respond to future calls for funding and innovative 
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projects. WP6 also focuses on addressing food system approaches to Research, 
Innovation, science-Policy and Education (RIPE) topics and activities.  In order to ensure the 
mainstreaming of a food systems approach in RIPE and that diverse actors respond to calls based 
on the SRIA, it is critical to ensure that the activities and calls are based on topics that are relevant 
and respond to what different stakeholders see as needs, challenges, and opportunities. Learning 
from the interviews and mapping described in this report can provide guidance for future 
modifications of the SRIA and RIPE and fodder for discussions related to policy advice. Specific 
recommendations include, enable place-based responses to a call and build flexibility into the calls 
and processes in order to respond to learnings along the way. Encourage the development of 
networks regionally, national, and globally to address solutions along the entire supply chain.  Focus 
on the development of fresh food markets and needed infrastructure (social, technical, and 
logistical), develop accessible handbooks for specific target audiences, and address the fact that 
food choices are different in different places.   

5.3 Relevance for further work in WP7 

This report and the results of interviewing and mapping cases will provide insights into the mirror group 
activities and the development of future workshops. Interviewees were asked, if they would be interested in 
participating in a mirror group and if they had recommendations for who else to invite, so a short list of 
potential participants have already been created.  Topics discussed and the emerging categories will be 
further explored when developing workshops and engagement activities related to tasks 7.3 and 7.4. 

Specifically, Additionally, the toolkit developed in WP7 will respond to learnings shared in this report.   

5.4 Relevance for developement of the Prototype 

Partnership 

When building up the partnership we found several key aspects that should be considered. The first one will 
be fair and realistic representation: Not only including the “usual suspects” that know the European context 
and understand the informal rules, but actively opening up to all stakeholders of the supply chain and being 
mindful of context & language barriers. This leads to a second key recommendation and that is that the role 
of facilitator is critical as they set the context for the discussions and activities. A skilled facilitator needs to 
balance competing interests and abilities. This entails understanding how contexts, mediums and language 
differ: a farmer might not have the time capacity to sit on a desk in an online meeting but would prefer a 
phone call so he can still tend to their other responsibilities and a grocery store manager might have other 
words then a researcher but still mean the same thing. When bridging these gaps, we make expert knowledge 
available. Practically, this means that understanding participatory processes need to account for the 
limitations of participants and may need to provide alternative forms of input (youth engagement) or go to 
where the people are (especially vulnerable groups) or rely on strong representation. This also speaks to the 
roles of different stakeholders, for example, governments developing policies and legislation to reach specific 
targets, private sector developing business plans and approaches and academics providing evidence about 

what works and doesn’t work and acting as a neutral entity between competing interest groups.   

 

Another key finding is the clear charge to move beyond collecting best-practices towards implementing 
policies that we know have an upscaling potential and broad impact. Using evidence and non-conventional 
forms of experiential and indigenous knowledge could be a powerful lever when looking at alternative 

production forms that still prove to be resistant to shocks and climate change.   
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Both public and private actors need to invest in research and data collection about what exactly is a 
sustainable food system, so that all the actors involved in the regulation and  implementation have a 

thorough understanding of the topic before intervening to change it.  

 

A third key-finding is the need for mindfulness of power structures. These can build up through money- and 
funding flows, but also through available capacity for advocacy and representation tasks, patterns and 
barriers in language as well as working structures and the influence of individuals that might play double-
roles. When creating a governance for the partnership these informal advantages should first be identified 

and made formal, but when once understood can then also be a powerful tool for system transformation.  
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6. Annexes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: 

These annexes belong to the Deliverable 7.1, of the European CSA project 'FOODPathS', Grant Agreement 

no. 101059497 

 

 

Disclaimer: The information and views set out in this report are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily 
reflect the official opinion of the European Union. Neither the European Union institutions and bodies nor any 
person acting on their behalf may be held responsible for the use which may be made of the information 
contained herein. 
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6.1 Blank mapping template 
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6.2 Mapped Cases WP7 

 

Table of mapped cases 
 

CASE  Mapped by… Contact details 

CLIMATE KIC Cariplo Valentina Amorese, 
ValentinaAmorese@fondazionecariplo.it 

MILAN FOOD POLICY Cariplo Valentina Amorese, 
ValentinaAmorese@fondazionecariplo.it 

MUFPP Cariplo Valentina Amorese, 
ValentinaAmorese@fondazionecariplo.it 

FOOD COUNCIL BERLIN ICLEI ES Johanna Vordemfelde, 

Johanna.vordemfelde@iclei.org 

ELLEN MCARTHUR 
FOUNDATION 

ICLEI ES Johanna Vordemfelde, 

Johanna.vordemfelde@iclei.org 

SUSTAINABLE FOOD 
SYSTEMS PROGRAMME 

ICLEI ES Johanna Vordemfelde, 

Johanna.vordemfelde@iclei.org 

ORGANIC CITIES NETWORK ICLEI ES Johanna Vordemfelde, 

Johanna.vordemfelde@iclei.org 

CLIMATE SMART CHEFS Philea Giulia Lombardi, 

giulia.lombardi@philea.eu 

EU FOOD POLICY COALITION Philea Giulia Lombardi, 

giulia.lombardi@philea.eu 

THE SUSTAINABLE 
RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION 

Philea Giulia Lombardi, 

giulia.lombardi@philea.eu 

SEMENCES PAYSANNES Philea Giulia Lombardi, 

giulia.lombardi@philea.eu 

EATING BETTER Philea Giulia Lombardi, 

giulia.lombardi@philea.eu 

AGRITOOLKIT INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 

allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

DYTAES INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 

allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

ETIQUETTABLE INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 

allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

SFS – MED INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 

allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

SUSPNF INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 

allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

TOAM INRAE Allison-Marie Loconto, 
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allison-marie.loconto@inrae.fr 

SUSTAINABLE FOOD PLACES ICLEI ES Johanna Vordemfelde, 

Johanna.vordemfelde@iclei.org 

4PER1000 SeaMK Anu Palomaki,  
Anu.Palomaki@seamk.fi 

BIOCODE SeaMK Anu Palomaki,  
Anu.Palomaki@seamk.fi 

REKO NETWORK SeaMK Anu Palomaki,  
Anu.Palomaki@seamk.fi 

RESQ SeaMK Anu Palomaki,  
Anu.Palomaki@seamk.fi 

VEGAN CHALLENGE SeaMK Anu Palomaki,  
Anu.Palomaki@seamk.fi 

NEW YORK CITY 
FRAMEWORK 

Cariplo Valentina Amorese, 
ValentinaAmorese@fondazionecariplo.it 

WROCLAW Cariplo Valentina Amorese, 
ValentinaAmorese@fondazionecariplo.it 
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6.3 Interview Guide 
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6.4 Interviews 
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Interviewee Position Organisation 

Officer Sustainable Food Systems & Global City 
Food Co-Lead 

ICLEI Europe 

EU Projects Manager Safe Food Advocacy 

Program Manager Biovision Foundation  

Sustainable Food Systems Expert UNEP 

General Secretary URGENCI 

Project Officer Terre de Liens 

Project Manager Agrifood Capital 

CEO Böna Factory 

Chief Agroenvironmental Production Department Ministry of Agricultureand Livestock 

Food Policy Officer Fair Local Green Deal Gent 

Co-Founder Ernährungsräte Netzwerk (Food Policy Council 
Network) 

Programme Lead, Food Systems Governance 
Programme 

GAIN 

Several Lithon Holdings, Blue Sky Impact 

Food Programme Specialist Namib Mills 

Postdoctoral Reseracher Aalto University 

Food Smart Cities Coordinator Rikolto 

Senior Programme Officer RUAF 

Professor for Public Health University of Helsinki 

Several Via Campesina Europe 

Program Manager World Food Forum 

Co-Founder Milan Urban Food Policy Pact 

Director IPES Food 

Researcher Athena 

Senior Advisor EAT Lancet 

Program Manager UN Nutritioun 

 

 



 

 

 


