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Abstract
There is a need for all food chain actors to move to sustainability. This is essential, as food
production accounts for a major part of global greenhouse gas emissions. The approach to reach
sustainability differs between governmental and private actors. In this research, alignment between
sustainability efforts of multinational food processors and of the European Union was assessed. The
Farm to Fork Strategy is the EU’s guide towards a sustainable food system, where food processors
report on their voluntary sustainability efforts through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) or nonfinancial reporting. Assessing alignment between these two tactics is important as both need to
move to a sustainable food system.
This research aims to provide an insight into the alignment between corporate and governmental
efforts towards a sustainable food system through a qualitative assessment of both tactics. Towards
this end, a framework was created from the Farm to Fork Strategy to assess alignment in a clear and
replicable way. In general, food processors and the Strategy focus on similar objectives and topics
and are thus aligned. However, both parties must increase effort in some areas to become more
aligned. For the food processors, this is reporting on a universal baseline that is aligned to the
Strategy for objectives as reduced greenhouse gas emissions. A multitude of baselines makes
assessing alignment difficult. Providing more specific definitions of critical topics and clear objectives
for each food chain actor are areas in which the Farm to Fork Strategy needs to increase effort.
Annual replication of this assessment of alignment could give insights in progress made. Another
recommendation for future research is to expand this assessment to other food chain actors to gain
a more comprehensive view of alignment to the Strategy and thus move towards sustainability.
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The European Commission and food processing companies: striving
towards the similar sustainability ambitions?
Problem statement
Human life on earth is challenged in its existence by results of its own doing: global warming and
climate change. Global warming is the result of changes in atmospheric greenhouse gas levels, which
have gone up since the pre-industrial era. This warming results in long-term changes in global and
local climates. Climate change is observed through loss of land and sea ice, more frequent
occurrence of extreme weather conditions as hurricanes, heatwaves, wildfires, floods, droughts, and
heavy precipitation, rising ocean temperatures and sea levels and changes in ecosystems and
vegetation (Shaftel et al., 2020a). Ecosystem change has a direct influence on human life in many
ways. For instance, it can result in loss of biodiversity (European Commission, 2019c) and crop
losses, which in turn threaten food security (Shaftel et al., 2020b).
A lot of problems occur in the food system, which will therefore be the focus point for this research.
It is estimated that between 15 and 28 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions in developed
countries result from the food system, which includes all parts of the food supply chain and waste
(Garnett, 2013). The food supply chain can be defined as a global network of actors that deal with
the production and distribution of a food product from raw materials through to delivery, driven by
consumer demand (Banaeian et al., 2015). These actors include primary producers, food processing
businesses, transport companies, energy providers and many others.
Agriculture, or primary production, is the biggest driver behind these emissions, contributing to 18.4
percent of the global GHG emissions (Ritchie & Roser, 2020). This number indicates serious
sustainability issues in the agri-food system.
Sustainability in agriculture can be defined by the possibility of the system to be reproduced
indefinitely or for a significant amount of time, taking ecosystem, economy, and social aspects into
account (Buttel, 2006). Elements of modern agriculture that result in the limited or unsustainability
of the system are specialization, intensification through external inputs (fertilizers, pesticides, and
irrigation) and concentration of livestock production (Buttel, 2006). These three factors are at the
base of many of the sustainability problems created by agriculture, such as land degradation, loss of
biodiversity and pollution, as well as social problems as inequality and worker health (Garnett,
2013). The unsustainable system is reproduced because of investment in expensive technologies,
the availability and relative inexpensiveness of chemical fertilizers and biocides, expansion of the
global market and free economy (industrial capitalism) and political encouragement for
monocultural production of specific crops (Buttel, 2006). This has led to socio-economic problems,
such as disparities between producer and consumer and social inequality between rich growers and
poor seasonal workers (Buttel, 2006), and to environmental problems, such as pollution and
biodiversity loss (European Commission, 2019c).
Another actor in the food supply chain is the food processing industry. The food industry is the
middleman between agriculture and retailer, transforming raw ingredients into food products for
the market. With this position, a responsibility towards the consumer in regards of health and food
safety is already implemented and closely monitored. Food companies are audited on their good
manufacturing practice and hygiene and have a HACCP system in place to assure this (Banaeian et
al., 2015). For a long time, this focus on food safety has left other responsibilities of the food
industry neglected, namely a focus on environmental impact of food processing, or social
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responsibility. Energy use and waste are but a few of the sustainability issues faced by the food
industry. Twisted diets result in overweight in 35 percent of the population, affecting children, even
below the age of five, as well (Garnett, 2013). Energy use and transport distances form important
sustainability issues in food processing, as well as the creation and handling of waste.
As key contributors to the problem, active involvement and cooperation between food chain actors
is fundamental to transition to a more sustainable system (European Commission, 2019c). Many
initiatives already exist, and extensive research has given insights in the problem, as well as
numerous solutions. The problems are complex and interwoven and territorial regions are affected
differently. Therefore, a set of solutions rather than one ‘fix’ will be effective. These solutions will
cross borders and national territories, influencing a multitude of institutions, organizations and
governments. Shifts in institutional arrangements will be necessary as well as strict policy
integration. Politics is an important influencer on this, as national arrangements made at a certain
moment may be abandoned upon installation of a succeeding government (Kalafatis, 2018).
Overarching, international agreements, surpassing national rule, may overcome this. The 2015 Paris
Agreement and SDGs are examples of this.
Withing the scope of this research, two major actors in this transition are the European Commission
and the food industry, as middleman in the food supply chain and centre point of value addition. The
food industry as intended here, are food processing companies that turn agricultural products into
processed food products and whose supply and demand chains cover multiple continents, or that
may even operate globally.
The European Commission has taken the challenge and has set the goal to become the first climate
neutral continent by 2050 (European Commission, 2019c). The European Commission has presented
its plans in the Green Deal: the new European inclusive growth strategy where economic growth is
decoupled from resource use to transition into a just and sustainable economy and society. To
achieve this, all sectors of the EU economy will be addressed in the Green Deal, as rigorous changes
to the entire system are needed to become climate neutral and to halt the effects of climate change.
The European Commission has released strategies for reforms in transport, energy, agriculture,
building and heavy industry as steel, cement, textile, and chemical industries and ICT (European
Commission, 2019b). The strategy to reach a more sustainable food network is called the Farm to
Fork Strategy (European Commission, 2020d). The food industry has also reacted to the challenges
the food system faces. Companies take on corporate social responsibility plans (CSR), or nonfinancial reporting, to show their approach and progress to become more sustainable.
As discussed before, an integrated approach is needed to create a sustainable food provisioning
system, to reach climate neutrality by 2050 and ultimately, for humankind to remain thriving on
earth. Because of this, it is of utmost importance that the food industry and the European Union
come together to create sustainability in the network of food supply. Both the EU and food
processors have created ways to obtain this goal of sustainability. However, the sustainability efforts
of food processors remain voluntary to a large extent, whereas the Farm to Fork Strategy is
presented with the aim of becoming policy. It is thus important to understand if the food industry
and European Union aim to reach sustainability in similar ways. To understand how far apart or how
close together the EU and food industry momentarily are in their ambitions, an assessment of
alignment is needed. This comparison has not been carried out yet. A comparison is essential in
understanding a move towards sustainability. The question arises: Are EU-based multinational food
processors aligned to the EU Green Deal Farm to Fork Strategy?
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Context
Agri-food reform can result in a more sustainable food system. This will only occur if all contributing
actors participate in the transition to a sustainable food network. Governance is only effective in
case of good interaction between multi-level actors in the food system, which range from national
governments, international organisations such as WTO, primary producers, workers unions,
manufacturers, retailers and governments to consumers. Transparency is considered key for
effective governance, while the fact that most of the food system globally is controlled by a very
limited number of multinational food corporations, hampers it (Aiking & De Boer, 2004). The move
towards sustainability as proposed by the EU and by food processors is addressed.

The EU: Farm to Fork Strategy
The European Union has addressed agriculture and food in the Green Deal. The proposed plan for a
more sustainable food system within the EU and globally, including agricultural production,
processing, and consumption, is communicated through the Farm to Fork strategy (F2F). Recent
weather extremes and the Covid-19 crisis have shown the importance of a resilient food system that
is able to provide sufficient and affordable food in all circumstances (European Commission, 2020d).
The strategy renders goals to come to a more sustainable food system that can fulfil these needs.
These ambitions include reduction of pollution, protection and restoration of biodiversity,
production of fair, healthy, affordable, and sustainable foods, changes in valorisation of foods and
transition in the current economic processes towards a more circular economy. The EU also strives
to be the new global standard for sustainable food (European Commission, 2020d). By addressing
agriculture and food production, other environmental goals will also become more achievable and
by addressing the global matter, other countries and governance bodies will be moved towards
action. This comes back to the prerequisites of effective governance as described by Aiking and De
Boer (2004) of integrating all actors and not just requiring the EU food actors to comply.
All goals in the Farm to Fork strategy concern both primary production and processing. As discussed
before, choices made by the food processing industry affect decisions in agriculture. Goals as
protection of biodiversity may seem distant, but thus apply to the food processing industry as well.

The Food industry: non-financial reporting
One way the food industry has approached sustainability is through Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) strategies, now evolved in sustainability or non-financial reporting. These strategies are used
by companies to take responsibility for their impacts on society when it comes to social,
environmental, ethical and consumer concerns and human rights. The strategies aim to prevent and
mitigate possible adverse effects of the company’s doing. These are formed in collaboration with the
company’s stakeholders to maximise shared value for the company, stakeholders and civil society
(European Commission, 2019a). The EU has required companies with over 500 employees to report
on their non-financial activities through CSR or other types of sustainability reporting since 2014
(Stranieri et al., 2019). This approach to sustainability in the food industry is scrutinized by some,
mainly because CSR would not be motivated by the intrinsic values of the companies, but be driven
by economic gain, as stakeholder management or to gain a competitive advantage (Shnayder, Van
Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2016).
The position as middleman between consumer and producer gives a responsibility upstream as well
as downstream in the food supply chain: production must be responsible towards the consumer
(health) as well as to the land (environment) and people. When looking at sustainability of the food
industry, it is impossible to only look within the confined borders of processing. Decisions made by
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the food industry influence all parts of the food supply network, from primary production and
consumer health, to transport miles and product and ingredient prices. Change within the food
industry will move downwards and upwards through the supply chain. It is vital to consider the
broader scope of the food industry when assessing the sustainability of the sector. Food industry has
noticed this and has made efforts to include these factors into their sustainability assessment.

Alignment
Both the Farm to Fork Strategy and Corporate Social Responsibility strategies strive towards
sustainability in the food system. The two tactics on sustainability differ intrinsically as the bodies
they arise from differ. The F2F strategy is public policy, coming from the European Commission and
implying all actors of civil society. Public governance has the intention to steer society towards, in
this case, sustainability (Katsamunska, 2016). CSR, on the other hand, is an example of private
governance. Private governance is a result of cooperation between actors in society, say civil
organizations and industry. This cooperation is being institutionalized, which means that social
practices effectively govern issue areas (Pattberg, 2005). CSR is an example of such an
institutionalization, as it is constantly shaped by non-governmental and non-company actors. This
different background of the two tactics on sustainability means that the tactics may differ
intrinsically and thus work at different levels and be effective to different extents.
However, the food industry and European Commission influence each other continuously, through
simple business decisions, expert consultation, or types of active involvement as new legislation or
lobbying (Grant & Stocker, 2009). Public policy is also shaped by private corporations through
consultation of experts, working at private companies. Media releases on the F2F strategy upon its
presentation showed that lobbying from various parts of the food system partially formed the
strategy, towards sustainability or averting from it (Spurek, 2020; Banks, 2020). This is confirmed by
Shnayder, Rijsnoever & Hekkert (2015), who state that, because of the resources and political power
of the packaged food industry, legislation is influenced by the industry. Legislation is therefore not
always effective in means of regulation behaviour.
The European Commission is set out to provide a legislative framework for a sustainable food system
based on the Farm to Fork strategy in 2023. Even though the public and private sustainability tactics
may influence each other, critique on the F2F strategy (Kelleher, 2020) clearly shows that the
strategy and food industry are not the same page when it comes to sustainability. This research aims
to provide an insight into the alignment between corporate and governmental efforts towards a
sustainable food system through a qualitative assessment of both tactics.
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Literature review: Corporate Social Responsibility
One can assume that the overall objective of the EU is to safeguard its citizens. The Farm to Fork
Strategy must thus be aimed at providing a sustainable food system for all EU citizens in the future.
The aim of the food industry may not be similar, as is outlined in literature. The following section
presents a literature review on corporate social responsibility and its constrains.
One of the main problems with CSR, or non-financial reporting, is that the content of these reports
and the level of commitment to agreements made in the CSR remains largely unaudited. Companies
can fill in CSR reporting to their liking and may focus on aspects that gain stakeholder or media
attention, whilst choosing to neglect other responsibilities. Standards do exist and many food
companies choose to report on their sustainability along the lines of the Global Reporting Initiative
standards (GRI) (Stranieri et al., 2019). This allows for a form of standardization in sustainability
reporting, but this remains voluntary.
The compliance to targets set in the CSR can also vary widely, from strict sustainability regulation
through third-party audited codes of conduct (certificates), to supine efforts as small investments in
improvement of primary production (Rueda, Garrett & Lambin, 2016). The effect of CSR investments
is thus not only determined by the type of investment, but also by its scale: small-scale investment in
single projects or farmers has a much smaller impact than more universally applied regulations.
Companies that do not confirm their CSR investments with a third-party audit, generally do not
exclude non-compliant providers from their supply chain (Lund-Thomsen & Lindgreen, 2014). Thirdparty certification schemes are therefore a good tool to assure improvements.
The second problem is the motivation to participate in CSR. Sustainability reports are generally
found to be divisible in the categories of the triple bottom line model: people, planet, and profit. The
presence of a “profit” category shows that values own their own are not the driver for CSR
(Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2016). The motivation to participate in CSR is thus driven by
driven by institutional pressure, stakeholder management, as marketing tool or to create a
competitive advantage, rather than the intrinsic value of a company to do good. Institutions, which
are organized sets of rules and norms which form an unwritten set of rules for behaviour, influence
the decision-making in CSR. Companies confirm their behaviour to that of others under institutional
pressures, leading to homogeneity across firms in their CSR behaviour (Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever &
Hekkert, 2016). Understanding the institutions influencing the company is key to understanding
motivations and challenges in CSR. This is especially true because of the enormity in size of the food
industry. Globalization and the spread of western urbanized lifestyles make that food is more
general and globalized. Because of this, sourcing as well as consumer outlets are found globally. This
brings about different institutional pressures coming from consumers, as well as from producers, as
processed foods can contain as many as forty ingredients and supply chains cover numerous
countries (Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2016).
The consumers and producers mentioned above are important groups of stakeholders. Stakeholders
are especially important in pressuring food companies. CSR is used as a form of stakeholder
management (Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2016). Stakeholders are groups or individuals
who are affected by, or who have an effect on, the course of the company. These include the
company itself, employees, shareholders, consumers, actors in the supply chain and public
stakeholders. The stakeholder has power to influence the objective of the firm. The more important
the stakeholder, the more likely it is for the company to integrate the interests of the stakeholder
into its activities. Firms need to show the stakeholder that they are motivated by more than just
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financial gain to ensure a good long-term stakeholder relationship (Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever &
Hekkert, 2016). Losing stakeholder trust can be catastrophic for a food company, which is why nonfinancial reporting is heavily focussed on showing stakeholders the good intentions of the firm.
Stakeholders can thus pressure companies to focus on certain matters they find important. An
example of this is the consumer cry for animal welfare of the past years. The focus of companies on
stakeholders in their CSR does result in action, but also leaves room for neglect: issues that do not
gain stakeholder interest, might not be covered by the company’s CSR.
A final problem to mention is that CSR is used as a marketing strategy (Rueda, Garrett & Lambin,
2016) rather than just being an instrument to improve the social and environmental impact of a
company. Sustainability issues are a key strategy in CSR to gain a competitive advantage and expand
market share. Sustainability is also incorporated in CSR to create, strengthen or maintain brand
image (Shnayder, Van Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2016) (Rueda, Garrett & Lambin, 2016). Especially highend brands use CSR as a competitive advantage.
In the past few paragraphs, CSR in the food industry has been scrutinized and questioned on the
industry’s motivation to engage in CSR. However, the simple fact that many companies have CSR
strategies and are thus willing to invest in social and environmental improvements of their
operations is positive, regardless of the motivation to do so. Companies have a large set of actors
who constantly monitor and shape the CSR goals. These force the company to comply to its CSR
goals, making sure improvements are made. These improvements span the entire food supply chain
and not only the company’s processing business. The question is, if the food industry is moving
towards sustainability in the same pace as governmental bodies, regardless of their motivation to do
so.
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Methodology
The research has been designed using qualitative methods to allow for the CSR reports of EU based
multinational food processors to be assessed in relation to the EU’s Farm to Fork Strategy. The
method used requires an even assessment between all processors and the Strategy. To this end, a
specific methodology was created based on the joint methodology of several Multilateral
Development Banks (MDBs) to assess alignment of their activities to the goals of the Paris
Agreement of 2015 (Worldbank, 2018a) (Worldbank, 2018b). These MDBs are The African
Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the European Investment Bank, the InterAmerican Development Bank Group, the Islamic Development Bank, the New Development Bank,
and the World Bank Group (IFC, MIGA, World Bank) (Worldbank, 2018b).

MDBs methodology
The methodology starts by defining six ‘building blocks’ that capture
the essence of the Paris Agreement for the financial sector. As a next
step, a uniform definition of ‘alignment’ and ‘non-alignment’ to the
building block is defined. More specific definitions of methods of
assessment are defined as well in the case of an ambiguous activity.
The MDBs use their expert opinion to assess alignment of the activity
to the Paris Agreement based on the available documentation or
knowledge of the situation (Worldbank, 2018a) (Worldbank, 2018b)
(MDB Paris Alignment Working Group, 2019). A brief narrative should
then be provided why an activity is considered ‘aligned’ or ‘notaligned’. Only projects that are in line with the Paris Agreement will be carried out.
This methodology is captured in the figure below.
Figure 1 Building blocks of the MDBs
methodology to assess alignment to the Paris
Agreement (Worldbank, 2018a)

Figure 2 MDBs Alignment methodology to the Paris Agreement.

This methodology is replicated in this research. First, building blocks, or ‘themes’, are identified in
the Farm to Fork Strategy by coding and categorizing of the text. This results in a clear definition of
alignment to the Strategy in the form of a framework for assessment. Subsequently, the data
obtained from the food processors is coded using the created framework. The coded text is then
assessed upon alignment to the framework. A brief narrative is given in explanation of the (non-)
alignment.
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Designing the research methodology
The concept of creating ‘building blocks’ based on the policy at hand and clear definitions of what
these blocks entail was derived from the MDBs methodology. First, five blocks, or ‘themes’, were
identified in the F2F Strategy. This resulted in the initial framework for assessment, the Farm to Fork
Framework. The F2F Strategy is, however, very extensive and encompasses more than what this
research focusses on. Elements that do not apply to the food processing industry were removed
from the framework. This condensation resulted in the Condensed Food Industry Framework. A third
step was added to the methodology upon the initial assessment of alignment. It became obvious
that the Condensed Food Industry Framework still contained elements that were not mentioned by
the food processors. Some elements also gained more attended from the food processors than from
the F2F Strategy. These elements were, upon careful consideration, removed or added to the
Framework. Together, these alterations led to the Final Food Industry Framework, which was used
for the assessment of alignment.

Figure 3 Set-up of the research methodology for assessment of alignment to the Farm to Fork Strategy

Farm to Fork Framework
First, all text of the Farm to Fork Strategy was coded in an open coding process. As many concepts as
possible were identified without any concern for correlations between the codes. This was done
until no further concepts were recognised, and all relevant text was captured in a code. During this
process, relations between the codes started to appear as repeated concepts or variations of earlier
recognised codes became apparent. These observations were carried into the categorization
process, where relations and distinctions between codes resulted in the formation of fifty
categories. These categories were all assessed on their internal integrity (are the codes in this
category homogeneous and is the essence of the codes captured in the category) and external
integrity (is the category credible and distinct from other categories). The final step in the formation
of the coding frame was analysing the categories for patterns or greater themes. Five themes were
observed which captured the essence of the Farm to Fork Strategy: 1 environment, 2 food, 3
economy and food industry, 4 leadership, cooperation, and R&I, and 5 normative positioning. These
themes were in their turn assessed on internal and external integrity.
The coding and categorising process resulted in a coding frame of five main themes with fifty
categories. This coding frame is the Farm to Fork Framework. Figure 4 Overview of all themes and
categories of the Farm to Fork Framework provides an overview of all themes and categories
recognised. The coding frame or Farm to Fork Framework, including a summary of each category and
all codes coupled to a category, can be found in Appendix I Farm to Fork Framework.
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Figure 4 Overview of all themes and categories of the Farm to Fork Framework

Condensed Food Industry Framework
The second step of the method was to condense this framework to be more applicable to the food
industry. This condensation was also a restructuring and resulted in the ‘Condensed Food industry
Framework’, which contained three themes and twenty-six categories.
The food supply chain was taken as starting point for the condensation. This includes agriculture,
manufacturing of the raw ingredients, processing into food products, packaging, transportation,
retailing, and waste handing, see Figure 5 Food supply chain. Food processors mostly handle
processing, with suppliers managing agriculture and manufacturing upstream and actors as retailers
or local governments handling transport and waste downstream. Food processors thus have full
control over processing and exert a certain amount of influence on production steps upstream and
downstream of processing.

Agriculture

Manufactoring

Processing

Packaging

Transportation

Retailing

Waste

Figure 5 Food supply chain

Categories that cannot be influenced directly by food processors, categories that where out-of-scope
for this assessment, and categories for which other actors in the supply chain carry more
responsibility were removed from the framework. These include governmental affairs, agricultural
affairs and categories that were not addressed in the researched sections of the annual report, as
financial matters.
The Condensed Food Industry Framework required restructuring as it not only needed to capture
the essence of the Farm to Fork Strategy, but also needed to align to the activities of the food
processing industry. The defined categories of 1 environment, 2 food, 3 economy and food industry,
4 leadership, cooperation, and R&I, and 5 normative positioning are no longer adequate descriptions
of the objective. Categories covering food processing become more important in this framework and
things as environment, economy and R&I need to be tailored on processing. This results in three
themes in this Condensed Food Industry Framework: 1 Sustainable processing, 2 Production
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economics, and 3 Production Drive. The themes and categories are available in Figure 6 Overview of
all themes and categories of the Condensed Food Industry Framework.

Figure 6 Overview of all themes and categories of the Condensed Food Industry Framework

Final Food Industry Framework
Upon the first assessment of alignment of the food processors to the framework, some additional
condensation was required. This final framework used in the assessment is from hereon called the
‘Final Food Industry Framework’. This contained fourteen categories as part of the three categories
in the Condensed Food Industry Framework. The categories upon which alignment is assessed are
given in Figure 7 Overview of all categories of the Final Food Industry Framework. It was decided to
assess alignment based on the categories, rather than on themes. The themes of the Condensed
Food Industry Framework were created as a double deduction from the Farm to Fork Strategy (first,
deduction from the F2F Strategy to obtain the Farm to Fork Framework, then deduction from this
framework into the Condensed Food Industry Framework). This gives a less direct assessment of
alignment than assessing alignment based on the categories.

Figure 7 Overview of all categories of the Final Food Industry Framework
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Assessment of alignment
The assessment of alignment will be carried out by coding the data collected from the food
processing companies in an open coding process. These codes are subsequently categorised into the
categories of the Final Farm to Fork Framework. In doing so, alignment can be assessed evenly and
clearly between the two data sets.
First, the food processing companies must be selected. Then, the data input chosen will be
discussed.

Food processing companies
The multinational food processes selected are European-based, as the F2F strategy is going to affect
European companies more than non-EU-based companies. However, because the F2F Strategy also
effects operations outside the EU, it made sense to focus on multinational food companies. Finally,
only companies whose main operation is food processing, thus the processing of raw ingredients
into a packaged food product, are chosen. As discussed above, the decisions of these companies
influence all parts of the supply chain. The selected cases were Unilever PLC, Koninklijke
FrieslandCampina N.V. and Heineken N.V.. These companies are situated in The Netherlands, which
was a driver for the selection of these companies in the restrictive and uncertain covid situation.

Data input: annual reports
The annual reports of the food processors were used to assess alignment. The annual reports are
published once a year which ensures replicability of the research rather than obtaining data from a
more fluid source as webpages. The sections of the annual reports which reported on sustainability
and other non-financial assets were assessed. Other parts of the reports were not used in this
research. The following reports and sections thereof were assessed:
Unilever PLC: Unilever Annual Report and Accounts 2020, Strategic Report section, Our Stakeholders
and Performance review, page 10 – 60 (Unilever, 2021).
Koninklijke FrieslandCampina N.V.: FrieslandCampina 2020 Annual Report, pages 29 - 68
(FrieslandCampina, 2021).
Heineken N.V.: Heineken N.V. Annual Report 2020, Sustainability Review, pages 125 – 151
(HEINEKEN, 2021).
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Results and discussion
First, the method used is discussed. Then, alignment to each category is addressed for the separate
companies, along with a general reflection on the category that addresses trends or interesting
insights. After the results and discussion of the fourteen categories, a general section the Strategy is
given.

Method of assessing alignment
Framework
The method of creating a coding frame from the Farm to Fork Strategy, coding the annual reports to
this coding frame and the subsequent assessment alignment proved functional and practical. The
coding frame allowed for an even and clear analysis across topics mentioned in the Strategy, as it
gave a schematic representation of the Strategy on all topics mentioned. Dividing the Strategy into
categories allows for easy conclusions to be drawn and points to increase focus on for both food
processors and the Strategy alike.
However, creating an all-encompassing frame from the Strategy did prove problematic for the scope
of this research. The Farm to Fork Strategy is drafted to encompass the entire food system. This
includes all actors and all actions needed to produce food. By including all aspects of the Strategy,
assessment could become an enormous task which is way beyond the expectations for a thesis
research. Condensation of the framework focussed on the food industry rather than on all food
network actors still proved to be too big of a scale for the time allowed.
On the contrary, creating an all-encompassing framework does allow for a flexible assessment of
alignment regardless of the type of food chain actor. Researchers could condense the Farm to Fork
Framework into a framework specific for the food chain actor researched, by selecting the categories
applicable to the actor. The Farm to Fork Framework could thus be applicable to any food chain
actor as the Strategy encompasses all, even governmental actors as itself.
Deduction is the final discussion point for the use of the framework. The coded text of both the
Strategy and the annual plans is summarised into a text to provide context accompanying the codes.
This is necessary, as comparing codes without context is not a basis to draw a conclusion upon.
However, the essence of the codes will have to be captured into the text. This interpretation will
depend on the level of expertise of the researcher. The assessment of alignment will subsequently
be based on these portions of deduced text and the isolated codes, which means that a deduced
text will be compared to a deduced text. The conclusion on alignment thus depends on the
researcher to capture the essence of the coded text. Interviews with the companies could ensure
that the exact essence of the topic is addressed.

Data input
Annual reports were used as sole data input of the food processing companies into this research.
The use of annual plans allows for a clear, consistent and replicable assessment, as published reports
do not change like webpages would, the companies are all assessed on their annual report and the
research can be replicated annually. The downside of using a sole source as data input is that some
information is not taken up into annual reports and thus becomes out-of-scope for the assessment.
This was the case for FrieslandCampina’s approach to nutrition labelling, or responsible marketing
approaches for all companies.
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Other ways of data collection, as for instance through the company’s websites, might also lead to
data gaps, as this process will depend on factors as website user-friendliness. This will also affect
replicability. A good approach might be to substitute the research with interviews after the
assessment using the framework. First insights, as data gaps, might be addressed and substituted in
interviews.
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Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients
Focus F2F Strategy: Regional and local food system with domestic production and shorter supply
chains. Reduce the dependence on critical feed materials (as materials that induce deforestation).

Heineken
Focus Heineken: the focus is threefold; first, souring of sustainable raw ingredients for its food
products as well as for packaging. Second, improving logistics to minimize the environmental impact
thereof and third, assuring suppliers comply with the Supplier Code of conduct.
On sustainable sourcing, Heineken exceeded its 2020 aim of sourcing 50% of raw materials
sustainably by 8% at 58%. These materials come from, for instance, low-carbon agriculture. Two
packaging materials are specifically mentioned, with a move to more sustainably sourced aluminium
and to tin free steel. With regards to transport, Heineken encourages fuel efficiency and low carbon
innovation, but does not focus on minimizing distance specifically. Finally, Heineken aims to directly
influence the farming principles of their suppliers through pilot projects to improve farming practices
towards lower carbon footprints. The company ensures that suppliers comply with the Supplier Code
that focusses on integrity and responsible business conduct.
Conclusion Heineken: sustainable sourcing is mentioned more broadly in the Heineken annual report
than it is in the F2F Strategy. However, sustainability is interpreted differently by the Strategy and by
Heineken. The F2F strategy focusses on shorter transport distances and reducing dependence on
critical feed materials, which it creates by increasing domestic production and thus sourcing. In the
Heineken annual report, sustainability is explained as ‘a lower carbon footprint’ and deforestation is
only mentioned on page 131 in ‘Agriculture: Working closely with suppliers and agronomists to
improve soil fertility, prevent deforestation and crop losses’. Heineken thus does not have the same
objective as the F2F Strategy to reduce transport distances to reduce unsustainable practices as
deforestation but aims to tackle the problems by active involvement with their suppliers to prohibit
destructive behaviour. The company does mention that its active supplier involvement is only just
setting up (with the reform of their Supplier Code), so results of this tactic on sustainable sourcing
are not available yet.
In conclusion, both documents address critical raw materials. Heineken mentions this much more
marginally (only one sentence present, even though one could deduce from their Supplier Code that
they could be more involved than directly mentioned in the annual report). Working towards shorter
transport distances is not mentioned and thus not aligned with the Farm to Fork strategy.
Table 1 Alignment of Heineken on Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients

Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients
Critical feed/food materials
Local food system, domestic
production
Focus Heineken

Aligned, but different tactic
Not mentioned
Sustainable sourcing

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever aims to increase sustainable sourcing, with a focus on the twelve
commodities that make up two-thirds of the company’s agricultural raw materials. 62% of total
sourcing was sustainable and 92% of the twelve commodities of focus. The goal for 2020 was to
source 100% of key agricultural commodities sustainably, but this was not obtained. Some key
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objectives of Unilever’s sustainable sourcing include a focus on sourcing from diverse suppliers,
avoiding deforestation, reducing emissions and increasing transparency and traceability. To achieve
these, Unilever has supplier-company programmes in place, namely the Partner for Purpose
programme and the Responsible Sourcing Policy (RSP). The first aims to align suppliers to the
Unilever business incentives on, for instance, inclusivity and sustainability and supports them in
changing their business towards these principles. The RSP is an internal policy to source from
suppliers respecting human and labour rights. In 2020, 83% of sourcing was done according to the
RSP, whilst 100% was aimed for. In 2021, the RSP will be expanded to include nature and climate
objectives for sourcing and the policy will be expanded to include non-direct suppliers as well.
Diversity in the supplier base focusses on women-owned or women-managed businesses, businesses
from racial or ethnic minorities, LGBTQI+ or from people with disabilities. The aim is to spend €2
billion annually by 2025 with these types of suppliers and to expand this diversity in supplier
programmes to more markets.
With regards to deforestation, Unilever aims to eliminate deforestation from its supply chain by
2023 in high-risk commodities: palm oil, paper and board, tea, soy and cocoa. Unilever also
contributes to industry-wide change regarding deforestation in supply chains by formation of the
Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) and the Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS). These
two initiatives allow cooperation between food chain actors and other organizations (NGOs,
government) to for instance develop international standards and enabling farmers to improve their
practices. A focus on emission reduction from suppliers is also of importance for Unilever, as the
majority of the emissions from their supply chains comes from suppliers and consumers. Existing
suppliers are encouraged and supported to adopt targets on reduction of emissions through the
1.5°C Supply Chain Leaders initiative and new suppliers that have already established science-based
targets are favoured. Finally, Unilever focusses on traceability and transparency in their supply
chains. They increase the implementation of AI and other technologies, as GPS technology, to trace
products back to the agricultural land of production. Unilever also publishes their direct soy
suppliers to achieve more transparency.
Conclusion: both the Strategy and Unilever focus on reducing the presence of critical agricultural
materials in food supply chains. In the Strategy, these critical raw materials are explained to be
materials that induce unsustainable practices, as deforestation. As Unilever has an industry-wide
interaction programme in place to eliminate these practices in the production of palm oil, paper and
board, tea, soy and cocoa. It is therefore well aligned to the Strategy. Unilever has an established
programme in place that ensures sustainable sourcing considering, besides reducing unsustainable
practices, reducing emissions and increasing inclusivity and diversity. On the aspect of shortening
supply chains and moving to a local food system, however, the Strategy and Unilever are not aligned.
Unilever does not specify anything regarding these aspects of sourcing and transport. A special focus
of Unilever regarding sourcing that is not present in the Strategy is traceability and transparency.
Unilever uses its company-producer interaction programmes to increase traceability, mainly to
ensure sustainable production.
Table 2 Alignment of Unilever on Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients

Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients
Critical feed/food materials
well aligned, but different tactic
Local food system, domestic
not mentioned
production
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Focus Unilever
Focus Unilever

sustainable sourcing (sustainable
suppliers)
Traceability & transparency

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: by 2025, 100% of agricultural raw materials and paper packaging materials
will be sourced from sustainable sources, 95% of raw materials will be traceable to the source and
92% of all materials will be traceable to the source. The traceability of ingredients is to be increased
to address issues as deforestation or forced labour. In 2020, critical materials as cocoa, soy oil, palm
oil, cane sugar, beet sugar and starch were already 100% sourced from sustainable sources.
FrieslandCampina was listed in the global top ten of the World Wide Nature Fund’s Palm Oil Score
Card because of its sustainable sourcing of palm oil. 91% of palm oil, soy, pulp and paper and cocoa
was traceable to its source in 2020, exceeding the target.
Conclusion: The F2F Strategy talks specifically about reducing dependence on critical feed materials.
If that line of thought is stretched to food materials as well, FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the
F2F Strategy with its aim to have 100% of procurement done at sustainable sources. On the aspect
of shortening supply chains, however, FrieslandCampina and the Strategy are not aligned.
FrieslandCampina does not specify anything regarding this matter. Arguably, the core business of
FrieslandCampina is already local, as it is a cooperation of dairy farmers whose products may be
processed close to the primary production site. However, FrieslandCampina does import food
ingredients and operates globally, both on production and distribution level. Even though
production and processing of the main primary ingredient (milk) may be done locally, the company
operates in the global market and does not focus on domestic production or shortening of their
supply chains in the annual report. The final matter addressed regarding sourcing and transport is
traceability. The Strategy does not specify much regarding traceability except for combating food
fraud. FrieslandCampina focusses greatly on traceability, as improvement of traceability is
considered essential in combatting malpractices in the food system.
Table 3 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients

Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients
Well aligned, but different
Critical feed/food materials
tactic
Local food system, domestic
Not mentioned
production
Focus FrieslandCampina
Sustainable sourcing
Focus FrieslandCampina
Traceability

General remarks
It is clear that the Strategy and the food processors are not aligned on this topic. There are several
problems of definition, where the Strategy does not provide a sufficient definition for the food
industry to act upon. This comes about in the definitions of ‘critical materials’ and of ‘reduced
dependency’. Critical materials are undefined, other than the example of soya grown on deforested
land. This example is only given in terms of critical feed materials. It is thus unclear what defines a
critical material (agricultural practice, emissions, water pollution, transport distance, social
implications of production?) and it is unclear if this line of thought is extended to include food
materials or any other material needed in processing. The second unclear definition is that of
reduction of critical materials. No indication of a reduction target is given. These two absences of
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definitions make room for food processors to decide themselves what they consider to be critical
materials and to what extend a reduction of the use of these materials will occur. The materials that
the food processors in this research focus on are cocoa, soy (oil), palm oil, tea, cane sugar, beet
sugar, starch, paper and board, aluminium and steel. Reduction targets are not given, as the food
industry does not aim to reduce the dependency on these materials. All three companies rather aim
to source the ingredients from sustainable sources.
It becomes clear from this assessment that the Strategy and the industry both focus on different
points when it comes to increasing the sustainability of sourcing and transport. The Strategy aims to
decrease unsustainable practices in agriculture by creating a local food system through domestic
production. This simultaneously tackles reduction of transport distances. The food industry has the
same goal of eradicating unsustainable agricultural practices but aims to achieve this through
cooperation with its current suppliers and by focussing on traceability systems (Unilever &
FrieslandCampina). The companies aim to assure good behaviour from suppliers on environmental
and social levels through supplier codes (Heineken & Unilever). Unsustainability because of
transport is tackled through a focus on fuel efficiency (Heineken) or is, surprisingly, not discussed
(FrieslandCampina & Unilever). This approach is this inherently different from the Strategy’s, even
though the objective of reducing critical materials in the food chain is similar.
However, the food industry’s ‘sustainable sourcing’ or ‘sourcing of sustainable ingredients’ gives a
similar problem as above: a clear definition does not become evident from the reports. Of course,
‘critical materials’ is the opposite of ‘sustainable sourcing’. A definition of either solves the problem.

20

Category 2 Reformulating food products
Focus F2F Strategy: reformulating food products to be healthy and sustainable, with a focus on
healthy diets.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken does not include anything about specifically reformulating its products to
improve health or sustainability. The company does focus greatly on ensuring sourcing of sustainable
ingredients (category 1 Transport and sourcing) and on responsible consumption of alcohol, with an
expansion of its product range to include low or zero alcohol drinks (category 17 Marketing). These
two could be considered reformulation of its food products (swapping unsustainable ingredients for
sustainable ones) and reformulation of its product range (LONO beverages, category 11 Research
and innovation, present in Farm to Fork Framework) towards sustainability and health.
Conclusion: Heineken does not mention reformulation of its food products towards sustainability or
consumer health. Heineken and the Strategy are thus not aligned. However, this marks a constrain
of this type of research, as one need to decide whether deduced information that is not targeted at
or specifically mentions, in this case, reformulation of food products towards health or sustainability,
can be used in an assessment. What is decided in this research, is to include these types of
mentions. References to certain topics that are not included in the annual report of the company
and that cannot be deduced from the annual report, like a reference to a website page, will not be
concluded. The overall opinion is, that if the information is present in the [researched] sustainability
section of the annual report and if it can be filed under the specific category, it will be used.
In this case, Heineken is somewhat aligned to the Strategy on reformulating its products towards
healthy diets. The company focusses on reduced alcohol intake and responsible consumption to
reduce health-related risks as addiction, or alcohol-induced accidents. This entails a dietary change
to consume less alcohol. However, this reformulation of its products is only aimed at alcohol and not
at other dietary aspects of the products, as sugar content or caloric value. On sustainability, one can
deduce that Heineken is again somewhat aligned to the Strategy through its sustainable sourcing
programme. This will ensure replacement of unsustainable ingredients by sustainably sourced ones.
However, as Heineken does not specify anything directly, no hard conclusions can be made on
Heineken’s view on reformulation of products towards sustainability.
Table 4 Alignment of Heineken on Category 2 Reformulating food products

Category 2 Reformulating food products
Health
Sustainability

Somewhat aligned
Somewhat aligned

Unilever
Focus Unilever: focus on product reformulation and reformulation of the product range. Product
reformulation focusses on nutrition, with the aim to have 70% of food products comply with WHOaligned nutritional standards by 2022. In 2020, 61% of products complied with these nutrition
standards. This comes forward in reduced levels of sugar, salt and overall caloric values of food
products, the aim to increase sales of products that contain micronutrients as fruit, vegetables and
beans and the increased focus on fortification of popular affordable products.

21

Reformulation of Unilever’s product range is done towards to ambitions: increasing the proportion
of plant-based foods and reducing the environmental impact of food products. Regarding plantbased foods, Unilever has increased its range of plant-based products, as well as plant-based
alternatives for meat and dairy. The company aims to achieve annual sales of €1 billion in these
products over the next five to seven years. FAIRR has marked Unilever as a pioneer in developing
meat alternatives and Unilever itself has created Pushing Plants Forward, an initiative to educate
chefs in meeting plant based culinary demand.
To reduce the environmental impact of Unilever’s food products, reformulation across the entire
product range is done. Examples are creating products with a lower carbon footprint by reducing the
carbon intensity of production, ensuring 100% of ingredients will be biodegradable by 2030 and
changing product ingredients when availability of ingredients falls short because of short-term
weather impacts.
Conclusion: Unilever has a clear focus on reformulating food products towards sustainability and
nutrition. The company aims to align most of its production to international nutrition standards and
is well on its way to do so. Use of different ingredients and production methods and production of
different types of products (plant-based products rather than animal-based products) are three ways
in which Unilever actively reformulates its products towards sustainability. The strategy and Unilever
are thus well aligned on health and sustainability.
Table 5 Alignment of Unilever on Category 2 Reformulating food products

Category 2 Reformulating food products
Health
Sustainability

Well aligned
Well aligned

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina focusses greatly on the nutritional value of its products,
by having these comply with FrieslandCampina Global Nutrition Standards and monitoring the
validity of these standards to scientific findings. The focus also lies on reformulation of food products
to comply with the needs of vulnerable people in terms of nutrition and affordability. In 2020, 75%
of all products based on sales volume complied with the Global Nutrition Standard. Reformulation of
food products for sustainability reasons is not mentioned.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the Strategy regarding reformulation for nutrition.
The company aims to increase its share of products that comply with science-based nutrition
standards. This applies to all FrieslandCampina products but focusses specifically on countering
malnutrition. Here, the Strategy and FrieslandCampina differ. The Strategy focusses healthy diets
and FrieslandCampina on countering malnutrition. However, by assuring that all food products
comply with the Nutrition Standard and not solely products targeted at lower disposable income
markets, FrieslandCampina’s reformulation of products will lead to a healthier diet. The company
and the Strategy are thus well aligned, even though this is not mentioned specifically.
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Table 6 Alignment of FrieslandCampina to Category 2 Reformulating food products

Category 2 Reformulating food products
Health

Well aligned

Sustainability
Focus FrieslandCampina

Not mentioned
Affordability (of nutrition)

General remarks
Overall, the companies and the Strategy are aligned on reformulating food products towards healthy
diets. Sustainability is once again a contested topic, as it is not clearly indicated what sustainability
entails. Overall, the Strategy would have to provide clear indicators on what sustainability means in
a specific setting, for instance in primary production versus processing.
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Category 3 (alternative) protein sources
Focus F2F Strategy: Move from animal-based protein sources to alternative sources, as algae, plants,
microbes and insects. Animal protein must be produced in the most sustainable, carbon-efficient
manner.

Heineken
Conclusion: Not applicable to Heineken (no animal-based products)
Table 7 Alignment of Heineken on Category 3 (alternative) protein sources

Category 3 (alternative) protein sources
Alternative protein sources
Sustainable animal protein

Not applicable
Not applicable

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever focusses on the development of new plant-based foods, with a particular
focus on microalgae and enhancement of plant protein. The company focusses on increasing sales of
plant-based proteins and was considered to be the second-best prepared company in the transition
to plant based proteins by FAIRR.
Conclusion: Unilever is well aligned to the Strategy on using alternatives to animal-based proteins.
The alternative sources mentioned are algae and plants, which is in line with the views of the
Strategy. Both the Strategy and Unilever aim to increase the use of alternative proteins. Producing
animal protein in the most sustainable manner is not mentioned by Unilever, even though its
product range does contain animal products.
Table 8 Alignment of Unilever on Category 3 (alternative) protein sources

Category 3 (alternative) protein sources
Alternative protein sources
Sustainable animal protein

Well aligned
Not mentioned

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: alternative protein sources to animal protein are not mentioned in the
FrieslandCampina annual report. Sustainable and carbon-efficient ways of rearing livestock are
addressed in the annual report in the ‘Winning with Climate and Nature’ programme. This
programme has led to an instrument that allows farmers to calculate and assess the impact of
numerous sustainability interventions on its production. This gives farmers a better insight into the
most effective areas for sustainability interventions. The tool will be expanded to include other
sustainability aspects in coherence with scientific developments on animal welfare, animal health,
biodiversity and the environment.
Producing animals in the most carbon efficient manner is discussed in two other sections of this
report, as FrieslandCampina’s core business is producing animal products. It is discussed in category
9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), with the aim to reduce nitrogen, carbon dioxide and methane
emissions from dairy production. Most of the decarbonization measures proposed by
FrieslandCampina as a company originate at the farmer. These are discussed in category 5
Decarbonization. The farmer is the central point in generating renewable energy and making use of,
amongst others, manure to do so. Decarbonization is addressed through carbon capture in
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grasslands. This indicates that rearing animals is done in a manner that reduces, or at least offsets,
the carbon footprint of production.
Conclusion: Nothing in the FrieslandCampina Annual Report suggests moving away from animal
protein (dairy) to alternative sources. On the contrary, dairy is continuously appraised of being a
good, nutritious and affordable source of protein. This is of course to be expected, as the company’s
core business is producing dairy. FrieslandCampina and the Strategy are thus not aligned on
alternative protein sources. A better alignment exists on the most sustainable, carbon-efficient
production of animal protein. FrieslandCampina focusses on reducing the environmental footprint of
its primary production through measures as carbon capture in grasslands, increasing renewable
energy production by farmers and suggesting alternative feed materials that reduce emissions.
These factors are discussed in other parts of this report. FrieslandCampina has also developed a tool
that allows its primary producers to calculate what the most effective sustainability measures are for
their farm. This de-risks investment in sustainability measures and thus encourages sustainable
production. On the sustainable production of animal protein, FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the
aims of the Strategy.
Table 9 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 3 (alternative) protein sources

Category 3 (alternative) protein sources
Alternative protein sources
Sustainable animal protein

Not aligned
Well aligned (broader
discussed in Category 5 and
Category 9 of Farm to Fork
Framework)

General remarks
This category illustrated clear differences between the companies. For instance, Heineken does not
produce animal products, which makes this category not applicable to the company.
FrieslandCampina, on the other hand, solely produces animal products in the form of dairy. It is
therefore to be expected that the company will never align to the move from animal sources of
protein to other sources. The Strategy provides a secondary condition if one chooses to keep on
producing animals and that is to at least produce animal products in the most sustainable manner.
FrieslandCampina is well aligned to this secondary condition. Finally, Unilever is a company that has
a diverse range of products, including animal-based products. The move from animal sources to
other sources of protein is well addressed by the company. This is one of Unilever’s strong suits, as it
is a front runner in the plant-based protein foods world. However, the company does not discuss
specifically increasing the sustainability of its animal products or that it aims to replace the animalbased products by plant-based products. It is only stated that the plant-based range will be
expanded. However, rearing animals in the most sustainable manner could be discussed in the
company’s supplier schemes. These are not discussed in this assessment of alignment.
The second remark comes with the importance of this section in the Farm to Fork Strategy. It is
stated that animal husbandry is responsible for nearly 70% of the EU’s agricultural emissions, that
almost 70% of agricultural land is used for animal production (European Commission, 2020d), that
removal of animal products from the human diet can result in a reduction of serious health problems
in society (European Commission, 2020d) and the importance of a shift to a healthy diet is
mentioned throughout the Strategy. Moving away from animal products is thus indicated to have
positive sustainability and health implications by the Strategy itself, yet this section is not large or
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detailed. On top of that, moving away from animal protein sources is only mentioned in
encouragement of the algae industry. It is not mentioned as an independent aim of the Strategy.
Finally, if a plant-based diet will become more standard or obliged in the future, it might be that
moving from animal production to other protein sources will become more important the future for
FrieslandCampina. It would be interesting to see how the company has mapped this threat to its
operations. In addition to this remark on FrieslandCampina, it also became evident that other
categories of the research (category 8 for instance) give a better view of how FrieslandCampina aims
to improve the environmental impact of animal husbandry. These categories are, however, not
discussed for this assessment of alignment but could give a better view of FrieslandCampina's
performance on the whole. This is thus an argument for using the Farm to Fork Framework or using
small parts of the framework for a specific analysis. One could condense the framework specifically
to assess alignment and determine focus points for a specific company or food chain actor.
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Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency
Focus F2F Strategy: The food industry should be more energy efficient and thereby reduce energy
consumption. Increased market adaptation of energy efficiency measures, such as production of
biogas from waste, which should be achieved through sustainable investment. The Strategy does not
consider water efficiency.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Energy efficiency measures are implemented on three levels at Heineken: at
supplier level, processing level (brewery) and on customer level (fridges). Heineken has analysed the
energy consumption patterns of its suppliers, which has given insights into the emissions of its raw
ingredients. The company works with suppliers to help them, and thus Heineken as well, to become
more energy efficient. Energy efficiency in breweries is reached by implementing more energy
efficient technologies and the global Energy Good Practices Management Initiative. Finally, 100% of
fridges supplied to customers was energy-efficient (meaning having one of the following features:
use of hydrocarbon refrigerant; LED illumination; an energy management system; and/or energy
efficient fans). Values of reduced energy consumption are not given in the Annual report (only in
terms of emissions CO2-equivalent).
In this framework, water efficiency is grouped in energy efficiency. This topic was added upon the
initial assessment of alignment, as all companies focussed on water efficiency where the Strategy
does not. The F2F Strategy does not specify anything regarding water use, treatment of wastewater
or protecting water bodies. Heineken focusses greatly on these aspects of production. Water
efficiency is especially important in its annual report. Following the same principle of efficiency and
reduction as energy efficiency, water efficiency is grouped here.
Water efficiency is part of Heineken’s ‘water triangle’ of water stewardship (Category Soil, water and
air health, see Annex I Farm to Fork Framework), water circularity (see Category 13 Circular
economy) and water efficiency. In 2020, water use has been reduced by 33% compared to 2008,
from 5.0hl/hl to 3.4hl/hl worldwide and to 3.1 hl/hl for breweries in water-stressed areas. This
reduction has been achieved through redesign of the production process and addressing production
problems as leakages and investing in technology to enhance reuse and recycling of water. 2030
targets for water use have been set at 3.2hl/hl for all breweries worldwide and at 2.8hl/hl for
breweries in water-stressed areas. Crop cultivation has the highest impact on the company’s water
footprint. As stated in Category 1 Transport and sourcing, Heineken works with suppliers to reach
more sustainable production. Embedding water optimisation in agriculture is part of Heineken’s
activities.
Conclusion: Heineken’s focus on energy efficiency is aligned with that of the F2FStrategy. Both focus
on reducing energy use and increasing energy efficiency measures. Heineken gives these measures
in the form of energy efficient technology in production or fridges at customer level. What energy
efficient technologies entail remains unspecified in the annual report. The F2F Strategy focusses on
market adoption of energy efficiency measures. Heineken does this by moving towards more
efficient processes and cleaner technologies in processing, as well as supporting suppliers and
customers in adopting energy efficiency measures or more energy efficient products. On this aspect,
Heineken is well aligned to the Strategy. Energy use reduction targets are not specified. This makes it
difficult to assess progress against a timeline. Therefore, Heineken is aligned and not well aligned to
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the Strategy on energy use reduction. Finally, Heineken has a specific focus on water efficiency and a
reduction of water consumption. The company has implemented reduction targets for water use.
Table 10 Alignment of Heineken on Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency

Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency
Energy efficiency
Energy efficiency measures
Energy use reduction
Focus Heineken
Focus Heineken

Aligned
Well aligned
Aligned, reduction targets
are not present
Water efficiency (not
present in F2F)
Water use reduction (not
present in F2F), also includes
producers

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Energy efficiency measures are not discussed in the Unilever annual report. Water
efficiency, however, is discussed. This encompasses an aimed water use reduction of 49% compared
to 2008 in manufacturing by 2020 and a water efficiency aim of using the same or less water
compared to 2008 in processing by 2020, despite higher production volumes. Water use has been
reduced significantly and water efficiency has been increased in manufacturing by 2020, meeting the
targets set.
Conclusion: Energy efficiency is not mentioned in the Unilever annual report. Unilever focusses
greatly on water efficiency and water use reduction and has targets in place to reach this.
Table 11 Alignment of Unilever on Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency

Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency
Energy efficiency

Not mentioned

Energy efficiency measures
Energy use reduction

Not mentioned
Not mentioned
Water efficiency (not
present in F2F)
Water use reduction (not
present in F2F)

Focus Unilever
Focus Unilever

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina focusses on energy efficiency in its aim to reach climateneutral growth. Several energy efficiency measures have been implemented in production, because
of which the total energy consumption over 2020 reduced compared to 2019. However, energy
consumption per ton product remained the same as in 2019, which is explained through fluctuations
in production volumes due to covid and the acquisition of the energy-intensive powder production
site in Pakistan. FrieslandCampina also focusses on water efficiency in production. A reduction of 3%
water consumption per ton product was reached because of an extensive set of water use reduction
measures, which was in line with the 2020 aim of 3% reduction. By 2030, FrieslandCampina aims to
obtain a 25% reduction in water consumption per ton product compared to 2018.
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Conclusion: FrieslandCampina is aligned to the Strategy in its aim to reduce energy use by increased
implementation of energy efficiency measures. Two points of concern on energy reduction are the
lack of reduction targets and the fact that energy consumption per ton product did not decrease
over 2020. The reason for this, however, is explained in the annual report. These two points weaken
the position of FrieslandCampina towards the aim of energy reduction, because of which
FrieslandCampina is not well aligned to the Strategy on energy use reduction.
Energy-efficiency measures are mainly implemented in production. Energy efficiency measures as
explained in the Strategy (production of biogas) are not grouped in this category, even though
FrieslandCampina does have these types of measures in place. Rather, these are described in
Category 5 Decarbonization. These examples would make FrieslandCampina’s set of energy
efficiency measures more complete, as these measures apply to primary production.
FrieslandCampina gives examples of projects aimed to increase the energy efficiency of production.
However, the annual report lacks detail on what measures are implemented and to what extent
these measures contribute to reduction. Because of this, FrieslandCampina is aligned to the Strategy
on energy efficiency measures, rather than well aligned. Besides the focus on energy efficiency,
FrieslandCampina focusses on water use efficiency. FrieslandCampina has implemented water use
reduction targets, contrary to energy use reduction where targets lack.
Table 12 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency

Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency
Energy efficiency

Aligned

Energy efficiency measures

Aligned
Aligned, reduction targets
are not present
Water efficiency (not
present in F2F)
Water use reduction (not
present in F2F)

Energy use reduction
Focus FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina

General remarks
None of the three companies have set energy reduction targets. Heineken and FrieslandCampina
have mentioned energy efficiency measures and have shown examples of energy efficiency
measures in processing. Heineken has also given examples of energy efficiency measures up and
down the chain (production and consumption). The lack of clear targets for energy use reduction
could indicate two things: either the companies have not mapped their energy use and are thus
behind the Strategy on any type of energy reduction targets, or the companies have already
implemented extensive sets of energy efficiency measures to reduce their energy consumption. In
that case, the Strategy would be behind the industry in its focus on reduced energy use.
FrieslandCampina specifically mentions that the purchase of a new energy-intensive production
plant in Pakistan distorted the company’s performance on energy reduction compared to the year
before.
This indicates that this plant has not yet installed energy efficiency measures that are in place in
other plants. The fact that Unilever does not even mention energy use reduction, might also be an
indicator that the industry has already focussed on energy use reduction and that it has measures in
place to ensure this. The Strategy is thus behind on the food industry, as the industry already has
extensive sets of energy efficiency measures in place in processing. However, the Strategy does
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suggest that it intends for energy efficiency measures to be present along the chain and not just in
processing. It is unclear whether food processing companies should be aligned to this aim as their
business mainly consists of processing. However, all companies tend to influence their producers
through supplier codes or programmes. In that case, all three companies discussed could, or should
if the Strategy was to become legislation, focus on energy reduction measures along their
production chains. Heineken specifically mentions to focus on this already.
Present in this category is water efficiency. The F2F Strategy does not consider water efficiency and
water use reduction in any step of the food value chain. However, the fact that all three companies
mention water use reduction and water efficiency measures indicates a big importance hereof. This
is an example on which the Strategy is behind the industry. All companies have reduction targets in
place per ton product produced. A focus on water treatment and care for surface water in water
sensitive areas is also present, even though this would be categorized in the Farm to Fork
Framework, in the Category Soil, water and air health (see Appendix I Farm to Fork Framework).
Especially Heineken is focussed on water stewardship, water use and water efficiency. The lack of
water use, water efficiency measures and water stewardship in the Strategy shows a big disparity
between the Strategy and the industry.
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Category 5 Decarbonization
Focus F2F Strategy: encouraging of carbon sequestration (part-time by farmers or as core business
by others), certification of carbon sequestration to make carbon sequestration profitable and
encouragement of market adaptation of decarbonization measures.
Definition decarbonization: the reduction or removal of CO2 from energy sources (thus move to
renewables)
Definition carbon sequestration: capture and storage of atmospheric CO2 (in plants, soil, water or for
instance emptied gas fields)

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken has numerous projects to decarbonize its chain, specifically on transport
and processing. The company aims to use 70% renewable energy in processing by 2030, consisting of
solar, wind and hydro energy and thermal energy from biogas, waste heat pumps and biomass. In
2020, 22% of energy came from renewable sources.
Decarbonization projects occur in the form of development of a wind farm and solar farm, reducing
demand for thermal energy, recovery of waste heat, production of biogas from wastewater
treatment facilities, or the use of sustainable biomass. Decarbonization of transport occurs through
low-carbon innovation in for instance hydrogen trucks and market adaptation thereof in cooperation
with various partners.
Conclusion Heineken: Heineken has a clear focus on decarbonization and market adaptation of
decarbonization measures, both in processing and supply alike. It is therefore well aligned to the
Strategy. Carbon sequestration or purchasing carbon certificates are not mentioned by Heineken.
This seems logical regarding purchasing certificates, as the company aims to decarbonize its own
operations rather than offset its carbon footprint through purchasing certificates of secondary
businesses.
Table 13 Alignment of Heineken on Category 5 Decarbonization

Category 5 Decarbonization
Decarbonization
Carbon sequestration
Certification of carbon sequestration

Well aligned
Not mentioned
Not mentioned

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever focusses on decarbonization in manufacturing, by using 100% renewable
grid energy in processing in 2020 and 52% of total energy in processing in 2020. Efforts to obtain this
are for instance the phasing out of coal as energy source. Unilever has science-based carbon
reduction targets in place to reduce the carbon footprint of the company. To communicate this,
Unilever proposes to communicate a carbon footprint for all products.
Beyond processing, Unilever supports suppliers in their move towards decarbonization. Unilever has
also joined the 1.5°C Supply Chain Leaders initiative and the SME Climate Hub to support SME
corporations in and beyond the Unilever supply chains in their aim to decarbonize. Finally, the
company supports the decarbonization of energy grids in an effort to decarbonize consumer use of
Unilever products.
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Conclusion: Unilever and the Strategy see eye to eye in the aim to decarbonize. Specific reduction
targets for the company’s carbon footprint, and with that, targets for an increase in renewable
energy, are in place. The goal to decarbonize is also taken beyond processing, with the
communication of the carbon footprint of products towards the consumer and the encouragement
of society to decarbonize. The efforts of Unilever to decarbonize even beyond its supply chains are
well aligned to this essence of the Strategy. However, the Strategy is specifically focussed on carbon
sequestration and certification thereof. Unilever is not specific on other efforts made by food chain
actors to decarbonize. These two aspects of decarbonization are not mentioned by Unilever.
Table 14 Alignment of Unilever on Category 5 Decarbonization

Category 5 Decarbonization
Decarbonization
Carbon sequestration
Certification of carbon sequestration

Well aligned
Not mentioned
Not mentioned

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina focusses on a carbon-free future. It encourages carbon
sequestration as well as other measures at farm-level to decarbonize the production chain. These
decarbonization measures include the placement of solar panels, windmills and mono-manure
digesters for the creation of solar energy, wind energy and renewable gas respectively. As an
example, the solar programme of 519 farmers produced 63,000 MWh of solar electricity in 2020,
compared to 7,000 MWh in 2019. FrieslandCampina provided a financial incentive for investing in
decarbonization measures of a €50 return per ton of avoided CO2 equivalent annually.
In 2020, 100% green electricity was used in production globally. To this end, FrieslandCampina has
purchased 400,000 MWh in green electricity certificates from member farms and more electricity
contracts were signed. This also encourages the farmer to invest in decarbonization measures.
Finally, the ability of grasslands to sequestrate carbon is recognized. This is not jet taken into
account when making business decisions, as FrieslandCampina requires quantification of the
amounts of carbon sequestration before basing any management decisions hereon.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the Strategy. Carbon sequestration by farmers is
encouraged by providing a financial incentive in returns and through the purchase of green
electricity certificates. The Strategy uses the example of certificates for carbon sequestration. The
topic of certification (carbon sequestration in the F2F, renewable energy by FrieslandCampina) is not
the same. However, the mechanism of employing certification to decarbonize the food chain is
similar between the two strategies. Because of this, FrieslandCampina is still considered to be
aligned to the Strategy. Carbon sequestration of farmers in grasslands is studied and could become
another measure to quantify carbon sequestration at primary production. The company itself aims
to use renewable energy in production. This aim was reached, in cooperation with the farmers. All
aspects of the Strategy are thus discussed and acted upon by FrieslandCampina.
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Table 15 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 5 Decarbonization

Category 5 Decarbonization
Decarbonization

Well aligned

Carbon sequestration

well aligned
Well aligned, but specific to
decarbonization instead of
carbon sequestration

Certification of carbon sequestration

General remarks
The first aspect of discussion in this section is the definition of decarbonization measures. The
Strategy states the following: “The Commission will take action to speed-up market adoption of these
[the production of biogas from other sources of waste and residues, such as from the food and
beverage industry] and other energy efficiency solutions in the agriculture and food sectors ...”
(European Commission, 2020d. Paragraph 2.1). This groups decarbonization measures under energy
efficiency measures, while these clearly serve a decarbonizing purpose. Even though
decarbonization measures are exemplified to be energy efficiency measures in the F2F Strategy, the
move to renewable energy is grouped here in decarbonization.
Secondly, the ability to align to the Strategy on specific points and the ability of the Strategy to
match industry assets is discussed. Decarbonization as described by the Farm to Fork Strategy is part
of a cyclic plan for the economy, of which the food system is a part. The focus on decarbonization is
filled in though different actors within the food system. For instance, farmers or specified businesses
are expected to carry out carbon sequestration. Other actors, as for instance food processors, are
expected to finance the carbon sequestration in their ability to purchase certificates of sequestrated
carbon. Larger businesses can offset their emissions through purchasing these certificates, by which
decarbonization of the food chain is financed.
This interpretation of decarbonization within the food chain is mostly not applicable to a food
processor. This is mainly due to the proposed carbon sequester by the Strategy: the farmer. These
are expected to start carbon sequestration and other actors within the food system are expected to
respond by purchasing their certificates of sequestered carbon. This is where companies are not
likely to align to the Strategy, for investment into carbon sequestration of the farmer will only occur
if it is profitable and if the farmer is assured of (financial) benefits. For this, a close connection
between the farmer and the purchasing actor, in this case the food processer, needs to exist. In the
case of Heineken and Unilever, connections between the primary producer and the company are
mostly focussed on agriculture or human rights. Decarbonization is not present in this focus, as the
farmer’s core activities are providence of agricultural raw materials and not to sequester carbon. The
focus of the companies regarding decarbonization is likely to be inwards by reducing the carbon
footprint of their operations and not by offsetting this carbon footprint by purchasing certificates. Of
course, this focus is in this manner because the market of certified sequestered carbon is not jet
developed (as stated by the F2F Strategy). The aim of the Strategy is to grow this market, including
actors outside of the food system. In that case, companies are more likely to become aligned to the
Strategy in the future.
FrieslandCampina’s business structure is that of a farmers’ cooperative. This means that the
company encompasses, for a large part, primary production as well as processing. In its quest to
decarbonize its operations, FrieslandCampina looks at the farmer and their capabilities as well as
33

internally to processing. The close connection between the farmer and the processer allows for
investment to be carried out into things as carbon sequestration, because the farmer has already
found a market for its certified sequestered carbon. The company’s structure -primary producers as
part of its operations, rather than a separate entity that can be influenced but operates
independently- allows FrieslandCampina to be much more aligned to the Strategy than other
companies that do not encompass primary production.
This comes to the conclusion that the Strategy is clearly written to encompass the entire food chain.
This is why certain aspects of the Strategy simply do not match the operations of a food processor,
as agriculture is in many cases also considered in an aim or objective. This leads to too generalized
targets or aims for a food processor to align to in certain cases. In the case of decarbonization, it is
clear that a company with close connections between primary production and processing, as
FrieslandCampina, has a greater chance of alignment as the aims of this category cover the entire
food system. This also comes about in Category 4 Energy efficiency and water efficiency, where
examples or target specific for a food processor lack. The Strategy could for instance enumerate
energy efficiency measures that should be present in processing. Lack of specific aims makes it
difficult for a food processor to align to the Strategy on certain aspects. However, the systems view
of the Strategy is valuable as is excludes the possibility for externalization and encourages
interactions between actors towards sustainability.
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Category 6 Packaging and labelling
Focus F2F Strategy: The amount of packaging material must be reduced, the packaging material used
must be environmentally friendly, re-usable, recyclable and safe and packaging may not induce food
waste. To reach this, innovation in packaging is encouraged.
All voluntary green labels will be harmonized and their scope broadened, nutrition (and in some
cases origin) labelling will become obligatory, date-marking will be revised to take up insights of
consumer studies. Animal welfare labelling will be encouraged to transmit value better throughout
the chain.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken focusses on creating a low carbon and circular packaging portfolio. This is
achieved through using more sustainable, environmentally friendly and responsibly sourced
packaging materials and focussing on reducing the amount of packaging by light weighting it.
Recycling of packaging materials and increasing the recycled content of packaging is also a focus,
with examples of 100% recycled paper labels, use of returnable bottles and crates, reformulation of
crate material to take up regrinds of old crates and use of post-consumer waste materials in
packaging. Rethinking packaging materials in general towards sustainability is a focus point for
Heineken, as the company aims to replace virgin packaging material partially with recycled materials
(in aluminium, crates, paper and especially plastic). Within packaging, plastic is a big focus point. The
company is especially focussed on reducing the use of plastic by light weighting plastic packaging,
use of a different material or increasing the recycled plastic content.
The focus with labelling lies on nutrition labelling, consisting of ingredients, nutrition, ABV (alcohol
by volume) and allergens. Nutrition labelling is present in 89% of all Heineken brands globally, either
on the package or online. Allergens are present in 73% of brands. The company has a small focus on
origin labelling, as origin is only stated to be present on the label of one brand (Fischer brand in
France).
Conclusion: Heineken is well aligned to the F2F Strategy on its approach to reducing packaging and
making use of environmentally friendly, re-usable, recyclable packaging materials. The focus point
on making packaging more sustainable and circular is present throughout the company’s operations.
Safety is not mentioned, neither is packaging-induced food waste or the use of green labels.
Heineken is well aligned to the Strategy with regards to nutrition labelling. Nutrition labelling is
available on the package and/or online. A small focus on origin labelling is present. However, this is
only given as an example for one brand. Expansion hereof would be required for Heineken to be well
aligned to the Strategy on origin labelling. Animal welfare labelling is not applicable to Heineken, as
its product range does not include animal products.

35

Table 16 Alignment of Heineken on Category 6 Packaging and labelling

Category 6 Packaging and labelling
Reducing
Environmentally-friendly, re-usable,
recyclable and safe packaging materials
Food waste
Green labels
Nutrition labelling
Origin labelling
Animal welfare value transmission

Well aligned
Well aligned, apart from
food safety, which is not
mentioned
Not mentioned
Not mentioned
Well aligned
Aligned, but not for all
products (only example of
one brand given)
Not applicable

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever’s vision on packaging is focussed on the use of plastic. This vision is that by
2025, 100% of plastic packaging will be reusable, recyclable or compostable. This starts with an aim
to reach a 50% reduction of virgin plastic by 2025. In 2020, Unilever had already reduced its virgin
plastic use with 12% compared to 2018, the baseline year. Reduction of virgin plastic use brings its
own measures. The recycled plastic content will be increased to 25% of total plastic by 2025. This
will already be at 15% by the end of 2021. Recycling post-consumer plastic still poses some
difficulties, but Unilever will continue to overcome these in 2021. To this end and to reduce plastic
pollution, Unilever will help to collect more plastic packaging than it uses.
Packaging will also be redesigned to increase the recyclability of the packaging and to use less plastic
in general. This implies a move to alternative materials as aluminium, glass, paper and board, and to
alternative packages that are reusable or refillable. Reusable or refillable packages require new
business models. The shift to eCommerce and home delivery allows for this change. All measures
combined will reduce plastic use with 100,000 tons by 2025. These measures are captured in the
new Unilever tactic on plastic packaging called ‘Less plastic, Better plastic, No plastic’. Examples of
this tactic in action include the recyclable bottles of Knorr, ice cream tubs from recycled plastic or
paper for Magnum and Carte D’Or respectively, 100% recyclable bottles and jars for Hellman’s and
plastic packages for Bango.
Unilever’s focus on labelling states that all labelling complies with applicable legislation to provide
the consumer with clear and transparent information. Ingredient information, full nutrition
information and the carbon footprint of each product will be communicated through labelling.
Unilever states that all labelling will comply with Unilever labelling policies. It is not specified what
these include. It also does not become evident from the annual report if the carbon footprint of the
products solely covers processing or the entire lifespan of the product.
Conclusion: Unilever’s focus in packaging is plastic. Other materials are hardly considered even
though the proportion of plastic materials compared to other materials in Unilever’s packaging is not
given. It is thus unclear whether this focus is justified, in the case that plastic is the greatest
packaging material at Unilever’s, or that critical information on other parts of packaging in this
assessment lacks because of the deep focus on plastic. All conclusions on alignment regarding
packaging materials thus solely consider plastic.
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Regarding reduction of packaging materials, Unilever is well aligned to the Strategy. The company
has set a reduction target on overall use of plastic and a specific target on virgin plastic reduction.
The shift of plastic packaging materials to become more environmentally friendly, re-usable,
recyclable and safe is also present in the Unilever annual report. Increasing reuse and recycling of
plastic packaging is a big focus point. Specific targets are set for recycling and the current state of
recycled packages is already reported upon. The impact of plastic packaging on the environment is
mentioned in the form of plastic pollution. In this case, Unilever has committed itself to aid waste
collection. Of course, reducing the amount of virgin plastic and replacing this by recycled plastic will
also reduce the environmental pressure. Safety is mentioned once, in the case of Magnum’s recycled
plastic tubs. Here, the food-grade aspect of the package is specifically mentioned. All in all, Unilever
is well aligned to the Strategy in terms of the packaging material’s attributes. This is of course only
assessed for plastic. Both the Strategy and Unilever state that innovation in packaging design and
packaging materials is required. Food waste induced by packaging is not mentioned by Unilever.
The points made by Unilever regarding labelling are limited, but concise. Ingredient and nutrition
labelling are provided on all Unilever products, on which Unilever is well aligned to the Strategy. A
voluntary green claim is present, namely providing a carbon footprint of all products. Unilever states
to align labelling to applicable legislation. This will include harmonizing this carbon labelling into an
EU framework if this will become required. However, as it stands, Unilever is only somewhat aligned
to the Strategy on harmonized green labels. This because, even though a label is present, it only
covers one aspect of sustainability (carbon footprint) instead of being more encompassing to include
all aspects of sustainability. It also does not become evident if the carbon label will include the entire
lifespan of the product or solely processing. Labelling on origin or animal welfare is not mentioned
by Unilever. However, more information could be given in the Unilever labelling framework. This is,
however, not considered for the assessment of alignment to preserve a similar method as in the
assessment of the other two companies.
Table 17 Alignment of Unilever on Category 6 Packaging and labelling

Category 6 Packaging and labelling
Reducing
Environmentally-friendly, re-usable,
recyclable and safe packaging materials
Food waste
Green labels

Well aligned
Well aligned, but only
specifically for plastic
Not mentioned
Somewhat aligned

Nutrition labelling

Well aligned
Not mentioned, but might
be considered in the
Unilever labelling framework
Not mentioned, but might
be considered in the
Unilever labelling framework
Plastic

Origin labelling

Animal welfare value transmission
Focus Unilever

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina aims to reduce its amount of packaging material and to
make packaging circular and carbon neutral by 2050 and fully recyclable by 2025. More than 99% of
its packaging waste must be reused by 2025. Paper packaging materials may only come from
sustainable sources and must be traceable (92% of all ingredients must be traceable; no distinction
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made to what extent paper will be traceable by 2025). FrieslandCampina recognises that these aims
will only be achieved through innovation, as food contact materials must be safe to preserve food
safety and quality. In 2020, FrieslandCampina augmented the proportion of recyclable packaging.
87.3% of all packaging was recyclable and 28.2% of plastic packaging was recyclable. The amount of
recyclable plastic packaging was less than over 2019, as the pandemic shifted to products with less
recyclable packaging.
Labelling is captured in the ‘On the way to Planetproof’ label. This label is independent and is given
to farmers who perform well on aspects as animal welfare, biodiversity and the environment. The
number of farmers producing under this label grew with 11.7% compared to 2019. Another labelling
measure mentioned in the FrieslandCampina annual report is a QR code on the origin of infant
nutrition.
Conclusion: with regards to reduction and sustainable properties of packaging materials,
FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the F2F Strategy. The contribution of packaging to food waste is
not mentioned.
FrieslandCampina focusses on labelling with the ‘On the way to Planetproof’ label, to transfer
information regarding the farmer’s performance on environmental factors, animal welfare and
biodiversity to the consumer. This is a broad label but focusses on the farmer. FrieslandCampina and
the Strategy both focus on creating a label that is more encompassing than just one aspect of
sustainable production. FrieslandCampina could become more aligned to the Strategy if aspects of
processing, as energy use and transport emissions, would be integrated into the label. However, this
work may become redundant work if the Strategy puts forwards its harmonized green label. As
FrieslandCampina and the Strategy both focus on creating a broad label, they are well aligned.
Nutrition labelling is not mentioned. Origin labelling is mentioned in the annual report, but is limited
to one type of product (infant nutrition). FrieslandCampina would thus be well aligned to the
Strategy if this concept was expanded to other products. The company does have a focus on
traceability of raw ingredients (see category 1: transport & sourcing) and could thus spread origin
labelling across its product range to become well aligned to the Strategy. As it stands, however, the
Strategy and FrieslandCampina are somewhat aligned.
Table 18 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 6 Packaging and labelling

Category 6 Packaging and labelling
Reducing
Environmentally-friendly, re-usable,
recyclable and safe packaging materials
Food waste
Green labels
Nutrition labelling
Origin labelling
Animal welfare value transmission

Well aligned
Well aligned
Not mentioned
Well aligned, but focussed
on the farmer and not on all
factors of the product
Not mentioned
Somewhat aligned
Well aligned through the ‘On
the way to PlanetProof’ label

General remarks
Overall, all companies focus on reducing, reusing and recycling packaging and on improving
sustainable properties of packaging. However, some points stand out. Firstly, Packaging induced
food waste is not mentioned at all. Things as portion sizes or promotions and thus packaging sizes or
multipacks are bound to influence consumer food waste. The fact that this factor is not considered
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by the food processors is a serious deficit. Secondly, Unilever only focusses on plastic. The focus that
is present, is well aligned to the Strategy on reduction and making packaging more sustainable.
However, the relative impact of improving plastic packaging in relation to other types of packaging in
Unilever’s operations remains unknown from the annual report. An impact assessment or
assessment of alignment are thus hard to carry out. The final point that stands out, is the fact that
FrieslandCampina does not mention nutrition labelling even though it has a big focus on ensuring
healthy products and countering malnutrition. This is explainable, as the company links to a website
to elaborate on this.
Considering labelling, it becomes evident again that a company with stronger ties to its primary
producers is more likely to be aligned to the Strategy. The labelling framework proposed (a
harmonized label) will encompass production, processing and waste. This label will thus encompass
most of the food system, even though food processors are only one actor within that system. As a
bottleneck between the producer and consumer, food processors are the actor that will have to
implement the harmonized label. Food processors will have to form closer ties with their primary
producers if they want to influence the value of their products on the label. If they want their
products to perform better on the label, they will have to influence their producers in many cases. If
the company has already established a good producer-processor interaction programme, this will
become easier. FrieslandCampina thus has an advantage over other companies because of the close
interaction with its primary producers.
The same can be said for stronger ties with the consumer. For instance, if the label would
encompass post-consumer waste, Unilever might be more aligned. Unilever has already established
the aim to collect packaging waste to reduce post-consumer waste. This interaction could result in a
better alignment to a harmonized label.
All in all, stronger connections between the food chain actors that are in the position to influence
each other towards a goal have the ability to be more aligned than companies that have looser ties
and interactions.
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Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry
Focus F2F Strategy: Halving food waste at production, retail and consumer levels by 2030 through
revision of packaging and marketing techniques and integration of this target in EU policies.
Measuring food waste properly through a new methodology.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken focusses on landfill free production by valorising waste streams through
the ‘waste hierarchy’ system and on the treatment of wastewater to ensure re-use or cleanliness at
disposal.
The waste hierarchy system in place tries to valorise waste streams. The waste hierarchy starts by
reusing waste streams in production (0% in 2020) and downgrades in the steps of waste streams
being used for human consumption (1%), animal feed (81%), materials (7%), compost/soil
improvement (6%), energy (biogas) (1%), combustion with energy recovery (2%), combustion
without energy recovery (0%) to waste streams ending up on landfill (2%). With regards to
wastewater treatment, 97% was treated before discharge. The objective was 100% and that has not
been reached.
Conclusion: The F2F Strategy focusses on food waste at production, retail and consumer levels.
Heineken only focusses on waste during processing and does not specify anything with regards to
food waste or wastes at retail and consumer level. It is thus logical that Heineken does not specify if
packaging or marketing will be used to reduce food waste at retail and consumer levels, or how food
waste is measured at these levels. However, at production level, Heineken is much farther in its
waste reduction process than the F2F Strategy. The Strategy aims at a 50% reduction by 2030, whilst
Heineken’s objective for 2020 was a 100% waste-free (meaning landfill free) production. Heineken is
thus not aligned to the Strategy on food waste at retail and consumer levels but is ahead of the
Strategy on food waste during processing.
Table 19 Alignment of Heineken on Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry

Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry
Not aligned on retail and
Food waste
consumer level, ahead of the
Strategy on processing
Not mentioned (because no
Packaging
focus on retail and consumer
level)
Not mentioned (because no
Marketing
focus on retail and consumer
level)
Not mentioned (because no
Measuring food waste
focus on retail and consumer
level)
Focus Heineken
Wastewater
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Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever had set the 2020 target of ensuring that a lesser or similar amount of waste
would go to landfill as in 2008, regardless of production volume growth. This objective was amply
reached, with the 2008 target of ≤7.91 total waste in kg per ton of production going to landfill, and
0.34 total waste in kg per ton of production going to landfill by 2020.
The focus on waste reduction comes in processing and after consumer use. During processing,
Unilever aims to halve food waste and losses globally by 2025 and aims to maintain zero nonhazardous waste going to landfill. Consumer-induced waste comes from disposal of products and
packaging and the infrastructure present to enable recycling. The 2020 target of reducing postconsumer waste of 50% was not reached (34% waste reduction by 2020). This is partly explained by
the closure of waste handling sites during the pandemic, reducing the possibility to recycle. Unilever
thus supports comprehensive waste management legislation to ensure effective waste
infrastructure. Unilever also aims to reduce the amount of post-consumer plastic packaging waste by
ensuring 100% of plastic packaging will be reusable, recyclable or compostable by 2025. Food waste
at consumer level is tackled through advertising.
Conclusion: Unilever’s tactic on reducing waste is non-specific for food products on multiple levels,
as the company processes both food and non-food. It is therefore difficult to estimate if all measures
proposed will result in food waste reduction and if these will thereby lead to alignment between the
Strategy and Unilever. Unilever is specific on some measures that these apply to food, as a 50%
reduction of food waste in processing by 2025. On consumer level, however, the annual report is
much less specific, only stating that a 50% reduction in waste because of disposal of products by
consumers must be obtained by 2020. If this can be interpreted as a reduction in consumer-induced
food waste, Unilever would be well aligned to the Strategy. This statement can, however, also be
interpreted as solely reducing packaging waste. In that case, Unilever and the Strategy would not be
aligned.
However, Unilever also specifies to target reduction of food waste through marketing. If that
statement is extended to the above-mentioned aim of reducing post-consumer waste, this can be
interpreted as reducing post-consumer food waste. Unilever is, in this case, thus aligned to the
Strategy, even though this remains open for interpretation. Unilever could in either case be more
specific in its annual report to provide a clear divide between food and non-food objectives. Unilever
has set its waste handling targets for 2020 and 2025, before the Strategy’s 2030. The company is
ahead of the Strategy on this. Revision of packaging to reduce food waste is not mentioned and
neither is a specific tactic on measuring food waste.
Table 20 Alignment of Unilever on Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry

Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry
Aligned, but open for
interpretation and ahead on
Food waste
the Strategy in deadline
(2020/2025 versus 2030)
Packaging
Not mentioned
Well aligned, but just one
Marketing
example
Measuring food waste
Not mentioned
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FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina focusses on reuse of waste materials in packaging
production and improvement of wastewater management. FrieslandCampina aims to reuse more
than 99% of waste materials by 2025. The annual report does not consider food waste at any level of
the food chain.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina is not aligned to the Strategy. Food waste is not specifically
mentioned. The only instances in which waste is mentioned, is in the treatment of wastewater and
the reuse of waste materials in packaging. This focus on packaging only applies to waste of
packaging, not packaging-induced food waste. Packaging is discussed in Category 6 Packaging &
labelling. Measuring food waste or marketing-induced food waste are also not mentioned.
Table 21 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 7 Waste and losses

Category 7 Waste and losses in the food industry
Food waste

Not mentioned

Packaging
Marketing
Measuring food waste
Focus FrieslandCampina

Not aligned
Not mentioned
Not mentioned
Wastewater

General remarks
Food waste is hardly addressed by the companies. Heineken is good in addressing its processing
wastes. In production, it considers (food) wastes well. However, this focus is not extended to postconsumer wastes, supplier wastes or consumer-induced food waste. FrieslandCampina does not
consider food waste at all in its annual report and is solely focussed on packaging wastes. Only
Unilever addresses food waste at the consumer and retailer level but is marginal in addressing it (a
small part about marketing to reduce food waste). Measuring food waste at any level other than
processing is also not considered. This might indicate that the responsibility for consumer-induced
food waste does not lie at the food processor, but at the consumer or at local governments in the
current food system. Placing the responsibility at the food processor might be a novel way of
tackling food waste. The motive behind this decision could simply be that a joint venture of
governments and industry to reduce food waste is expected to be more successful than
governments alone. This is, however, speculation.
The Strategy only focusses on food waste and briefly mentions dealing with other types of waste in
Category 5 Decarbonization or Category 13 circular economy. Here, waste is suggested to be reused
or recycled, for instance to generate renewable energy. The food processors are more focussed on
other types of wastes than on food waste. These types of waste include processing waste, packaging
waste and wastewater. Wastewater is, in its turn, not considered by the Strategy. This focus on
specific types of waste is a big difference between the Strategy and the food processors.
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Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)
Focus F2F Strategy: reduction of GHG emissions with 50-55% by 2030 compared to 1990 levels.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: reducing emissions from all parts of the supply chain: agriculture, transport,
production, packaging and fridges at retail level. For the entire chain, which Heineken define as
seven areas of production and retail (sourcing of ingredients and packaging materials, processing,
distribution to customers, purchased goods and services, capital goods and business travel),
Heineken aims to have a reduction of emissions of 35% per hectolitre of beverage sold by 2030
compared to 2018 emission levels.
This reduction target is reached through measures along the different processing steps. Regarding
agriculture, Heineken encourages the move to low carbon farming principles through the low carbon
agriculture program.
In distribution or transport, the focus lies on optimising routes, shifting to fuel-efficient transport
and collaborating with suppliers to adopt low carbon technologies. Innovative low carbon initiatives
include a battery-based energy system for inland shipping in The Netherlands. Transport accounts
for 11% of the company’s emissions. With a 16% reduction, Heineken has not achieved its 2020
targets of 20% emission reduction in Europe and the Americas compared to 2010/2011. It reduced
emissions by 13% in Europe (including Russia) and 32% in the Americas.
For production, Heineken focusses on and achieves reduced emissions in production by being more
energy efficient through improved methodologies of production and implementation of the global
Energy Good Practices Management Initiative. In 2020, a 51% reduction of emissions from
production compared to 2008 levels was achieved. This is significantly more than the 40% target
(which was reached in 2016). Compared to 2008, production was 71% higher, but absolute emissions
16% less.
Then for packaging. Packaging is the biggest source of emissions for Heineken, with 30% of all
emissions from the company. Redesigning packaging and sourcing of different packaging materials
have reduced emissions from packaging for several production plants in 2020.
Finally, Heineken focusses on reducing emissions from refrigerator use at the retail level through a
55% reduction of fridges’ emissions in 2020 compared to 2010 and 100% purchase of ‘green fridges’.
Conclusion: The F2F Strategy and Heineken focus on an absolute reduction in emissions by a date,
compared to a baseline. The date is 2030 for the Strategy and Heineken alike. The baseline is 1990
for the Strategy and either 2018 (whole chain), 2010/2011 (distribution and transport), 2008
(production), or 2010 (fridges) for Heineken. A proper assessment of alignment between the two
reduction targets can only occur when Heineken’s emissions at the different baselines are compared
with its emissions in 1990, relative to the company’s size. Only then will the percentages given for
emission reductions in each production step be relevant for an assessment of alignment. A
conclusion can thus not be reached on the level of reduction, other than the fact that both strive for
a reduction in emissions. In general, the reduction targets set are less ambitious than the targets set
by the Strategy, with a 35% reduction per hectolitre of beverage sold by 2030 compared to 2018
(whole chain), a reduction of 20% by 2020 compared to 2010/2011 (distribution and transport,
which was not reached in 2020), a 51% reduction by 2020 compared to 2008 (production), or a
reduction of 55% by 2020 compared to 2010 (fridges). Interestingly, no reduction target is
mentioned for packaging even though packaging is the largest source of emissions.
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Table 22 Alignment of Heineken on Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)

Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)
Reduction of GHG emissions

By 2030

Aligned
Cannot be concluded
because of a difference in
baseline
Aligned

To 1990 levels

Not aligned

50-55%

Unilever
Unilever focus: Unilever aims to achieve a 50% GHG emissions reduction of all products across their
lifespan by 2030 against a 2010 baseline and net zero emissions from production by 2039. The 50%
reduction across the product’s lifespan includes all scopes of emissions from ingredients,
manufacturing, distribution, retail, packaging, consumer use and waste. By 2020, Unilever had
reduced emissions from the entire lifespan of its products by 10% compared to 2010. The net zero
emission in production cover all steps from sourcing to sale. Unilever will publish its climate
transaction action plan in 2021 which will indicate how the company will reach zero emissions by
2039.
Another goal is to achieve net zero emissions from Unilever’s operations in terms of energy and
refrigerant use by 2030 against a 2015 baseline. The aim to reduce emissions and balance the
remaining emissions as a last resort. Regarding emissions from energy and refrigerant use, scope 2
emissions reduced by 61% in 2020 compared to 2019 and scope 1 and scope 2 emissions by 60%
compared to 2015 due to renewable energy use and phasing out of coal. It will further invest over
the next ten years to reduce emissions from production and use of products and from the
environment through the Climate & Nature Fund.
In 2020, Unilever had reduced production emissions per ton of product by 75% compared to 2008
(2008: 145.92 CO2 from energy in kg per ton of production versus 2020: 36.94 CO2 from energy in
kg per ton of production). It has hereby reached its objectives for 2020 of keeping emissions at or
below 2008 levels, regardless of increased production volumes. Unilever has also reduced per
consumer emissions by 30% by 2020 compared to 2010.
Conclusion: Unilever focusses on an overall 50% emission reduction by 2030 and 100% reduction by
2039. This 50% reduction is compared to a 2010 baseline, rather than a 1990 baseline. Even though
the reduction aim is similar (of 50%), the baseline differs, making it not possible to conclude whether
Unilever and the Strategy are aligned. However, in its aim to reach zero emissions by 2039, Unilever
is ahead of the Strategy. The Strategy has not specifically mentioned a zero emissions target for the
food industry, but the main objective is of course to reach climate neutrality by 2050. This would
indicate that Unilever is eleven years ahead of the Strategy in its zero emissions objective.
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Table 23 Alignment of Unilever on Category 9 Greenhouse gas Emissions

Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)
Well aligned, or even ahead
Reduction of GHG emissions
of the Strategy
Cannot be concluded
50-55%
because of a difference in
baseline
By 2030
Well aligned
To 1990 levels
Not aligned

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina aims to produce climate-neutral in the future (a point in
time is not specified). A 2030 target for emission reduction was made in the Climate Agreement for
the Dutch dairy sector to reduce nitrogen, carbon dioxide and methane emissions by 0.8 mega tons
CO2-equivalent and reduce another 0.8 mega ton CO2-equivalent through measures as generation of
renewable energy. To reach this, several goals have been set for production, processing and
transport and several measures are given to reach these goals. By 2030, FrieslandCampina aims to
reduce emissions from transport and processing by 40% and from member dairy farms by 33%
compared to 2015 levels. This comes down to a maximum of 9 Mt CO2-equivalent combined.
To reach these targets, FrieslandCampina had set itself a goal to reach climate-neutral growth over
the period of 2010-2020 for the Company and Cooperative combined, including emissions from
acquisitions and growth in milk production. A focus on energy efficiency, use of renewable energy
generated by member farms and other measures have allowed FrieslandCampina to reach this
objective. Examples of measures are a Jumpstart programme of mono-manure digesters on farms
that supply renewable energy and reduce emissions of methane and nitrogen by approximately 80%
and 50% respectively and a pilot project for a feed additive that could reduce emissions from
livestock. Emissions per kilo milk were reduced by 8% between 2010-2020 to 1.22 CO2-equivalent
per kilo milk and reduced compared to 2019 as well. FrieslandCampina focusses on accurate
emissions measurement at farm level, as this allows fact-based reduction measures to be
implemented at individual farms.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina aims to obtain a 40% emission reduction for transport and processing
and a 33% emission reduction for primary production by 2030 compared to 2015 levels. This interim
goal was set to reach climate-neutral production. However, their ‘climate-neutral’ growth plan for
2010-2020 was focussed on maintaining emissions at the same level as in 2010. This is a different
baseline compared to the F2F Strategy, which states emissions must be measured against a 1990
baseline. The Strategy seems to go beyond the targets of FrieslandCampina (50-55% by 2030
compared to 33-40% by 2030, to a 1990 and 2015 baseline for the Strategy and FrieslandCampina
respectively), but that cannot be concluded because of the difference in baseline. FrieslandCampina
does not give a percentual reduction target for the entire business combined, which also
complicates an assessment of alignment, as it is unclear to what extent each of the operations
(primary production, transport and processing) contribute to the total emissions. What can be
concluded, however, is that both the Strategy and FrieslandCampina aim for ambitious emission
reductions.
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Table 24 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)

Category 9 Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)
Reduction of GHG emissions
50-55%
By 2030
To 1990 levels
Focus FrieslandCampina

Aligned
Cannot be concluded
because of a difference in
baseline
Well aligned
Not aligned
Accurate measurement of
emissions at farm level

General remarks
The Strategy measures GHG reductions against a baseline of emissions in 1990. None of the
companies align to the Strategy on this baseline of 1990. All companies have set reduction targets
for several aspects of their operations or for their entire processing chain, but against different
baselines than 1990. An explanation could be that the companies had not jet started mapping
emissions from different processing steps before the baselines they have set. Another problem with
this difference in baseline, is that there is no way of knowing if the baselines compare. The
company’s emissions could be higher at the chosen baseline than in 1990. A percentual reduction at
a point in time compared to for instance a baseline of 2015 would then result in higher absolute
emissions at that point in time than of the same percentual reduction compared to 1990. Of course,
emissions could also be lower at the chosen baseline than in 1990.
Another difficulty caused by the Strategy is the lack of detail into where the reduction should come
from: which aspects of production are grouped under a food processor and which aspects should be
grouped elsewhere (producer/consumer). This again gives a different assessment of alignment, as
the reduction targets set by each company apply to different aspects of the food chain. Heineken
has set reduction targets for sourcing of ingredients and packaging materials, processing,
distribution to customers, purchased goods and services, capital goods, business travel and fridges
at retail level. Unilever has set the targets from sourcing to point of sale, which includes sourcing of
ingredients, manufacturing, distribution, retail, packaging, consumer use and waste.
FrieslandCampina specifies that the reduction targets apply to agricultural production, processing
and transport.
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Category 13 Circular economy
Focus F2F Strategy: scale-up circular business models in food processing and retail

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken focusses on circularity in processing and retail. For processing, Heineken
aims to eliminate, reduce, reuse and recycle input and output materials for raw ingredients,
packaging materials and materials for events or point of sale. Water circularity is also aimed to be
maximised by 2030. Heineken is a member of Ellen MacArthur Foundation to drive the circular
economy. An example of circularity is the closed loop system in paper labels, that can now be reused
where they were not reused before.
With regards to retail, two focusses are present: fridge circularity and circular events. A circular
fridge system is in place since 2019, which focusses on refurbishing fridges. Fridges are collected and
spare parts reused to limit waste and a second-hand Asset Marketplace has been erected to place
refurbished fridges where they are needed. Because of this strategy in 2019 and 2020, an 80%
reduction of planned fridge purchases in 2021 is achieved. Heineken also focusses on circular events,
with the example of the reuse of waste materials from large events into packaging materials at an
event in 2019.
Conclusion: Heineken is well aligned to the Strategy on the implementation of circular business
models in processing and retail. Heineken focusses on water and material circularity in processing
and has a circular model in place for fridge use in retail. Detail about reuse and recycling of materials
in sourcing, packaging and waste are addressed in the respective categories 1 Transport and
sourcing, 6 Packaging and labelling and 7 Waste and losses in the food supply chain. Another factor
of retail, events, is addressed as well: product use during events may not result in waste but must
result in reuse of material. This is a good example of creating circular business models. This focus
regards, however, only one event. Upscaling these efforts is needed for Heineken to completely
align itself to the Strategy’s aims.
Table 25 Alignment of Heineken on Category 13 Circular economy

Category 13 Circular economy
Circular business models

Well aligned, if scale-up of
reuse in retail will occur

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever focusses on circularity in packaging, especially in plastic packaging. Here,
Unilever aims to stimulate circular business models and recycling infrastructure through cooperation
with governments, industry partners, suppliers and consumers and by becoming part of the Ellen
McArthur Foundation and the European Plastic Pact. In this way, Unilever aims to drive systematic
change towards circularity in the use of plastic. This will improve the recycling infrastructure, and
thus Unilever’s actual recyclability. This, to reach the objectives of a 50% reduction of virgin plastic
use by 2025 and of collecting and processing more plastic than the company sells by 2025. Aspects
of Unilever’s effort to drive systematic change include direct investment in waste collection and
processing, buying recycled plastics, direct payment for collection of packaging in EPR schemes and
partaking in programs as the United Nations Development Program that protects the livelihood of
informal waste collectors.
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Conclusion: Unilever aims to scale up circular business models in plastic packaging. Unilever has a
developed outward look on plastic circularity, interacting with many actors outside of its operating
chain to achieve circularity. Unilever aims to achieve systematic change in the plastic industry
towards circularity. This systems-view of arranging actors in the retail, government and business
sectors towards circularity, makes Unilever well aligned to the Strategy. This is, however, just
alignment on one aspect of its operations. Unilever does not specify whether similar tactics apply to
for instance valorizing waste streams after processing. Broadening the scope on circular business
models to other aspects of the company´s operations could result in better alignment. However,
with the single focus on plastic and lack of information on any other aspect of the company’s
operations, Unilever is somewhat aligned to the Strategy.
Table 26 Alignment of Unilever on Category 13 Circular economy

Category 13 Circular economy
Circular business models
Focus Unilever

Somewhat aligned, but well
aligned for plastic
specifically
Plastic

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina does not focus directly on increasing circularity in its
production, apart from packaging. Packaging is aimed to become 100% circular by 2050 and at least
recyclable or reusable by 2025. 99% of packaging waste materials must be reused by 2025 as well.
By 2020, 87.3% of packaging was recyclable. Waste management is also mentioned to become more
circular and the use of renewable energy is an example of circularity in processing. Regarding waste
circularity, FrieslandCampina aims to reuse more than 99% of waste materials by 2025. A focus is
present on cooperation between all actors along the chain to obtain circularity, but that is only
mentioned for packaging. This focus on cooperation includes membership of the Ellen MacArthur
Foundation, but this is, again, only mentioned to apply to circularity in packaging. What the
company’s strategy is on circularity of other matters has not become evident from its annual report.
Conclusion: With regards to packaging, FrieslandCampina and the Strategy would be well aligned on
circularity. However, the Strategy aims at circular business models in food processing. Some
mentions of circularity in waste management and use of renewable energy occur in the annual
report, but an encompassing tactic on circular processing does not come forward in the
FrieslandCampina annual report. Circularity in retail is also not mentioned by the company.
FrieslandCampina and the F2F Strategy are thus not aligned on increasing circular business models in
food processing and retail, but well aligned on circularity in packaging. If the tactic on circularity in
packaging was to be expanded to more of the company’s operations, a better alignment would
occur. As it stands, with the company’s focus outside of processing towards other food chain actors
in packaging, FrieslandCampina is somewhat aligned to the Strategy.
Table 27 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 13 Circular economy

Category 13 Circular economy
Circular business models
Focus FrieslandCampina

Somewhat aligned, well
aligned for packaging
Packaging
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General remarks
All companies mention circularity in their annual reports in several categories. Use of renewable
energy, circularity in packaging and reuse or recycling of waste are some examples that are present
at all three companies. However, the Strategy aims at a broad implementation of circularity
throughout the food industry and retail sector. This is clearly stated in the aim to scale up circular
business models, rather than just circularity of materials. This view, encompassing the entirety of
processing and retail, only comes about in the Heineken annual report. Heineken addresses
circularity in raw ingredients and waste, packaging materials, point of sale materials and water in
processing, as well as the use of renewable energy (as discussed in Category 5 Decarbonization). In
retail, the company focusses on fridges and events. The company states to want to attribute to the
transition to a circular economy and is working on a programme to put that aim into action. This
encompassing view allows for a good alignment to the Strategy.
However, formation of a circular economy, or circular business models in the words of the Strategy,
can only be done in cooperation with many actors along and outside of the food chain. This aspect of
a transition to a circular business model is addressed by Unilever. Unilever links the necessary actors
in its tactic on a circular plastic packaging model. However, the company only applies this tactic to
plastic packaging. Even though the company has a broad view on circularity and has established the
necessary links to other actors to achieve a circular business model, this is only implemented in
plastic packaging. The encompassing view of all aspects of processing, as well as retail, are not
present. Without this, even though Unilever has a broad and encompassing view on how to achieve
circular business models, the company is not aligned to the Strategy. If Unilever’s circularity tactic
was to be expended to include all parts of processing, the company would be greatly aligned to the
Strategy. Unilever would even be better aligned than Heineken, as Heineken does not mention the
interactions between actors needed to achieve circularity. This could, however, come about in
Heineken’s proposed circularity programme.
FrieslandCampina has a similar focus in circularity as Unilever. The company mentions cooperation
between all actors of a chain but is also limited to packaging materials. Suggested interactions are
only those between the actors of the packaging chain (primary producer of packaging materials to
waste operator). Unilever’s view, for instance, also encompasses actors that are not directly present
in the line of packaging, as governments or consumers. FrieslandCampina could also expand its view
on circularity to other parts of its operations but would also have to expand that view to include all
food chain actors.
Through this assessment, it becomes obvious that the company-wide implementation of a systems
view on circularity is not implemented in either of the companies. Heineken is best aligned to the
Strategy, even though Unilever has a broader view on how to achieve circularity. Heineken has taken
a semi-broad approach but has implemented it all along the company. Unilever has taken a really
broad scope but has applied it to a small part of the business. FrieslandCampina has taken a
somewhat broader scope and applied it to a small part of the company, but only considers a limited
number of actors. All companies must thus alter their current tactics in order to reach circularity.
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Category 17 Marketing
Focus F2F Strategy: sustainability criteria for marketing to ensure responsible marketing (marketing
does not downplay the value of food or the most vulnerable in the food supply chain) captured in an
EU Code of conduct for responsible marketing practice and nutrition criteria for marketing to
prohibit promotion of unhealthy foods.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Marketing focusses on responsible consumption to ensure alcohol-related harm, as
drink driving, under-age drinking, excessive drinking, alcohol addiction and drinking while pregnant,
is minimized. Heineken addresses these problems through the 'Enjoy Heineken® Responsibly' and
'When you Drive Never Drink (WYDND)' campaigns. In 2020, Heineken added the ‘Back to the Bars –
socialiseresponsibly' campaign, which was aimed at consumer safety in bars because of covid. The
2020 aim was to invest 10% of its media budget in responsible consumption of alcoholic products.
Including the campaign on covid, 98% of markets invested at least 10% of their media budget in
responsible consumption.
The responsible consumption and drink driving messages are conveyed through partnerships with
organizations that address the same alcohol-related harms (like the Road Safety Association in
France, or the Red Stripe in Jamaica). Aspects of the campaigns organized with partners include the
sponsorship of Formula 1 with 0.0% ABV beverages, partnerships with and the organization of
events like festivals, drive-in music concerts and online fora to address responsible consumption in
moderation and promote 0.0% beverages. The 0.0% products are only targeted at adults.
Finally, Heineken focusses on sustainability in marketing through the increased use of sustainably
sourced, recycled promotion materials.
Conclusion: Heineken and the Strategy do not focus on the same aspects of responsible marketing.
The Strategy states that responsible marketing may not undermine the consumer’s perception on
the value of food, nor may it harm the most vulnerable in the food chain. These aspects of marketing
are not mentioned in Heineken’s marketing plan. Heineken’s focus within responsible marketing lays
on responsible consumption and alcohol-related harm. The Strategy also wants to prohibit the
promotion of unhealthy products. Heineken focusses on unhealthy alcohol consumption behaviour
(addressing amongst others addiction and drinking while pregnant) and promotes alternatives to
combat this behaviour (alternative products without alcohol and moderate consumption). Heineken
and the Strategy thus have a similar focus on nutrition, namely that unhealthy consumption must
not take place. However, the Strategy is much further in its aim to prohibit promotion of unhealthy
foods. Heineken will of course never be on this line of thought, as its core business is alcoholic
beverages. The company thus focusses on addressing the responsibility of the consumer in
consumption of alcohol and focusses on its own responsibility in combatting alcohol-related harm.
Heineken is thus aligned to the Strategy on responsible marketing.
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Table 28 Alignment of Heineken on Category 17 Marketing

Category 17 Marketing
Responsible marketing

Nutrition marketing

Aligned, but different focus
Not mentioned, apart from
vulnerable consumers
Present, but not aligned

Focus Heineken
Focus Heineken

Alcohol-related harm
Responsible consumption

Value of food and persons

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever aims to advertise responsibly and to increase diversity in marketing.
Unilever focusses on tailored digital advertisements.
Conclusion: Unilever and the Strategy express a focus on responsible marketing. The Strategy
elaborates on the meaning of responsible marketing (marketing does not downplay the value of
food or the most vulnerable in the food supply chain), whereas Unilever does not. However, it does
become obvious from various parts of the annual report that ‘responsible’ means ‘to confer with
Unilever business principles’. These, for instance, take into account the position of vulnerable actors.
Unilever and the Strategy are thus aligned on responsible marketing, even though this alignment is
implicit. Nutrition marketing is not mentioned by Unilever. Diverse marketing is a special interest of
Unilever, which is not present in the Strategy.
Table 29 Alignment of Unilever on Category 17 Marketing

Category 17 Marketing

Nutrition marketing

Aligned, but implications of
‘responsibility’ remain
unknown
Somewhat aligned, but
implicit
Not mentioned

Focus Unilever

Diversity

Responsible marketing
Value of food and persons

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: focus on responsible marketing through the EU pledge, an EU code of
conduct for European food companies on responsible marketing towards children. Apart from this
specific focus, FrieslandCampina does not elaborate on responsible marketing in its annual report.
However, the annual report does provide a website link that directs to the FrieslandCampina
strategy on responsible marketing, which gives similar views as the F2F Strategy. FrieslandCampina,
for instance, aims to not promote excessive consumption or unhealthy lifestyles. However, this still
does not consider sustainability.
This assessment of alignment is conducted using the annual reports of the companies. The website
links in the FrieslandCampina annual report can thus not be considered in the assessment of
alignment. This would lead to an uneven assessment of alignment to the F2F Strategy between the
companies.
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Conclusion: Based on the annual report, FrieslandCampina does not focus on portraying the true
value of food in its marketing, nor does the company specify anything regarding vulnerable food
chain actors or nutrition in marketing. They are thus not aligned to the F2F Strategy regarding
responsible marketing on these factors. The company does follow an EU code of conduct for
marketing (EU pledge, responsible marketing towards children) and might thus be willing to follow
another code on sustainability, as suggested by the Strategy. If the link is considered,
FrieslandCampina and the Strategy become much more aligned regarding nutrition.
Table 30 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 17 Marketing

Category 17 Marketing
Responsible marketing
Value of food and persons
Nutrition marketing

Somewhat aligned (focus is
present, but limited to
children in annual report)
Not aligned
Not aligned (aligned, if the
link is considered)

General remarks
This assessment clearly shows that none of the companies align to the Strategy on the definition of
‘responsibility’ in marketing. The Strategy fills responsibility in to be ensuring that marketing does
not downplay the value of food or the most vulnerable in the food supply chain. The companies in
turn state that responsible marketing is either ensuring that marketing aligns with business values or
integrity (Unilever), responsible behaviour towards children (FrieslandCampina), or encouraging
responsible consumption of alcohol (Heineken). What is considered to be responsible marketing
behaviour is strongly tied to the company’s business principles and to the products produced. The
vulnerability of people is not mentioned in relation to marketing specifically, but children and people
that are susceptible to alcohol-related problems are of course vulnerable actors. This could be
considered alignment to the Strategy, even though this focus on vulnerable people is only in the case
of the consumer and not of other actors in the production chain. Portraying the value of food or
disregarding this through marketing is not mentioned by any of the companies, even though
multipack or sales promotion could result in consumers misjudging the value of food. All in all, the
companies and the Strategy are not aligned on marketing the value of food and vulnerable people in
the food supply chain.
The second divide between food processors and the Strategy is that nutrition marketing is not
mentioned by any of the companies. The final remark on alignment regards Unilever. Unilever states
in its annual report that the company is the second largest advertiser globally, jet does not
enumerate on its marketing Strategy to ensure responsible marketing. This would be expected
because of the size of the company combined with its statement of being the second largest
advertiser globally. Unilever thus lacks a substantiated view on responsible marketing.
Finally, a constrain of this assessment of alignment comes about in this category. This assessment is
carried out with the sustainability sections of the annual reports of the food processors. This was the
chosen method to allow for a timeless, clear and even assessment between the companies, as a
published report is favoured over a time-dependent and fluctuating source as a webpage. This does
bring a constrain which comes about in this category for FrieslandCampina. Namely that not all
progress made on a certain topic by a company is necessarily present in the annual report.
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FrieslandCampina has chosen to provide a general overview of certain topics in its annual report and
to provide more in-depth information through a link to a website. This is the case for, amongst
others, marketing. This results in a cockeyed alignment, as not all information if considered. The
method of only assessing annual reports thus has this constrain. Even though this problem occurs,
the value of a timeless, clear and even assessment between the companies remains.
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Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry
Focus F2F Strategy: the food industry should raise the sustainability standard of the food system,
should reduce the environmental footprint of the food system and should increase the availability
and affordability of healthy and sustainable foods.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken addresses its responsibility through the ‘Brewing a Better World’ strategy.
Even though the term ‘responsibility’ is only used to mark out responsible consumption in the
Sustainability Review of the annual report, Heineken’s business operations are focussed on
improving the food chain’s environmental and social footprint through the ‘Brewing a Better World’
strategy.
The aim of Brewing a Better World is to limit the potential negative impacts on the world and
maximise the positive contribution of Heinekens operations. The Sustainability Review of the
Heineken Annual report is built up of environmental measures (reducing GHG emissions, protecting
water resources, sustainable agriculture), societal measures (consumer health and wellbeing,
occupational health and safety, supporting communities) and business ethics (business values,
integrity, diversity and respecting human rights). Heineken focusses on improving the environmental
footprint of its operations throughout its chain, with a focus on sustainable sourcing, on transport,
processing, distribution, cooling and recycling. Heineken aims to influence all actors in its chain and
move them towards sustainability, as for instance in its PPPs (Public Private Partnerships) to help
smallholder farmers in sustainability, yield improvement and market access.
Increasing the availability and affordability of healthy and sustainable foods is not mentioned by
Heineken.
Conclusion: increasing the availability and affordability of healthy and sustainable foods is not
mentioned by Heineken. This is logical, as alcoholic beverages are more likely to be considered
luxury goods than food staples. When it comes to the company having an environmental
responsibility as a food processor, Heineken and the Strategy are well aligned. The focus on
mitigating several environmental impacts as well as contributing to society are along the same lines
as the Strategy. Heineken does not directly mention to focus on raising the sustainability standard of
the food system as is. However, the build-up of the annual report with its focus of raising the
sustainability standard of the company’s own operations addresses internal measures to implement
sustainability all along the chain and beyond the company’s own operations, thus improving the
sustainability of the entire system. Heineken thus does not directly focus on raising the sustainability
standard of the entire food system, but its efforts improve the sustainability of the system. Heineken
is thus, without specifically mentioning it, aligned to the strategy and would be well-aligned if the
specific focus would be mentioned.
Table 31 Alignment of Heineken on Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry

Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry
Raising the standard of the food
Aligned
system
Environmental responsibility
Well aligned
Sustainable food available and
Not mentioned
affordable
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Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever recognizes its responsibility for people, environment and nutrition. Unilever
aims to use its size and extent of operations to take other businesses and actors across the food
chain along in becoming more sustainable at a faster pace. Unilever continues advocacy,
partnerships and policy approaches to drive the entire system to circularity and sustainability. This
advocacy is expressed in its brands, which advocate sustainable behaviour, fair treatment of people
and healthy and affordable diets.
The responsibility for people, the environment and nutrition is embedded in the divisional, category
and brand agendas, the responsible business fundamentals of the company and is expressed in the
principle to conduct business with integrity. Regarding its responsibility for people, Unilever takes up
responsibility for the livelihood, safety, reduced inequality and assurance of human rights of the
people in its supply chain. The company does this by supporting its direct suppliers in futureproofing their businesses. In doing so, livelihoods of millions, as well as environmental sustainability,
are improved. Access to nutrition is also regarded. Unilever takes up responsibility for nutritious,
sustainable and affordable diets. The company works together with other food businesses to ensure
this value and works towards radical improvements in the food system to ensure this. Finally,
Unilever recognises its responsibility for the environment, as its operations influence 3 million
hectares of land. This responsibility is acted upon through its sustainable sourcing policy,
regenerative agricultural practices, transparency in the supply chain and avoidance of deforestation
in its supply chain. The Sustainability Advisory Council, which comprises of seven external experts,
provides advise on sustainability issues.
Conclusion: Unilever has recognised its responsibility as a large global company infecting people and
nature across the globe through its operations. That responsibility is acted upon across the food
chain and in cooperation with and infecting numerous actors. Unilever takes responsibility to reduce
the environmental footprint of the food system and indicates several measures through which that
responsibility is acted upon. The responsibility to ensure a proper livelihood for more vulnerable
actors is also considered. The company has addressed this as a move to fairness in the food system.
This includes increased equality, access to healthy and nutritious food and preservation of a proper
livelihood for the future. Unilever has seen this as a responsibility of the company, at least for its
own suppliers and their communities, and has addressed measures to ensure this. All in all, Unilever
is well aligned to the Strategy on raising the sustainability standard of the food system, and not
solely that of its own operations. The Strategy and Unilever are also well aligned on increasing the
affordability of nutritious and sustainable foods. Unilever works outside its operational boundaries
through advocacy to make radical improvements to the entire system towards this goal. One specific
responsibility that is addressed by Unilever and not by the Strategy is the responsibility for
employees and the people that are indirectly affected by the company’s operations. Unilever has a
big focus on ensuring a sustainable livelihood for these people and communities. The company acts
upon this through for instance the agriculture programme.
All measures, regarding the environment, nutrition and people, are cemented in some type of
internal scheme, as the sourcing policy, global frameworks or councils.
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Table 32 Alignment of Unilever on Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry

Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry
Raising the standard of the food
Well aligned
system
Environmental responsibility
Well aligned
Sustainable food available and
Well aligned
affordable
Responsibility for people and
Focus Unilever
livelihoods

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina has a great focus on accessibility and affordability of
nutrition in accordance with nature and farmers. Increasing accessibility and affordability of
nutrition is a big focus, with the development of the Affordable Nutritional Standards to counter
malnutrition, philanthropy by providing food aid globally and interweaving of the FrieslandCampina
Global Nutrition Standards into the ‘Nourishing a better planet’ strategy. This focus is present in
accordance with two other objectives: giving farmers a sustainable basis for a better living and
improving environmental performance of the dairy chain. Improving the environmental performance
is captured in the ‘On the road to climate-neutral dairy’ plan, which operates with other actors to
reach a future-proof, sustainable and responsible dairy sector. For this, a global Sustainable Dairy
Partnership standard has been developed between companies. The focus for the Sustainable Dairy
Chain for 2030 is improved living for farmers (financially and safety) and improved sustainability
(energy and water management, reduced emissions, animal health and welfare, biodiversity, pasture
grazing and consideration of available land). Finally, FrieslandCampina focusses on sustainable
packaging in terms of circularity and use of materials and is a member of the European Plastic Pact
and the Ellen MacArthur Foundation. In this way, the company contributes to international
cooperation to reach sustainability in packaging.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina contributes to raise the sustainability standard of the food system by
being a member of two organizations that aim at increasing global sustainability in packaging and by
cooperation between actors in its chain (farmers, other dairy producers and processers) to improve
the environmental performance of the dairy sector. The company also greatly focusses on increasing
the availability and affordability of sustainable and nutritious foods.
Table 33 Category 22 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry

Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry
Raising the standard of the food
Aligned
system
Environmental responsibility
Well aligned
Well aligned, great focus on
improving affordability and
Sustainable food available and
accessibility whilst improving
affordable
the sustainability of its
products
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General remarks
‘Responsibility’ as stated in the Strategy brings about a couple of questions. First, it remains unclear
what ‘responsibility’ entails. Secondly, the scope of placing a certain responsibility on the food
industry remains undescribed; what does it entail to place a certain responsibility at an actor in the
food chain? And finally, can all food processors carry the same responsibilities to the same degree?
The first and most general quest when it comes to responsibility of the food industry in the F2F
Strategy is its responsibility to raise the sustainability standard of the food system. This is a general
term which is not specifically broken down into topics, other than ‘reducing the environmental
footprint of the food system’ and ‘raising the availability and affordability of healthy and sustainable
foods’. These on their own remain unspecific topics that are hard to assess and implement. For
instance, the Strategy does not specify what ‘raising the environmental performance of the food
system’ entails, leaving it open for interpretation. This has been shown to prove difficult in an
assessment of alignment in other sections of this report.
The second difficulty in assessing alignment to responsibility, comes in the scope of carrying a
responsibility. The Strategy assigns responsibilities to the food processors that these should carry in
the transition of the food system. However, does that entail that the food processor is entirely
responsible for these aspects as sole actor within the foodscape, even though this is an interwoven
network of actors and powers? This would oppose the Strategy’s own claim towards circularity and
interaction in the food system. Additionally, placing a responsibility completely at one actor –the
food processing industry– might not be useful in this assessment of alignment, as food processors
are diverse. One type of processor could align to the responsibility placed at its level by the Strategy,
while another type of processor could never fulfil that responsibility. This ties in with the final issue
in assessing alignment, or issue in general with choosing to not elaborate upon the term
‘responsibility’, namely the question if all food processors can carry the same responsibilities.
Namely, the Strategy focusses on raising the environmental performance of the food system, and it
also declares that animal rearing is detrimental to the environment. The nature of a company that
produces animal products might in such a case be controversial to the Strategy’s aims, even if the
company itself becomes more sustainable. How could a company as such ever be responsible for
improving the environmental performance of the food system as it produces animal products and
the Strategy states this to be environmentally unfriendly? Secondly, increasing the availability and
affordability of healthy and sustainable foods should also be a responsibility of the food industry.
Alignment to this responsibility becomes difficult when the food processor only produces foods that
are not stable foods, as for instance in the case of Heineken. This company produces beverages that
are more likely to be luxury foods than essentials and might thus not fall under the category of
health, affordable and sustainable foods.
In this case, assessing alignment becomes a conflicting task. Alignment could be assessed relative to
the company’s ability to align. In the case of FrieslandCampina, alignment would be based on the
company’s efforts to drive improving their environmental performance. This is contradictory to the
Strategy’s aim, as the Strategy gives the food industry the responsibility for sustainability in the
entire food system and not just in its own operations. In that case, FrieslandCampina could not
justify its operations in combination to that responsibility and would thus never align to the Strategy.
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In the case of increasing availability and affordability of healthy and sustainable foods, the broader
operations of a company as Heineken could be used to assess alignment, even though the produced
product might not align initially. One could argue that efforts on other fronts in the supply chain
could also contribute to sustainability in the food system and in raising the affordability of foods.
These efforts could come in the form of improving the financial position of workers or investment in
communities, which would improve the position of the vulnerable in the food system. This would
indirectly increase their access to health and sustainable foods, as they have increased access and
increased funds to obtain these foods.
However, both of these reasonings make a lot of assumptions that can be filled in to ones liking. This
reduces the reliability of an assessment of alignment and is thus unfavourable. The Strategy should
focus more on clear definitions before it puts a certain responsibility on a certain actor before
alignment can be assessed.

58

Category 23 Consumer information
Focus F2F Strategy: consumers must be empowered to choose their food products knowledgably.
Food labelling must contain all information for consumers to do so (on environmental and social
sustainability, nutrition and origin) and provision of food information through digital sources is
encouraged.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: according to Heineken, consumers must be informed to make the right decision.
Heineken thus aims to provide nutrition, ingredient and allergen information, alcohol content and
age limitation on its products and/or online. The company claims to be ahead of industry standards
regarding this, with 89% of its brands having clear nutrition labelling and the aim of adding age
limitation indicators to all brands before 2023. Heineken will continue to comply with industry best
practice and regulations when it comes to consumer information. The company has also moved its
focus to include environmental and origin labelling. This is discussed in category 6 Packaging and
labelling but includes the communication of origin on the packaging of one brand, Fischer, starting in
2021.
Conclusion: Heineken and the Strategy are well aligned on (digital) consumer information and
labelling to enable the consumer to make an informed decision. Nutrition labelling is already broadly
implemented. Other types of information, like origin, are going to be included in the communication
to consumers, starting in 2021. This does not include information on other environmental factors or
on social sustainability, as these are not mentioned by Heineken. Information on the origin of the
raw materials of the product will only be supplied for one brand. As this providence of information is
not extended to other Heineken products, the company is only somewhat aligned to the Strategy’s
aim.
Table 34 Alignment of Heineken on Category 23 Consumer information

Category 23 Consumer information
Empowered consumers
Digital information provision
Food labelling on origin
Food labelling on nutrition
Food labelling on environmental
sustainability
Food labelling on social sustainability

Well aligned
Well aligned
Somewhat aligned, as it only
applies to one brand
Well aligned
Not mentioned
Not mentioned

Unilever
Focus Unilever: allowing consumers to choose food products knowledgeably on nutrition, carbon
footprint, environmental factors and social factors is of high importance to Unilever. The company
provides clear ingredient, nutrition and carbon footprint labelling on all products. It aims to be
transparent on its suppliers of critical materials as soy, tea, paper and board, palm and cocoa by
publishing lists of suppliers and publicly reporting on malpractices of suppliers. The provision of the
supplier list also provides the consumer with information on social and environmental aspects of the
ingredients of the food products, as suppliers are selected on their environmental and social
sustainability. This is discussed in Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients. Again, it is also
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reported if suppliers do not meet these requirements. Finally, Unilever aims to support consumers in
making healthy and sustainable choices, by for instance showing balanced portion sizes, healthy
cooking campaigns and helping consumers understand waste and recycling systems.
Conclusion: The Strategy and Unilever are well aligned on empowering consumers to make informed
decisions on carbon footprint and nutrition. Information on origin is provided through the
publication of suppliers, rather than through labelling. This is thus somewhat aligned to the Strategy,
as the intention is present, but the execution differs. Environmental and social sustainability are also
communicated through this list, as suppliers are selected and demoted based on their performance.
For environmental sustainability, Unilever is aligned to the Strategy, as the information of the
supplier list is supplemented by the communication of the product’s carbon footprint on the
package. The provision of this information through labelling is thus in line with the aim of the
Strategy. Providing consumers with information in other ways than on the product (like digital
methods) is not mentioned, apart from this supplier list.
Table 35 Alignment of Unilever on Category 23 Consumer information

Category 23 Consumer information
Empowered consumers
Digital information provision
Food labelling on origin
Food labelling on nutrition
Food labelling on environmental
sustainability
Food labelling on social sustainability
Focus Unilever

Well aligned
Not mentioned, apart from
supplier list
Somewhat aligned, if
publication of supplier list is
considered
Well aligned
Aligned, carbon footprint
labelling & supplier list
Somewhat aligned, if
publication of supplier list is
considered
Education on healthy
lifestyles for consumers

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina focusses on origin and sustainability information for
consumers, through its ‘On the way to Planetproof’ label and the use of an QR code on the origin of
infant nutrition. FrieslandCampina has a big focus on providing consumers with information on
nutrition and healthy lifestyles. This is done through education schemes of the FrieslandCampina
Institute in cooperation with various stakeholders.
However, the annual report is very limited in providing a view on consumers other than how they
drive production and sales. The FrieslandCampina annual report links to numerous websites that go
in-depth on specific matters that are only briefly mentioned in the report. Expansion on these
briefly-considered topics on these websites gives insight on the FrieslandCampina tactic on these
topics. This is for instance the case with consumer information. The website link on page 42 of the
annual report (FrieslandCampina, 2021) on the 2020 EU Pledge on responsible marketing directs to
the FrieslandCampina strategy on marketing, which gives similar views as the F2F Strategy on
consumers information. Consumers should be well-informed when making choices and
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FrieslandCampina aims to allow this through honest marketing and availability of clear information
through labelling and brand websites on nutrition.
However, this research on alignment is conducted only using the annual reports of the companies.
The website links in the FrieslandCampina Annual report can thus not be considered in the
assessment of alignment in fear of creating an uneven assessment of alignment between the
companies.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina does not focus on consumer information as the F2F Strategy does.
The company does not mention empowering consumers to make an informed decision in its annual
report, nor does it mention providing food information through its packaging explicitly. The only
aspects on which providing consumers with information through packaging is mentioned, are
sustainability and origin. The focus on sustainability labelling is well-developed, with an independent
sustainability label ‘On the way to Planetproof’. FrieslandCampina is thus well aligned to the Strategy
on this aspect. The focus on origin labelling, however, is only given for the one example of infant
nutrition and is not extended to the entire product range. Because of this, the company is somewhat
aligned to the Strategy. It is not specified if FrieslandCampina focusses on provision of nutrition
information and social sustainability information through its packaging. Social sustainability may be
incorporated in the ‘On the way to Planetproof’ label, as FrieslandCampina focusses greatly on its
farmers’ wellbeing. This is, however, not specified. The company does have a great focus on the
nutrition of its products, as it makes an effort to align the nutritional composition of its products to
the FrieslandCampina Global Nutritional Standards. Communication thereof to the consumer on the
package is, however, not mentioned. It can be assumed that FrieslandCampina has a scheme in place
to ensure nutrition labelling, but this is simply not discussed in the annual report.
FrieslandCampina does consider consumer information through other means than packaging and
has educational schemes in place on healthy lifestyles and nutrition and provides digital information
(example of QR code on origin of infant nutrition). Because of this, FrieslandCampina is somewhat
aligned to the Strategy on providing digital information to consumers.
Table 36 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 23 Consumer information

Category 23 Consumer information
Empowered consumers
Digital information provision
Food labelling on origin
Food labelling on nutrition
Food labelling on environmental
sustainability
Food labelling on social sustainability
Focus FrieslandCampina

Not aligned (well aligned if
the website link is
considered)
Somewhat aligned
Somewhat aligned
Not mentioned (well aligned
if website link is considered)
Well aligned, independent
label on sustainability
Not mentioned
Education on healthy
lifestyles for consumers

General remarks
All in all, Unilever and Heineken are well aligned to the Strategy. The companies focus on provision
of information to empower the consumer in its choice. They supply information through labelling
and digital means. This considers mostly nutrition labelling, but the focus on providing information
on other aspects of the products, such as environmental load or social sustainability, is increasingly
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important. Both Heineken and Unilever state that this focus is to be picked up in 2021. The
companies are thus moving in the same direction as the F2F Strategy.
The exception is FrieslandCampina. FrieslandCampina gives a limited view on consumer information
in its annual report. The company provides information on most of the topics that are assessed in
this category of alignment. However, the information supplied is usual either general information, or
an example of an existing tactic or programme that is in place to tackle a certain topic. This comes
about in the instances where the annual report refers to a website link for more information on for
instance the company’s marketing strategy (see Category 17 Marketing), the ‘Our Purpose, Our Plan
2.0’ strategy (FrieslandCampina, 2021. Page 45), the ‘Nourishing a better planet’ strategy
(FrieslandCampina, 2021. Page 49), or on the ‘sustainable dairy chain’ (FrieslandCampina, 2021. Page
63). These are examples but show a pattern of referring to external sources of more in-depth
information on various topics that are only briefly considered in the annual report. Considering these
websites in an assessment of alignment could result in much better outcomes for FrieslandCampina.
This is also the case on the topic of consumer information. The main tactic of the company on
consumer information is discussed on a website that is linked to on page 42 of the annual report
(FrieslandCampina, 2021) on the company’s marketing strategy.
Finally, conveying information to consumers is picked up in a broader sense by the food industry, as
labelling is not the only medium for information transfer that is in use by the companies. All
companies choose digital means to conduct their message, and Unilever and FrieslandCampina also
specifically mention marketing campaigns. Unilever is the clearest is this, by informing consumers
about a healthy lifestyle and recycling systems in combination with its products. FrieslandCampina
aims to provide education on healthy lifestyles and nutrition through the FrieslandCampina Institute
in cooperation with various stakeholders.
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Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain
Focus F2F Strategy: the financial position of workers, their social rights and occupational health and
safety must be secured and respected in the food supply chain.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken is greatly focussed on occupational health and safety, on worker security
and respecting human rights in all parts of the supply chain and on strengthening the position of the
farmer, as for instance in Hungary. Numerous schemes are in place to ensure occupational health
and safety and that human rights are respected. Heineken has a reporting mechanism on violations
thereof, called ‘Speak Up’. Speak Up allows employees and external parties to confidentially report
on for instance discrimination or harassment.
On occupational health and safety and security. Heineken launched a new 2020 safety strategy
focussing on road safety and driving, contractor safety and leadership on safety within the company.
A different strategy has been developed for each of these focus points (the ‘Contractor Safety
Standard’ and the ‘Forklift Safety Centre of Excellence’ for contractor safety, the ‘I am a safety
leader’ initiative for safety leadership). The ‘Heineken Life Saving Rules’ apply to all Heineken
Employees and 94% compliance was reached across breweries and 95% across projects, commerce,
distribution and logistics. Process safety specialists were present at all breweries to increase
compliance. Finally, the ‘Supplier Code Compliance’ gives insights into supplier safety risks or human
rights risks. All these measures reduced accident frequency with 58% compared to 2015.
Regarding respecting human rights, Heineken’s policy for both the company and other actors in the
chain, specifically suppliers and contractors, is to never knowingly engage in human rights violations.
Heineken follows the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights to deal with human rights
risks in its operations and value chain. The company is a member of several organizations that focus
on improving worker position in the supply chain and has been ranked third among agri-product
corporations for its approach to human rights risks by the Corporate Human Rights Benchmark. The
organizations of which Heineken is a member are AMEE, the Consumer Goods Forum coalition to
end forced labour, AIM-Progress, the European Round Table for Industrialists and the World
Economic Forum social initiatives. The company works to ensure its employees and their families are
secure. Human right risks are assessed through the four-step ‘Human rights due diligence process’,
consisting of assessment of human right risks and possibilities for actions; integration of human
rights policy and risks into business operations; tracking of that implementation; and communication
of human right risks internally and externally.
To assess the human rights risks along the chain, Heineken has an automated supplier risk
management tool and enhanced the due diligence process. The ‘Supplier Code’, containing a human
rights section, is integrated into the global sourcing activities and practical implementation
guidelines have been developed to ensure compliance. Tracking happens through the ‘Heineken risk
control framework’, Global Audit Human Rights reviews, ‘Speak Up’ and third-party assessments.
This gives insights in where further implementation or adaptations of the schemes may be needed,
as new approaches may be needed under changing circumstances. These are communicated
internally and externally to prevent future problems.
Conclusion: both Heineken and the Strategy focus on human rights and occupational health and
safety. Heineken is greatly involved to assure these principles and has well-established systems in
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place on these matters. Heineken is thus well aligned to the Strategy. However, on worker (financial)
position, not much is mentioned directly, apart from support for Hungarian farmers and
communities. Of course, Heineken’s investments in local communities (stimulation of local
economies and communities by providing jobs, supporting life of rural communities, supporting
sustainable development and paying taxes, see Category 14 Local economy & GI products and
Category 19 Value distribution of Annex I Farm to Fork Framework, or Category 22 Responsibility of
the Food Industry of the Final Food Industry Framework) or the company’s vision on taxes (taxes
contribute to development of societies (Heineken, 2021. Page 147) also contributes to the position
of the worker in the supply chain. Heineken does not mention the financial situation of farmers
specifically, apart from the investments made in local communities. Considering this, and Heineken’s
efforts to ensure development of communities to ensure livelihood, Heineken is aligned to the
Strategy, but could become more aligned by for instance addressing the financial gains of workers
directly.
Table 37 Alignment of Heineken on Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain

Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain
Aligned, but not widely
Worker position
discussed
Social rights
Well aligned
Occupational health and safety
Well aligned

Unilever
Focus Unilever: overall, the company focusses on ensuring employee health, safety and wellbeing by
respecting human rights and creating opportunities for all. Cooperation between employees and
management levels ensure that employee matters are heard and acted upon. These interactions
include the yearly ‘UniVoice’ survey and monthly ‘Unipulse’ surveys among office-based employees,
employee focus groups and consultation with local employee representation bodies as the European
Works Council. These shape the ‘Future Reward Framework’ and other financial aspects for workers.
The financial position of workers in the supply chain was closely monitored during the covid crisis.
The most vulnerable customers and suppliers were offered cash relief because of the pandemic.
Unilever also regards the financial position of workers on pensions (mentioned for Dutch employees)
and specifically for smallholders and farmers. Unilever supports these groups in generating and
maintaining their livelihood and ensuring their social rights through agricultural programs to
diversify their income and face climate change. An example is developing a global framework for
ensuring the rights of informal waste collectors in the plastic cycle. Unilever states that its transition
to sustainability can only be accomplished by taking these actors along.
Unilever’s strategy to human rights is mainly aimed at ensuring human rights with suppliers along
the company’s extended supply chain. Unilever operates according to the UN Guiding Principles on
human rights and has cemented these in its ‘Responsible Sourcing Policy’ (RSP) and the ‘Responsible
Business Partners Policy’. Unilever aims to eradicate forced labour and to assure access to rights for
all through the Consumer Good Forum and the Business for Inclusive Growth coalition. The RSP
provides directives on principles as healthy and safe work environments, fair wages and
employment of a permitted workforce in terms of age and freedom of movement. Suppliers must
thus comply with the RSP or are subjected to delisting. 2020 saw the implementation of a virtual
auditing programme to ensure suppliers meet the demands of the RSP across Unilever’s extended
supply chain. Unilever aimed to source 100% sustainably and from suppliers that meet the
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requirements of the RSP in 2020. This goal was not reached, with 83% of suppliers meeting the RSP.
However, Unilever’s efforts on ensuring human rights were still recognised by the Corporate Human
Rights Benchmark and the listing on human rights in the agricultural products industry, at which
Unilever obtained a joint first ranking and a first ranking respectively.
Finally, occupational health and safety. Unilever focusses on employee safety and has refreshed the
focus on safety and mental wellbeing in its Code of Business Principles in 2020, mainly influenced by
the changed working conditions because of the pandemic. In general, the Total Recordable
Frequency Rate (TRFR) was reduced, from 0.76 accidents per million hours worked in 2019 to 0.63 in
2020. The 2020 goal was 1.05 accidents per million hours worked, which Unilever has thus met.
Several safety measures around field safety during thunderstorms, travel on busses and construction
sites have been implemented to avoid similar accidents as in 2020. Not only Unilever’s employees
are susceptible to safety regulations, but contractors are as well. The covid-19 pandemic has also
brought about new safety measures in the company, with the development of strict worker safety
protocols. An information website, webinars and workshops for suppliers were developed to explain
the new site safety and employee safety measures and protocols. The pandemic also led to an
increased focus on employee wellbeing, even though the UniVoice survey over 2020 showed that
82% of employees find Unilever’s approach to their wellbeing sufficient. To ensure employee
wellbeing in a working-from-home environment, the company focussed on reducing stress with a
mindfulness movement across the company. Unilever also conveys consumer health and wellbeing
through its brands with the aim to reach 1 billion people by 2030.
Conclusion: Unilever is especially well aligned to this aspect of the Strategy. Especially consideration
of worker’s rights and health and safety are very well cemented in Unilever business operations
through schemes as the RSP and the Code of Business Principles and cooperation with organizations
and actors. The financial position of workers is also safeguarded for the future, with investments in
agricultural projects to ensure livelihoods for more vulnerable actors and deferral of payment for
vulnerable actors.
Table 38 Alignment of Unilever on Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain

Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain
Worker position

Well aligned

Social rights
Occupational health and safety

Well aligned
Well aligned

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina has a great focus on worker position in the supply chain.
The Dairy Development Programme is aimed at improving local dairy production in Asia, Africa and
Eastern Europe and with that the position of local producers in the supply chain. The program is
aimed at improving productivity, sustainability and market access, allowing producers to improve
their standard of living. FrieslandCampina always aims to have the highest possible price for its
primary producers, ensuring or improving their financial position. FrieslandCampina allows workers
to report on and discuss the working culture through the employee survey ‘Over2You’ and the
FrieslandCampina 4 Speak Up initiatives.
Human rights as described by the OECD Guidelines for International Businesses, the ILO Declaration
on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights are
supported, especially because FrieslandCampina recognises that the agricultural sector has a high
risk of violation of human rights. The ‘Human Rights Policy’ was adopted by FrieslandCampina in
2019, addressing issues as child labour, forced labour, freedom of association and access to water
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and sanitation. The policy was further embedded in the company in 2020. Workers are expected to
report on violations of their rights, for instance in case of discrimination or harassment. Three points
of attention came forward to FrieslandCampina: training of employees on human rights, the position
of contract workers and support for human rights from business partners. Addressing these will
ensure that human rights are respected throughout FrieslandCampina’s operations and measures
will be taken in 2021 to reduce human right risks.
Finally, occupational health and safety. FrieslandCampina has developed ‘Vision Zero’, which is
aimed at reducing work-related incidents by complying with all health and safety legislation and risk
reduction. In 2020, safety was improved along the supply chain. FrieslandCampina especially
focussed on keeping employees safe during the pandemic, with protection of production workers
and reimbursing at-home workers for home office facilities. The emotional and physical wellbeing of
workers was regarded in regular discussions amongst employees. The Diversity & Inclusion
Committee will focus on mental and physical health of FrieslandCampina’s employees as well.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina and the F2F Strategy are well aligned on all factors: worker position,
social rights and occupational health and safety.
Table 39 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain

Category 24 Worker position in the food supply chain
Worker position
Social rights
Occupational health and safety

Well aligned
Well aligned
Well aligned

General remarks
This category is a strong point for all companies. All three companies focus on their employees and
have addressed a special focus for their employees’ health, safety and wellbeing in the pandemic.
Occupational health and safety and respecting social rights are cemented in internal schemes by all
three companies.
FrieslandCampina, a company made up of a cooperation of dairy farmers, was especially expected to
have a high regard for the financial position of its workers. Especially the financial position of
farmers is well-discussed in the FrieslandCampina Annual report. Unilever addresses this equally
well, with the consideration of pensions, deferral of payment for vulnerable actors and investment
in vulnerable communities to assure livelihoods of its smallholder suppliers. Heineken has a similar
view as Unilever on assuring the financial position of its smallholder suppliers by investment in local
communities and development of local agriculture. However, the company does not directly address
the financial situation of its workers, allowing for a slightly lesser alignment to the Strategy.
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Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity
Focus F2F Strategy: the transition to a sustainable food system must be fair and inclusive to all food
chain actors.

Heineken
Focus Heineken: Heineken aims to conduct business with integrity and fairness, according to its
values. These come forward in ‘We are Heineken’ and the ‘Code of Business Conduct’. Education on
integrity and inclusivity and making these documents available in more than 40 languages ensure
employees understand these principles and know how to conduct business accordingly. Integrity is
essential to Heineken’s business conduct. It includes aspects as avoidance of corruption, inclusivity
and observing human rights.
Heineken focusses on numerous bases for inclusivity: gender, nationality, LGBTQ+, race and
ethnicity. It has installed Inclusion and Diversity (I&D) ambassadors, who support management
teams in delivering on the I&D goals. These goals include for instance working towards gender
equality in management and no gender bias in terms of pay or opportunity, ensuring that LGBTQ+
people can come to work safely and feel supported, or racial and ethnic inclusion. The Financial
Times has added Heineken to the ranking for Europe’s most inclusive companies in 2020.
Conclusion: Heineken contributes to a fair and inclusive food system. The Code of Conduct and
business values include fairness (in the form of integrity) and inclusivity. This includes observance of
human rights, which ensures fairness to all food chain actors. Heineken also specifically ensures that
all food chain actors are treated fairly in the corporation’s operations towards sustainability, which
comes about in for instance assuring livelihood by supporting communities (see Annex I Farm to Fork
Framework Category 14 Local economy & GI products, Category 19 Value distribution, or Category
22 Responsibility of the Food Industry) and assuring the company’s operations do not disadvantage
the local environment (for instance in its strategy on water use, discussed in Category 4 Energy
efficiency and water efficiency. Inclusivity is well aligned, with a focus on gender, nationality,
LGBTQ+, race and ethnicity within the company, as well as ensuring business decisions are made
while considering the context.
Table 40 Alignment of Heineken on Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity

Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity
Fair
Inclusive

Well aligned
Well aligned

Unilever
Focus Unilever: Unilever focusses inclusivity and fairness in the running of the corporation and in
society through its brands. Internally, Unilever aims to be an inclusive and diverse company on
gender, race, ethnicity, gender identity, age, sexual orientation, religion, experience and disability.
Discrimination on these factors must be eliminated. To ensure the company is run along these
principles, Unilever started the 2020 inclusive leaders training programme, established a racial and
ethnic equity taskforce and installed 200 diversity and inclusion employees. The company’s progress
towards inclusion is reported to the ULE (Unilever Leadership Executive, which comprises of the
CEO, CFO, Group Secretary and senior management of Unilever) each month and the Global
Diversity Board reviews this progress three times a year. In terms of Unilever’s employees, Unilever
has set some targets to improve diversity. These are that 5% of the workforce will comprise of
people with disabilities by 2025, all levels of leadership must become diverse and the 50% gender
balance at management level that was reached in 2019, must be maintained. Other principles
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Unilever has installed to ensure equality in the work field are paid paternity leave all across the
company and avoidance of pay discrepancy based on gender (pay discrepancy is solely based on
skills and experience). Unilever has won the Catalyst Award and has been listed in Bloomberg’s 2020
Gender-Equality Index for its gender-balanced and inclusive work culture.
Regarding its operations, Unilever aims to spend €2 billion annually with diverse suppliers by 2025
and has gained and implemented this focus in procurement since 2017. In 2020, the company was
shortlisted for a World Procurement Supplier Diversity & Inclusion award. This diversity again
translates to gender and LGBTQI+. The ‘Framework for Fair Compensation’ addresses the genderbased pay gap across all work levels in all countries of operation. Building a diverse company
requires investment in creating opportunities for women, as women generally have less
opportunities than men in the work field. To this end, Unilever has the 2020 target to empower 5
million women by advocating safety for women, providing access to training and expanding
women’s opportunities in Unilever’s value chains. The target was, however, not reached with the
empowerment of 2.63 million women in 2020. To support and commit to LGBTQI+ inclusion,
Unilever has signed the Declaration of Amsterdam in 2020.
Finally, Unilever aims to promote fairness and equality in society through its brands. Some brands
advocate health, wellbeing, sustainability refugee and voting rights, and advocate against racial
discrimination, social injustice, and gender differences. To substantiate this, some brands have
become certified B Corporations in 2020.
Conclusion: Unilever aims to run its business with inclusion of all types of people (inclusive),
regarding all actors (fair). The company supports its direct partners (suppliers), as well as indirect
actors (women in communities) to be fair, inclusive and to have equal opportunities in generating a
fair livelihood. This is well aligned to the Strategy. Especially inclusivity is a big focus of the company,
making Unilever well aligned to the Strategy on this aspect. The company has numerous measures in
place to ensure this principle across all operations and all levels of the company. It also has an
accountability mechanism in place, for which the highest management level of Unilever ultimately is
responsible.
Table 41 Alignment of Unilever on Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity

Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity
Fair
Inclusive
Focus Unilever

Well aligned
Well aligned
Diverse suppliers

FrieslandCampina
Focus FrieslandCampina: FrieslandCampina aims to be a diverse and inclusive company. The focus
point for inclusivity is female/male representation. FrieslandCampina reports on gender equality in
management, the Executive Leadership Team (ELT) and in general among employees. Nationality is
also reported on in certain cases (ELT and Diversity & Inclusion Committee). The target of 30%
female representation in senior management was not reached in 2020. The ratio of female to male
and the diversity of nationalities of the ELT decreased in 2020.
In 2020, FrieslandCampina has created a Diversity & Inclusion Committee which will focus on
increasing awareness to create an inclusive working environment and to increase productivity. Main
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topics are women in management positions, cultures and religion, mental and physical health and
sexual orientation.
Conclusion: FrieslandCampina reports on inclusivity based on gender and nationality and has created
a committee in 2020 to focus on other aspects of inclusivity as well (women in management, culture,
religion, sexual orientation). Because the company has just created the I&D Committee in 2020 to
become more inclusive and the fact that gender and nationality diversity decreased in 2020,
FrieslandCampina is aligned to the Strategy in terms of inclusivity. Progress hereon would lead to a
better alignment. Fairness in the Strategy entails a just transition for all food chain actors.
FrieslandCampina is of course greatly focussed on a proper position for primary producers in its
value chain (partly discussed in Category 24 Worker position in the FSC). The company wants to
ensure a good livelihood for farmers as the food system shifts to sustainability. This is also focussed
on providing the farmer with means to battle climate change or to make use of it in the form of a
business model. This is exemplified in the stimulation of farmers to generate renewable energy
(Category 5 Decarbonization), the FrieslandCampina monitoring tool that allows farmers to stimulate
sustainability management decisions for their farm (Category 3 (alternative) protein sources) or to
measure carbon capture in their grasslands to offset emissions (Category 5 Decarbonization).
FrieslandCampina also focusses on access to nutrition for disadvantaged actors in the food chain
(see Category 22 Responsibility of the food industry). These aspects considered, FrieslandCampina is
well aligned to the Strategy on fairness for all food chain actors.
Table 42 Alignment of FrieslandCampina on Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity

Category 26 Fairness and inclusivity
Fair

Well aligned

Inclusive

Aligned

General remarks
Overall, all companies focus on fairness and inclusivity throughout their business and operations.
These principles are cemented in the business principles. Especially Unilever and Heineken have a
well-established view on both fairness for all food chain actors and inclusivity within the company.
Both Heineken and Unilever have a system in place of inclusivity ambassadors throughout the
company. FrieslandCampina has just recently gained its focus on inclusivity and is thus less wellaligned to the Strategy. The Strategy does not provide insight into what aspects of diversity or
fairness should be considered by a food processor. This is filled in by industry through the following:
gender (no gender bias in pay, gender equality in management, equal opportunities for women),
nationality, LGBTQ+, race and ethnicity, gender identity, age, sexual orientation, religion, experience
and disability, removal of a language barrier.
Unilever is especially well-aligned to the Strategy on fairness and inclusivity. The company has a
well-established reporting system of inclusivity along the company in place, specifically addresses
inclusivity outside of the company’s operations through investment in women’s opportunities and
through promotion of inclusivity in society through its brands, and the company ensures diversity in
the supplier base by setting procurement from diverse suppliers as a goal.
One final remark on this category, is that assessing the actual impact of all the companies’ efforts is
difficult. It might even be argued that, even though a company as Unilever has a great focus on
fairness through the brands, many of the brand remain unhealthy or unaffordable to some, which
can enhance injustice.
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General Results & Discussion
This section will discuss the Farm to Fork Strategy and gives an overview of the results of this
research (i.e., alignment of all companies).

The Farm to Fork Strategy
First of all, the Strategy contains numerous unclear definitions or is too unspecific on what a topic
entails on numerous occasions. This is evident in the lack of definition of certain targets, objects or
scopes for assessment. The Strategy misses a clear definition of reduction targets (category 1),
sustainability targets (category 2), and fairness and inclusivity targets (category 26), of critical
materials (category 1), decarbonization (category 5), responsibility (category 22) and fairness and
inclusivity (category 26) and does not define a scope for some of the targets that it does set, which is
problematic for assessment in numerous categories (category 1; 4; 5; 9; 22). This means that it
remains unclear for which actors in the food network a certain target is set and which actors are not
in scope. On the other hand, the food processors have lacked clear definitions as well. In this case,
the definition of sustainable sourcing, sustainable ingredients, and responsibility in marketing
(category 17) have remained undefined.
The second remark on the Strategy is that it is too general to guide the Food Industry. This is
especially relevant in the cases of decarbonization, waste, circular economy, and responsibility. The
Strategy describes these topics generally for the entire food scape, whereas the food industry
creates a focus of these topics on a more practical aspect. As an example, the Strategy focusses on
circular business models and a circular food system, whereas the food industry proposes a smaller
focus on circularity of food ingredients. This is part of the bigger picture as described by the Strategy,
but alignment must be deduced because of the general description of the Strategy. Another
essential example is responsibility: the Strategy does not define, in a reasonable manner, which
actor is responsible for which aspects of the sustainability transition. It is noted, however, that the
development of targets is a highly sensitive progress. Providing too many specific targets on specific
actors undermines the food scape-encompassing nature of the Farm to Fork Strategy.
As a third remark, some topics of importance for the Food Industry are absent in the F2F Strategy
and vice versa. The topics absent from the Strategy are energy efficiency, water efficiency and the
processing of wastewater. These topics are all of importance to the processors and fulfil the aims of
the Strategy as well. The fact that these topics are absent in the Strategy, could come back to the
fact that the Strategy is too general to be applicable to the food processors, or could indicate that
the food processors are ahead of the Strategy in their aim for sustainability.
The topics not mentioned by the food processors that are present in the Strategy are packaginginduced food waste, food waste at the consumer level (only mentioned by Unilever), the value of
food (category 17) and nutrition marketing (category 17). This could indicate that the topics are
already well-implemented and are therefore not discussed, or for instance that the topic is
determined to be out-of-scope for the producers.
The final remark is the emphasis, or lack of attention, of the Strategy on certain factors. It is, for
instance, stated that animal husbandry is responsible for nearly 70% of the EU’s agricultural
emissions, that almost 70% of agricultural land is used for animal production (European Commission,
2020d. Paragraph 2.1), that removal of animal products from the human diet can result in a
reduction of serious health problems in society (European Commission, 2020d. Paragraph 2.4) and
the importance of a shift to a healthy diet is mentioned throughout the Strategy. Moving away from
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animal products is thus indicated to have positive sustainability and health implications by the
Strategy itself, yet this section is not large or detailed. On top of that, moving away from animal
protein sources is only mentioned in encouragement of the algae industry. It is not mentioned as an
independent aim of the Strategy. It will thus always need to be considered that the Strategy is a
political document, influenced by a lot of parties that are not purely scientific and that the aims of
the Strategy are not only considering sustainability, but also factors as employment, security, or
alliances.

General alignment
Table 43 gives an overview of the alignment of all companies on each category of the Final Food
Industry Framework. As can be seen form the colouration in the table, there are little actual nonalignments. What occurs more often is a constrain in the research, as is made visible through a
purple colouration. Category 1 Transport and sourcing of ingredients and Category 9 Greenhouse gas
emissions (GHG) give a general constrain across the companies. In the case of transport on sourcing,
the constrain is that the food industry and the Strategy have a completely different tactic of
achieving the same goal. For GHG emissions, the constrain is that the Strategy gives a 50-55%
reduction target based on 1990 levels of emissions, but that none of the food processors measure
emissions against the same baseline of 1990, making assessing alignment impossible. Both Heineken
and FrieslandCampina had their individual constrains as well. For Heineken, not all categories proved
applicable, as the company produces a luxury good. FrieslandCampina’s constrain was that of data
input, as not all topics were discussed in the annual report.
In general, all companies are well-aligned on ‘people’ categories, such as Category 24 Workers in the
food supply chain and Category 26 Fairness and Inclusivity. It must be noted, however, that
measuring the impact of people policies against the broader operations of the company is not
addressed by the companies. The great focus of ensuring fairness or carrying out responsibility in a
strategy is different from its actual impact. Alignment alone on these categories thus does not
necessarily indicate a positive impact.
Another general discussion point becomes visible in the alignment of FrieslandCampina on all
producer categories, Category 3 (alternative) protein sources, Category 4 Energy Efficiency and
water efficiency and Category 5 Decarbonization. FrieslandCampina is a cooperative of farmers and
thus has a large control over their primary production methods. The Strategy focusses on a food
system and on a more circular future, solving problems to work towards that ambition. It is
therefore less focussed on individual actors as food processors. Companies that cooperate with
other actors are more influential and thus better able to implement the Strategy’s ambitions, as is
reflected in the alignment of FrieslandCampina on categories that include primary producers. This
also becomes evident from labelling, where a holistic label encompassing agriculture, processing,
transport, and consumer, can only be achieved through cooperation along the chain.
Decarbonization efforts and worker position along the food supply chain are other examples where
a company with stronger ties to other actors is more likely to align to the Strategy. This is especially
applicable to FrieslandCampina, as farmers are the designated food chain actor by the Strategy to
create a carbon sequestration market.
Finally, water use reduction and water efficiency are not mentioned at all by the Strategy, where it is
a focus point for all food processors. The imbalance in the category on energy efficiency and water
efficiency shows that the Strategy does not envision the right targets for processing. Energy
efficiency is hardly a topic for all processors, as they have focussed on this already. The new
improvement to make in processing is water use. The companies are thus ahead of the Strategy on
these topics.
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Table 43 Alignment of all companies on all categories of the Final Food Industry Framework. Green represents well
alignment or alignment, orange represents a mediocre alignment, or ‘somewhat aligned’, red indicates a non-alignment
and purple shows a constrain or difference in tactic.

Heineken

Unilever

FrieslandCampina

Category 1 Transport and
sourcing of ingredients

Different tactic

Different tactic

Different tactic

Category 2 Reformulating food
products

Somewhat aligned

Well aligned

Aligned

Category 3 (alternative) protein
sources

Not applicable

Aligned

Aligned

Category 4 Energy efficiency
and water efficiency

Aligned, ahead on water
efficiency

Not aligned, ahead on
water efficiency

Aligned, ahead on water
efficiency

Category 5 Decarbonization

Somewhat aligned

Somewhat aligned

Well aligned

Category 6 Packaging and
labelling

Aligned, labelling is not

Aligned, labelling is not

Aligned

Category 7 Waste and losses in
the food industry

Not aligned, ahead on
processing

Somewhat aligned

Not aligned

Category 9 Greenhouse gas
emissions (GHG)

Cannot be concluded
because of a difference in
baseline
Well aligned

Cannot be concluded
because of a difference in
baseline
Somewhat aligned, but
well aligned though
deduction
Somewhat aligned

Cannot be concluded
because of a difference in
baseline
Somewhat aligned

Category 13 Circular economy

Category 17 Marketing

Somewhat aligned,
different focus

Category 22 Responsibility of
the food industry

Well aligned, constrain of
producing a luxury
product
Aligned, labelling is not

Well aligned

Well aligned

Aligned, labelling is not

Not aligned, constrain of
data input

Category 24 Worker position in
the food supply chain

Well aligned

Well aligned

Well aligned

Category 26 Fairness &
inclusivity

Well aligned

Well aligned

Well aligned

Category 23 Consumer
information

Not aligned, constrain of
data input
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Conclusions and recommendations
Research question was as follows: Are EU-based multinational food processors aligned to the EU
Green Deal Farm to Fork Strategy?
Overall, there is a good level of alignment of CRS strategies to the F2F Strategy. Almost all focus
points of the Strategy are also focus points for the food processors, though execution may be filled
in differently by both parties. The food processing industry and the European Commission strive
towards sustainability at a similar level, even though their tactics and motivations intrinsically differ,
as private and public bodies. As stated before, alignment between the two tactics for sustainability is
critical in providing insight into the progress made towards sustainability.
The method used in this assessment of alignment proved useful. Using the framework rendered a
proper conclusion on alignment and peculiarities were able to come to light. The framework was
also successful in specifying focus points and strengths for all companies and for the Strategy. The
downside of the applied method is the scope. Creating a coding frame for the entire Strategy is
necessary to make sure no details were overlooked but resulted in a framework too big to use for
assessment. Condensing the initial framework was thus a necessary but is time-consuming step and
removing categories requires expertise in fear of removing too much or too little to give a proper
conclusion on alignment. If the condensation is done with expertise, however, the condensing step
can become a positive aspect of the method. Through condensing, the Farm to Fork Framework
becomes adaptable to all actors addressed by the Farm to Fork Strategy.

Conclusions on alignment: the Strategy and food processors
In general, the food processors are well aligned to the Strategy on 5 Decarbonization, with the
exception of carbon sequestration and certification thereof, on 23 Consumer information, with the
exception of labelling, on 24 Worker position in Food Supply Chain and on 26 Fairness and
inclusivity. It became evident from the assessment that companies with stronger ties to other actors
in the food supply chain are more likely to be aligned to the ambitions of the Strategy.
The biggest non-alignment of all companies is their differences in baselines to the Strategy. The
second difference of alignment is when the food processors seem to have surpassed the aims of the
Strategy, for instance in water reduction targets. Not all topics could be assessed, as a third
constrain was the lack of definitions by either Strategy or food processor. This is the case in
categories Transport & sourcing of ingredients, Reformulating food products, Marketing and
Responsibility of the food industry. Overall, the Strategy would have to supply clear definitions of
topics as ‘sustainability’ or ‘responsibility’ in specific contexts, as definitions and expectations may
differ depending on the context, for instance primary production versus processing.
The food processors are badly aligned to the Strategy on several categories. The first is 1 Transport
and sourcing of ingredients. The Strategy aims for a domestic production system, whereas food
processors opt for increasing the level of sustainability of their current suppliers. Traceability and
transparency are not mentioned in the Strategy at all, whilst these are a necessity in achieving the
Strategy’s objectives: how else will all process be verified? The second category of misalignment is 4
Energy and water efficiency. None of the food processors have set energy reduction targets but do
focus greatly on water use reduction, which is in turn not taken up into the Strategy. Food
processors do align on category 5 Decarbonization, but do not align on the certified carbon
sequestration ambition. This is an example of how food processors do not necessarily see other food
chain actor’s activities as their responsibility. This is, for instance, similar for reducing waste at the
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consumer level, but can be completely different for other topics, as improving the sustainability of
primary production. All companies focus on reducing, reusing and recycling packaging and on
improving sustainable properties of packaging in category 6 Packaging and labelling. However,
packaging induced food waste is not mentioned at all. Labelling on sustainability, origin, nutrition,
and animal welfare also differs greatly between the processors. This is also a big discussion point for
all processors, as each is well aligned on some aspects of the labelling approach and badly aligned on
others. This also applies to consumer information through labelling. A coordinated labelling
approach from the EU is required to ensure clearness and direction. The companies are all not
aligned on 7 Waste and losses, as food waste at the retail and consumer level is hardly considered by
the food processors and certainly does not have the same emphasis as in the Strategy. Finally, a
constrain of baselines is the reason behind the non-alignment on 9 Greenhouse gas emissions. None
of the processors have the same baseline as the Strategy (of 1990).
In general, the food processors are thus well aligned on worker and consumer ambitions and less
well aligned on environmental ambitions. This is mostly due to the differences in baselines or a
different solution to the problem. A mayor take-away from this assessment is that, regardless of
their level of alignment, food processors already do a lot to work towards an environmentally and
socially sustainable future. Examples here are the setting of standards and third-party verification
thereof, voluntary setting of sustainability targets, the formation of industry-wide initiatives and the
formation of broader alliances across their operating chain. Examples are PPPs (Heineken),
collaborations with informal waste collectors (Unilever) and with farmers (FrieslandCampina) or
suppliers (all).
Finally, the Farm to Fork Strategy provides adequate guidance to steer the food system to a more
sustainable future but must make some adaptations to become a more specific document to each
sector within the food system.

Heineken
Heineken has a great focus on circularity, having implemented several circular commercial business
models already. This focus is mirrored in the company’s approach to energy and water usage.
Heinekens strategies regarding these resources convey a circular way of thinking. This is specifically
mentioned in its water tactics and decarbonization strategy, which ties in with its energy reduction
methods. For this, Heineken communicates and collaborates with various actors, influencing its
energy and water use, water pollution, treatment of wastewater, and water scarcity. The company
does not restrain itself to only measuring its direct impact on decarbonization and water and energy
use but implements its strategies in secondary and tertiary levels as well. Circularity is also a focus
point in packaging.
This is a great example of circularity in a food processor, although this tactic can of course be
expanded to include more of the consumer-side of production as well. This comes about in the
company’s waste strategy, which is extensive and ambitious in its targets (100% waste-free
production in 2020) but does not extend beyond processing. Heineken is thus badly aligned to the
Strategy on this topic. Decarbonization, although circular in thinking, does not include carbon
sequestration methods. This is a missing link in a circular decarbonization system.
On the whole, circularity, energy and water efficiency and decarbonization are Heineken’s
strongpoints in alignment to the Strategy. It becomes evident that Heineken has started
implementing some form of circularity in its operations on these topics, but that many other aspects,
as waste and losses, can still be included to work towards a circular business model.

74

Another strong point for Heineken is its view on consumers and workers. This is on all factors aligned
or well aligned to the Strategy. The company’s view on workers and strengthening communities
through its presence is reflected across the annual report, making for a well-integrated focus. This
applies to fairness and inclusivity as well, as this reflects the business values and ethics. Heineken
claims responsibility for the environment and community that is impacted by the company’s local
presence. It is greatly aligned to the Strategy on this topic. This is addressed throughout the annual
report and is referred to in other operations (environmental, value distribution, local economy, soil
health, I&D).
Another point of miss-alignment is the company’s GHG emissions tactic. Heineken will need to work
on its strategy to reduce GHG emissions if it is to comply with the F2F Strategy. The company has set
many different targets for different parts of the supply chain. Even though accounting emissions and
reductions to the different processing steps might be favourable for the company to work on, it
creates confusion for the process of alignment. This, together with the difference in baseline for the
emissions and the fact that the reduction targets might be less ambitious than the Strategy’s,
requires more of Heinekens attention if the company is to align itself to the Strategy.
The biggest constrains of this assessment of alignment are that not all of the Strategy is applicable to
a company as Heineken. Heineken only produces luxury products that are, in most cases, not direct
human needs. Some assumptions of the Strategy thus do not apply to Heineken (increasing
availability and affordability as human need). Heineken also does not produce any animal-based
products, which takes away two discussion points (sustainable rearing of animals, animal welfare
and alternative protein sources).

Unilever
Unilever is well-aligned to the Strategy on several aspects. The first is the company’s focus on
reformulating food products to be more sustainable, as well as the focus on alternative protein
sources as microbial and plant-based protein. The second and best aligned is the focus on people.
Unilever is very well-aligned to the Strategy in its conception that the company has a responsibility
for people, the environment and human health, especially because of its size of operations. Unilever
has many schemes in place to ensure the mental and physical health of its workers and ensures
consumers are well-informed about their products and feel included through diverse marketing.
The focus on people builds unto another factor on which Unilever is well-aligned to the Strategy:
circularity. Although Unilever only mentions circularity specifically in relation to plastic packaging,
deduction throughout the annual report shows that many of the company’s strategies on
environmental and social sustainability are carried out including other actors across the food chain.
The company advocates and builds partnerships to ensure a move towards sustainability across
actors and at a faster pace. For instance, Unilever supports the decarbonization of energy grids to
increase decarbonization at the consumer level, it aims to collect more plastic that it uses,
developed a global framework to ensure the rights of informal waste collectors in the plastic cycle,
and educated chefs on the use of plant-based protein products. All in all, Unilever has implemented
measures that reflect a circular way of thinking, or at least a broader way of thinking than just
processing and its direct suppliers. This circular way of thinking must be embedded in company
strategy that covers more than just plastic packaging.
On the other hand, Unilever is badly aligned on energy efficiency, as this is not even mentioned in
the annual report. The company’s packaging strategy is badly aligned to the Strategy as well as this
confines itself to plastic alone. Circular business models are hardly present, as circularity is solely
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focussed on plastic packaging. Circularity is more focussed on partnerships and advocacy than on
circular business models.
A constrain that Unilever’s report caused during this assessment of alignment is the fact that the
company’s report is non-specific for food in certain sections. It is therefore impossible to assess any
type of alignment without deduction. This becomes evident in category 7 Waste and losses, which is
non-specific for non-food and food products.

FrieslandCampina
FrieslandCampina is well aligned on decarbonization, responsibility and worker position.
FrieslandCampina is best aligned to the Strategy on decarbonization. The company has explored
many innovative measures to decarbonize its production chain, mainly focussed on primary
production. The company also provides a financial incentive for farmers to implement
decarbonization measures and buys sequestered carbon of its farmers to offset GHG emissions from
production. This closed-loop system is greatly aligned to the Strategy on decarbonization, carbon
sequestration and certification thereof, as well as on circular business models. Another great
alignment is on responsibility. FrieslandCampina recognizes a great responsibility to ensure
affordable nutrition globally. The company also addresses its responsibility to ensure a sustainable
financial position for farmers and the responsibility to improve the environmental performance of
the dairy sector. Increasing the sustainability of the dairy sector is aimed at energy and water
management, reducing GHG emissions, animal health and welfare, biodiversity, pasture grazing,
consideration of available land and packaging. The responsibility for affordable nutrition, animal
welfare and biodiversity are unique perceptions and are essential to FrieslandCampina’s operations.
The focus is for instance reflected in labelling and education schemes on nutrition.
Naturally, as a corporation of farmers, FrieslandCampina is greatly focussed on farmers and
employees. FrieslandCampina is well aligned to the Strategy on worker position, social rights and
occupational health and safety. The company has numerous schemes in place to assure this and
actively involves actors along the broader supply chain to assure and cement the workers’ position.
The Dairy Development Programme is an example of chain-wide involvement to assure the social,
financial and environmental position of the farmer. The company aims for a fair value distribution
across the production chain. The final point for alignment is (alternative) protein sources.
FrieslandCampina does not focus on alternative protein sources at all and is thus not aligned on that
aspect of the Strategy. However, it does focus on the most sustainable, carbon-efficient production
of animal protein. It emphasizes reducing the environmental footprint of primary production
through measures as carbon capture in grasslands, increasing renewable energy production by
farmers and suggesting alternative feed materials that reduce emissions. On this, it is well aligned to
the Strategy.
FrieslandCampina is not aligned to the Strategy on wastes and losses and circularity. On waste and
losses, FrieslandCampina is not aligned to the Strategy. The company does not mention food waste
and has a limited view on other types of waste, apart from plastic packaging, for which it has set a
goal. Tying into the lack of a strategy on waste management, FrieslandCampina does not have an
approach to circularity in its broader operations. The only aspiration is for circularity in plastic
packaging and the use of renewable energy.
Finally, a constrain of the research became apparent in the categories on marketing and on
consumer information. FrieslandCampina referred to webpages on these topics in their annual
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report, rather than detailing its approach in the annual report. This made assessing alignment
impossible.
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Recommendations
Recommendations on actions to undertake by the Farm to Fork Strategy, Heineken N.V., Unilever
PLC and FrieslandCampina N.V. have already been mentioned in the conclusions.
Three different types of future research are recommended. First, annual replication of the
conducted research can give insights into the progress made by food processors and into the policy
evolvement needed for the Strategy to remain relevant under market developments.
The second recommendation for future research is to conduct the assessment of alignment on other
food chain actors. These could be local producers instead of multinational producers to give a
differentiated state-of-play for the EU’s member states. The Strategy also mentions ‘novel’
developments needed to achieve its aspirations. Comparing the actual presence thereof to the
needed levels might be an interesting angle to explore. The Strategy also focusses on agriculture and
policy and governmental actors. Assessing alignment of these actors to the Farm to Fork Strategy
will generate the necessary insights to substantiate the ‘systems change’ aimed at by the Strategy.
Finally, assessing alignment of actors outside the EU to the Strategy will become interesting once the
Strategy becomes a policy framework.
The third angle for future research would be to position the F2F Strategy in the wider policy
landscape by comparing it to other policy frameworks with similar objectives or stemming from
similar organizations.
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