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PATHS TO FOOD RECOVERY
Finding sustainable funding opportunities for food recovery is a revolutionary 
concept, where rescuing food from the landfill to feed hungry people is a 
practice that has been largely carried by non-profits, which have had to 
depend on philanthropic donations. However, the status quo is now being 
challenged as regulatory mandates are requiring cities, counties, and 
organic generators to capture edible food. Dialogue and programs around 
sustainable funding are now circulating among various groups in California, 
as we approach the implementation of the Short-Lived Climate Pollutants 
regulation that is fundamentally changing the way we are managing organic 
materials in the State. This document is designed to provide an overview of 
key components to create and implement a funding program. It is divided into 
three parts: a discussion around generating funds, distributing funds, and 
looking for programs to reduce costs in the current network. 

Food recovery networks are complicated, and this is a reality that challenges 
our approach to finding funding solutions. These networks are made up 
of organizations of varying sizes, which each take on a specific role in the 
movement of food goods. Most programs currently rely on organizations that 
collect food, sometimes in the form of large semi-trucks, that move pallets 
of food, and sometimes in the form of grocery bags in the back of personal 
vehicles. Food may have to be broken down, bagged, or boxed so it can be 
better managed by consumers, or food pantries that have limited storage. 
As we push the envelope and work to reduce waste and consider the 
complexities of the phases of regulatory compliance, we must also consider 
the role of the reprocessing and repackaging kitchens. These kitchens, when 
used effectively, can extend the life of food, and/or help break bulk products 
down into ready-made meals. Not only can they help reduce waste, but they 
also play a significant role in creating healthy meals for individuals who may 
otherwise be challenged in making food for themselves. 
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GENERATING FUNDS
There are several key principals that should drive 

any funding model that is being 
considered in a region. 

Equity: Funding should strategically support 
the network of food recovery, where there are 
a range of sizes and types of organizations 
involved. Many small-scale programs do not 
have the capacity to respond to grants or 
market their needs, but still play an important 
role in distributing edible food to people. 

Flexibility: Funding must be responsive to 
the needs of the network, where unforeseen 
circumstances and changes require 
continual monitoring of effectiveness. Some 
infrastructure can be planned, where failures 
of refrigeration, natural disasters, etc., require 
programs that can quickly respond to those 
needs. 

Longevity: To develop a network that can 
work efficiently and thoughtfully invest in 
infrastructure needs, funding must be reliable 
to support the broader network where 
capital infrastructure can be planned out and 
invested in overtime as programs ramp up. 

Transparency: It is of vital importance that 
funding requires clear understanding of 
what the local requirements are, which can 
be built into the capacity assessment of the 
region, reporting of tonnage, how funds are 
spent, and safety metrics to guarantee high 
levels of accountability for the organizations 
that participate. Food safety can be better 
assured, in addition to public trust in the 
allocation of funds. 
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Food recovery is a food waste mitigation strategy, but it encompasses much 
more than that. Food recovery intersects with broader issues that impact our food 
system as a whole: systemic issues like food apartheid, food insecurity, and food 
justice. 

DEFINITIONS:
Food Apartheid: A term coined by Karen Washington, a community gardener and food 
justice activist in New York City to replace the term “food desert.” Food apartheid defines the 
lack of healthy food access in some communities as a result of intentional and systematic 
racial and socioeconomic oppression. The term encompasses the fact that communities 
need more than just healthy food options in stores. They need an influx of resources and 
financial support, along with increased ownership of land and capital, to truly transform 
conditions and overall health.  

Food Insecurity: Defined by the USDA as the lack of consistent access to enough food for 
a healthy and active life. It is a socioeconomic condition that is measured at the household 
level.

Food Justice: People of color are the most severely impacted by hunger, poor food 
access, diet-related illness, and other problems with the food system. The food justice 
movement works not only for access to healthy food for all, but also examines the structural 
roots of these disparities — and works for racial and economic justice, too.

PRIORITIZING EQUITY IN FOOD RECOVERY FUNDING DECISIONS

Volunteer with San Diego Food Alliance - San Diego, CA
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California produces nearly half of the nation’s fruits 
and vegetables, yet 1 in 5 Californians — that’s 
about 8 million people — currently struggle with food 
insecurity. For the past 20 years, Black and Hispanic/
Latinx households have had rates of food insecurity 
that are nearly double those of white households. 
And from 2000 to 2010, 25% of Indigenous people 
were consistently food insecure. Regardless of race, 
food insecurity rates are much higher for households 
that are 130% below the poverty line and are highest 
for single mothers that are 130% below the poverty 
line.  At the same time that communities of color are 
more likely to lack access to healthy food, they also 
experience higher rates of diet-related disease. For 
example, Native Americans are 60% more likely to 
be obese than US whites, and the rate of diagnosed 
diabetes is 77% higher among African Americans, 
66% higher among Hispanics, and 18% higher 
among Asians than among whites. 
Food recovery is the practice of redirecting surplus 
food that would otherwise go to waste, to hunger 
relief organizations. While we know food waste is 
best tackled through prevention, and food insecurity 
through building sovereignty and eliminating systemic 
injustices, food recovery is one actionable way to 
address immediate needs and emergency situations. 

The Natural Resources Defense Council has 
conducted studies in Denver, Nashville, and 

New York City that model the potential of expanded 
food rescue to meet the meal gaps within each of 
these communities. The study found that Denver and 
Nashville could meet an additional 46-48% of their 
cities’ meal gap by increasing food rescue initiatives, 
while New York City could meet an additional 23% of 
its meal gap.
SB 1383 includes a mandate to recover at least 20% 
of edible food that otherwise would be disposed of, 
by 2025. Cities will need to invest in food recovery 
organizations and infrastructure to meet this target. 
Cities have an opportunity to begin addressing the 
systemic food system issues described above by 
prioritizing equity in food recovery funding decisions.
Shifting funds to BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, People 
of Color) communities and democratizing funding 
decisions is essential for building power across 
communities of color and creating greater equity in 
our food system. One approach to achieve this is by 
ceding decision-making power about grants to the 
very communities impacted by funding decisions. 
Community participants are seen as equal partners 
with — rather than constituents of or advisors to—
traditional funders: “Nothing about us without us.” 
This approach to grantmaking acknowledges power 
imbalances, realigns incentives, and cedes control to 
community groups. 

“NOTHING ABOUT US WITHOUT US”: Path to Equitable Grantmaking

Volunteers with World Cetral Kitchen - Oakland, CA.
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Am I including the communities affected by funding 
decisions in the grant program design, scoring, and 
implementations processes?

Did I include community organizations in developing 
the application and reporting processes, to ensure 
these processes are not overly burdensome or 
exclusionary?

Does the organization/company/group selected to receive funding 
provide services that are accessible to households, organizations, 
and businesses throughout the community — particularly those that 
are run by and for historically underrepresented communities?

 Does the organization/company/group 
selected to receive funding support historically 
underrepresented communities through workforce 
development, living wage jobs, and small-business 
or contracting opportunities?

How well are community members served and 
represented demographically by the staff and 
services of the organization that will receive 
funding?

Does a proposed project generate burdens, either 
directly or indirectly, for groups whose life outcomes 
are disproportionately affected by structures in 
society?

Have I consulted with food recovery organization of 
all sizes?

Is the funding going toward a demonstrated need,  
prioritizing organizations with the most immediate 
capacity needs?
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• Case Study, NRDC – Input with Impact: A Case 
Study on Equitable and Inclusive Food Waste 
Grant-making in Denver and Baltimore

• Article, Stanford Social Innovation Review – Listen-
ing to Those Who Matter Most, the Beneficiaries

• Report, GrantCraft – Deciding Together: Shifting 
Power and Resources Through Participatory Grant-
making

• Report, Race To Lead – California’s Race to Lead: 
The Nonprofit Racial Leadership Gap in the Golden 
State

RESOURCES TO CONSULT:

8 QUESTIONS TO ASK YOURSELF/OTHERS AS YOU 
MANAGE AND CREATE GRANT PROGRAMS
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GENERATING FUNDS: Expanding Revenue Sources

Franchise/ SB 1383 Compliance Fees/
Portion of Tip Fees from Facility

Cities and/or counties can allocate a portion of their 
franchise fees directly to the coalition to fund edible 
food recovery. Additionally, SB 1383 has provided 
provisions to allow an SB 1383 fee to cover the cost of 
compliance for the programs. As jurisdictions have a 
requirement to provide infrastructure for the program, 
these fees could be used to support that infrastructure 
gap found when programs are needed for Tier 1 and 2 
compliant generators. Further, portions of tip fees under 
the current management of solid waste through facilities 
could be designated to help support food recovery. 

Cost is spread through the 
ratepayers, reducing the burden on 
any one group, mechanisms are well 

established in all solid waste franchised communities. 
All indicators show that by spreading the cost through 
the solid waste customer base, or through the total tons 
managed by the solid waste stream, would result in a 
small cost burden to ratepayers.

Prop 218 hearings have not tested 
the allowance of these fees to be 
used for edible food recovery, where 

the mandates only fall on a small portion of commercial 
generators. SB 1383 fees are currently being discussed 
in several communities, where it is unclear what, if any 
opposition, may exist for the inclusion of edible food 
infrastructure costs. Further, facility tip fees are often 
set by long-term contracts, where the addition of any 
fee could face resistance. Should the tip fee be placed 
solely on the solid waste stream, these fees could 
significantly drop should communities invest in strong 
recycling and composting programs over a long period 
of time.  

Participating Generator Fees/ 
 Tier 1 Tier 2 Business

SB 1383 program planning will clearly identify Tier 1 
and Tier 2 generators that must comply with edible 
food recovery programs. These generators could be 
assessed a specific fee (a fee on their business license 
for example), or a fee directly charged by the food 
recovery agency for the collection of the food. This 
would ensure the cost burden to be solely placed on the 
mandated generators. 

Food recovery agencies could set 
their own fee for collection, other 
generators that are not required 

to comply with the mandate are not paying for the 
service. Adding the fee to a business license is a 
targeted and relatively easy way to collect funds from 
the generators through established programs by 
jurisdictions. Businesses that are subject to Tier 1 or Tier 
2 requirements are large businesses, for whom such 
fees do not impact overall profitability in a significant 
way.  These generators already have an incentive to 
proactively seek food recovery options, as SB 1383 
mandates fines for those Tier 1 and Tier 2 businesses 
not participating in a food recovery program.

The cost of developing infrastructure 
could be substantial for the limited 
number of generators that must 

comply with the regulation, where other non-mandated 
generators would be receiving the benefit of that 
infrastructure funding without the requirement to pay into 
the program. Fees would only be collected by agencies 
that have the ability to collect the material, where 
funding wouldn’t be clearly made available for those 
responsible for distributing the material or agencies that 
would need to otherwise process the food (in a kitchen 
setting for example).

The first consideration of a funding model is to create one, or many 
ways of generating the funds that will go to food recovery. Sustainable 
funding can come in many forms, where we recommend building 
multiple mechanisms into the program to reduce cost burdens on any 
one group and create resiliency for the program.
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The Edible Food Recovery Technical Advisory Committee 
has a resource document available for our readers. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/15Y7hzZ31NjTFNJMZdDv-
jXBornWfebXry/view?usp=sharing

Philanthropic Fund
Food Recovery Agencies have existing philanthropic 
funding channels that support their organizations, 
that are well established and engage a broad level of 
organizations and citizens in the work around reducing 
food insecurity. It is generally agreed that these non-
profit agencies should no longer be solely reliant 
on these donation programs to provide regulatory 
compliance for jurisdictions. However, it is generally 
agreed that jurisdictions/generators cannot be fully 
responsible for taking over these existing operation 
costs in full. It is likely donation-based funding will 
continue to play a significant role for non-profits, where 
sustainable funding programs will be designed to 
augment those funding streams. 

Historically, this is the main source 
of funds that help to engage the 
broader community in food insecurity 
programs. 

This source of funds is not stable, 
or reliable, or provide for clear 
compliance with a jurisdiction’s 

requirement to provide infrastructure, should gaps be 
identified. 

General Funds
Cities and/or counties can use a ‘fair share’ approach 
and allocate money from their general funds directly to 
the food recovery network on an annual basis. 

Funds are relatively discretionary if 
there is strong political support for the 
program. 

This requires adequate budget from 
jurisdictions.

Grant Funds
There are competitive grants available for projects that 
rescue edible food, and this funding mechanism could 
be a useful tool for those agencies with the resources to 
seek them.

Grants provide funding from regional, 
state, or national agencies, and 
can be accessed without extracting 

resources from the community itself.

Grants can be difficult to access due to 
minimum size requirements, as well as 
the resources required to apply to grants.

Volunteer with Heaven’s Windows – San Diego Food Alliance
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Looking to Health Agencies
A cost savings to health agencies can be 
measured, where access to healthier foods 
can reduce chronic nutrition related diseases 
in food insecure populations. Research shows 
that health care costs associated with food 
insecurity in the United States were $160.7 billion 
in 2014. By demonstrating a reduction in these 
costs for local health care agencies we can also 
generate a funding mechanism by apportioning a 
percentage of the savings to the coalition. 

 Working poor families and 
marginalized communities must not 

be a convenient outlet for substandard 
foods that are redirected in order to 
comply with SB 1383. Equitable and 
dignified food distribution is critical 
to community health and wellbeing 

and while we champion food recovery 
programs and services as a Food 
Bank, we will not compromise our 
commitment to quality in service of 

those most at risk.

 – Harald Herrmann, Second Harvest 
Food Bank Orange County.

Plan
Think long-term, look for gaps in the current 
network, focus on increasing food safety, and 
the mechanisms of reporting, and how you will 
support various pieces of the network over time. 

Broaden the Network
Have you considered all the stakeholders? Are 
community members, private industry, non-
profits, and consumers involved in the process? 

Unbiased Administration
Ensure that those that are making the decision 
on how funding will be distributed don’t have 
a stake in the program. Funding needs to be 
transparent, consistent, and accountable. 

Innovation
Consider new ways of leveraging shared 
infrastructure and finding efficiencies in current 
programs. Bringing stakeholders together under 
a common vision can unleash new ideas and 
programs.

ESTABLISHING 
SUCCESSFUL FUNDING 

”

Volunteers with Abound Food Care - Orange, CA.
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Looking for ways to make dollars go further is another way to help non-profits that operate 
on slim budgets. There is a growing trend for non-profits to purchase food at retail locations, 
to balance out meals or ensure healthy products are making it to those who need it most. 
Additionally, especially with the pressures of safety for COVID, non-profits are buying products 
retail like gloves, masks, other paper products and disposables at local grocery and drugstores. 
These purchases represent thousands of dollars on items that will only have to be restocked 
each month. There is a growing movement to try and connect resources, and work with 
stakeholders that build purchasing power that can buy these items in bulk, reducing these 
reoccurring costs. For example, we all need to buy toilet paper, where each non-profit could 
band together to buy in bulk and reduce costs across the board for each participating agency. 
These programs can assist both with items that have higher mark-ups, like on paper products 
and disposables, as well as the food needed to supplement their current operations. 

Pushing these concepts further, we can consider the opportunity to branch out from local, to 
regional, state or even nationwide prospects. Considering the similarities all non-profits and food 
recovery networks face, we understand that common solutions can be used to help tackle these 
challenges. By considering these horizontal solutions, we can also open greater opportunities to 
connect networks and think differently about the scale of food insecurity and how our systems 
are currently working, or not working. We can more effectively combat the complex issues of 
food insecurity and hunger by working together across greater stakeholder networks and supply 
chains. These programs can catalyze regional change, support non-profit networks at a national 
scale, and deal with a national problem together. 

DEVELOPING BULK PURCHASING PROGRAMS
The Future Model to Reduce Costs
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Oakland is building strategic partnerships with 
other city departments and county agencies to 
reduce staff burdens and increase efficiencies to 
achieve SB 1383 compliance. Oakland Recycling 
staff are currently building relationships with city 
departments and divisions like, Business Tax, 
Oakland Fire Department (Fire), Stormwater 
Compliance Division (Stormwater), Oakland 
Parks, Recreation and Youth Development 
(OPRYD), Department of Human Services 
(DHS), Real Estate, and Environmental 
Enforcement. Additionally, Oakland is 
participating in working groups with Alameda 
County Waste Management Authority (AKA 
StopWaste) and Alameda County All-In Eats.

Business Tax staff have agreed to include 
information about SB 1383 when contacting 
Oakland businesses about their annual Business 
License renewals. This information will be 
distributed both digitally and via paper mail.  
Information about SB 1383 requirements will also 
be incorporated into their section of the City’s 
website, which lists all business requirements 
and in the FAQs section.

Both Fire and Stormwater Departments inspect 
Tier I/II generators for compliance with fire safety 
and stormwater requirements. Recycling staff are 
identifying opportunities to partner with Fire and 

OAKLAND STREAMLINES INSPECTIONS & BUILDS 
STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS

Stormwater staff to notify businesses about SB 
1383 requirements and refer businesses that are 
out of compliance to Recycling Staff for technical 
assistance. Oakland Recycling staff are also 
working closely with the StopWaste, which has 
agreed to act as the Lead Enforcement Agency 
by sending SB 1383 Administrative Notifications, 
assessing fines, and building relationships 
with Alameda County Environmental Health to 
conduct Tier I/II edible food recovery compliance 
inspections. Oakland Public Works has four 
Environmental Enforcement Officers (EEOs) that 
mainly focus on efforts to identify and penalize 
illegal dumpers and to identify properties 
with inadequate trash collection service. 
Recycling staff are currently working to identify 
opportunities for the EEOs to expand their scope 
to help enforce on Oakland businesses lacking 
proper organics and recycling service.

Oakland Recycling staff have been working with 
OPRYD to identify City owned properties where 
SB 1383 edible food recovery programs can be 
implemented.  Staff is identifying City facilities 
with commercial kitchens that could be used as 
sites for edible food recovery, food preparation, 
and distribution to the community.  Staff is also 
identifying spaces in parks or large median strips 
that could be utilized for urban farms, carbon 
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farms and gardens where compost and mulch 
can be applied.

The DHS coordinates an Emergency Food 
Providers Advisory Committee (EFPAC), and 
Recycling staff attend their quarterly board 
meetings, share funding opportunities, and track 
the needs of the emergency food providing 
organizations that attend. Recycling staff have 
recently received a Community Development 
Block Grant to support pilot efforts to create a 
food hub. Staff are currently working with two 
EFPAC member organizations to increase cold 
storage capacity, thereby increasing the capacity 
to accept and distribute recovered edible food.

All-In Eats is a new Alameda County organization 
with a mission “to provide Alameda County 
residents with healthy, affordable food that is 
sourced from local farms, recovered food, and 
small food vendors, led by a County/Community 
collaboration, and delivered through health 
care settings, home deliveries, community 
organizations, and food hubs to promote equity 
and sustainability within a self-regenerating, 
circular food system.” Recycling staff are 
currently working to identify opportunities to 
support the work of All-In Eats by identifying 
City owned facilities and/or properties that 
could be leveraged for edible food recovery, 
food processing and distribution or land that 
could be turned into urban farms and gardens. 
Oakland Real Estate staff have been vital in 
offering a map of all City owned properties. We 
are currently working to identify viable options to 
investigate further.

Oakland is a jurisdiction partner under 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Pacific 
Coast Collaborative (PCC), which is working 
on the Pacific Coast Food Waste Commitment 
project. The PCC is a public-private partnership 
of Pacific Coast cities, states, and food 
businesses committed to a regional goal of 
reducing wasted food by 50% by 2030. Oakland 
has been working with the PCC Resource 
Partners developing key strategies and initiatives 
to reduce food waste since 2016. The work of the 
PCC’s Pacific Coast Food Waste Commitment 
project aligns with many of Oakland’s goals 
formalized by the adoption of Oakland’s 
Equitable Climate Action Plan (ECAP), including 
eliminating the disposal of organic waste 
material in landfills thus reducing the climate 
impacts of methane gas. Oakland’s ECAP also 
prioritizes food for people over disposal, whether 
at composting or landfill facilities, by engaging 
in activities that strengthen partnerships for 
edible food recovery and food distribution for 
Oakland residents in front-line communities most 
impacted by climate change.

The Crucible’s Food Donation Program - Oakland, CA.

The Crucible’s Food Donation Program - Oakland, CA 11 



For more information please visit:
https://www.crra.com/
https://www.crra.com/EFR
https://www.facebook.com/ediblefoodrecoveryTC

Articles by: Geertje Grootenhuis - San Diego Food Alliance, Julia Heath - City of Oakland, Rachel Otair - Abound 
Food Care, and Monica White - Edgar & Associates
Graphics by: Julie Arenz, Edgar & Associates

EFR
Edible Food Recovery

Technical Council

CRRA WELCOMES THE 
EDIBLE FOOD RECOVERY TECHNICAL COUNCIL 

CRRA works on programs to achieve environmental 
sustainability in and beyond California through Zero-
Waste strategies including product stewardship, waste 
prevention, reuse, recycling, and composting. This 
is completed through the mission of providing CRRA 
members with resources to advance local, regional, and 
statewide waste reduction efforts which result in critical 
environmental and climate protection outcomes.

The Edible Food Technical Council will advocate for 
best practices and development of sustainable and 
equitable food systems to recover and repurpose 
edible food that would otherwise not be available for 
human consumption. Members are staff from local 
government agencies (cities and counties), collection 
companies, consultants, food industry, edible food 
recovery agencies, and other stakeholders impacting 
food recovery activities. The goal is to have a mix of 
members from the Southern, Central, and Northern 
districts. 
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