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Abstract
Establishing the impacts of municipal food systems is essential for guiding policy, ensuring accountability and
promoting just, resilient, and sustainable food system transformation at this scale. However, knowledge of
these systems remains partial. While the goals of food sharing initiatives (FSIs), such as community gardens,
kitchens, and surplus food redistribution organisations, often support more equitable and sustainable food
systems, their impacts are rarely documented and therefore remain invisible to municipal food governance.
In response, this article presents a methodology for estimating sustainability impacts from FSIs and applies
this to the municipality of Dublin, Ireland. Using FSI mapping, surveys, and a sample of sustainability impact
assessments from growing, cooking, and redistribution initiatives, the approach enables estimations of social,
economic, and environmental impact for municipalities. This gives greater visibility to the impacts FSIs create
collectively, but alone cannot guarantee that these impacts are considered by decision‐makers. In the context
of developing a post 2030 sustainability agenda, we call for the development ofmunicipal governance systems
that both incentivise impact data collection for all food organisations and ensure the resulting impact data is
meaningfully considered in decision‐making.
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1. Introduction

Global attention to sub‐national food sustainability is not a new phenomenon. In 2015, the Milan Urban
Food Policy Pact (MUFPP) was formalised. Within 10 years, 250 municipalities had signed up to the pact,
committing to develop sustainable and inclusive food systems. Meanwhile, the FAO launched its framework
for urban food systems transformation in 2019, identifying a key role for municipal governments. Over the
same period, governance drives to expand impact assessment and reporting beyond financial metrics
emerged, with the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive adopted by the European Union in 2022.
This aimed to expand and standardise beyond‐financial reporting practices for large companies. While the
directive has faced pushback leading to a dilution of its reach (Ferrarini, 2025), expanding impact assessment
beyond corporate actors to include all municipal food actors remains an important step towards
sustainability (HLPE, 2025). Certainly, establishing the full impacts of municipal‐scale food systems provides
essential knowledge for guiding policy, ensuring accountability, and promoting equitable, resilient, and
sustainable practices.

Food sharing initiatives (FSIs), such as community gardens, neighbourhood kitchens, and surplus food
redistribution groups, have been identified across municipalities globally and shown to articulate overlapping
goals centred on improving sustainability, despite adopting diverse exchange practices and organisational
forms (Davies, 2019; Davies et al., 2017b). Research on FSIs has focused primarily on individual enterprises
(e.g., Fragapane & Mortara, 2022; Mackenzie & Davies, 2019; Marovelli, 2019) or specific types of activity,
such as growing, cooking, or redistributing (see Morrow, 2019; Rut et al., 2021; Weymes & Davies, 2019).
This article makes a novel contribution to this body of work by focusing on the municipal‐scale impacts
created by all FSI activity types. These impacts are rarely documented and therefore often remain invisible
to municipal food governance. In response, a simple but flexible methodology for estimating municipal‐scale
sustainability impacts from FSIs is presented and applied to the municipality of Dublin, Ireland. This allows us
to answer the central question of this study: What sustainability impacts do FSIs collectively make at the
municipal scale?

In the following sections, we first distil key issues for municipal‐scale food governance and sustainability
impact assessment (SIA), before detailing the methodological approach developed. The approach is then
applied to the municipality of Dublin City in Ireland as a case study, with findings presented and discussed in
the context of developing a post‐2030 agenda for sustainability.

2. Municipal Food Governance for Sustainability: The Need for Just Transformations

A transformation of the global food system towards sustainability will also demand a transformation of
governance at all scales. As outlined by Donner et al. (2024, p. 3), food system governance for sustainability
requires “the continuous process of orchestration of policies and (multiple) food systems consisting of
diverse interacting actors, respecting (in)formal rules and striving to provide food for all, in equitable and
environmentally friendly ways, at any time and in any context.” Certainly, municipal‐scale food governance
capable of addressing socio‐economic inequalities, health, and wellbeing, and environmental degradation is
required (Moragues‐Faus & Battersby, 2021; Sonnino, 2019). Further developing this position, the City
Region Food System framework (Dubbeling et al., 2017) emphasises the need for mapping, assessment, and
monitoring of food system landscapes as a basis for well‐informed policy decisions.
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While municipal food governance approaches differ, research has found that areas with established food
networks, food policy officers, and food policy councils are better able to develop and implement locally
informed strategies, provided they use inclusive, adaptive, and reflexive governance approaches (Polman &
Bazzan, 2023). Multi‐stakeholder collaboration, cross‐sector alignment, shared vision, and adequate
resources, supported by polycentric structures that break down siloes and encourage interdepartmental
connectivity, are identified as key to effective governance (Candel & Pereira, 2017; Donner et al., 2024).
An understanding of all local actors and organisations is therefore pivotal (Moragues‐Faus et al., 2024),
including niche or non‐mainstream activities like FSIs that hold potential for building sustainability and
resilience (Vieira, 2023), but which are often invisible to policymakers (Davies, Cho, & McGeever, 2025;
HLPE, 2025). Certainly, sustained action at the municipal scale depends on integrating sustainable food
goals into strategies, securing multilevel and multi‐actor buy‐in, soliciting evidence‐based impact
assessments, and conducting ongoing monitoring (Valette et al., 2023).

Building on the goal of achieving sustainable and resilientmunicipal food systems, there is an emerging body of
research focused on the nature of change required to achieve this in a just manner. This work centres matters
of equity, inclusion, and power as core elements of transition processes that seek to define and actualise a
radical transformation. This is commonly articulated through an integrated concept of justice that has multiple
dimensions (see EEA, 2024), which when applied to municipal food systems would include: distributive justice,
such as ensuring equitable food outcomes (de Bruin et al., 2024); procedural justice, including opening up
access to, and influence within, decision making about food (Holland, 2017); and recognition or restorative
justice, that recognises inequities regarding access to and influence over food matters to ensure reparative
action is undertaken (Robinson & Carlson, 2021; Smaal et al., 2021).

Research has begun to flesh out what is required to achieve transformative food justice goals, with one
strand focusing on FSIs within municipal food systems. For example, geolocated mapping of FSIs in the cities
of Milan in Italy and Barcelona in Spain supported distributional justice analysis (Davies, Cho, Vedoa, et al.,
2025). In another study, mapping the distribution of FSIs was shown to give visibility to this actor group for
policy‐makers, enhancing possibilities for co‐governance and greater procedural justice (Davies, Cho, &
McGeever, 2025). As FSIs also tend to focus their activities on undervalued resources (such as surplus food),
marginalised sectors of society (for example, the elderly, young people, or ethnic minorities), and underused
spaces (e.g., vacant land), mapping can also help urban governments reflect on persistent inequalities,
elevating recognition justice within food systems governance transformation (Cho & Davies, in press). Such
mapping also provides an essential foundation on which an assessment of sustainability impacts of FSIs at
the municipal scale can be built.

3. FSIs and Sustainability

While food sharing has long been seen as a bedrock of human civilisation (Feinman, 1979; Gurven & Jaeggi,
2015), contemporary food sharing beyond friends and family has evolved to include a cohort of initiatives
that offer opportunities to come together around food. While there is no agreed definition of what counts as
an FSI in policy settings (Fragapane & Mortara, 2022), in this article we focus on initiatives which support
collective growing, cooking and eating, and redistribution activities. Research has found that these types of
FSIs often focus on one or more environmental, social, and economic goals, such as reducing food waste,
supporting inclusion, and increasing food security (Davies, Cho, Vedoa et al., 2025; Davies et al., 2017a).
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FSIs with environmental goals around resource recovery, waste reduction, and sustainable production align
closely with efforts to develop more circular economies and regenerative cities (Davies, 2020; Martinez
et al., 2025). Research highlights the active role of FSIs in improving resource efficiency, while also drawing
attention to the inherent operational and social challenges they face in doing so (Lever & Sonnino, 2022;
Morrow & Davies, 2022; Sadovska et al., 2025). Social and economic goals often foreground equity,
inclusion, and community resilience (Lombardizzi, 2022; Tharrey & Darmon, 2022), drawing on ideas of the
commons (Morrow, 2019), food justice (Loh & Agyeman, 2019; Smaal et al., 2021), and cooperative or social
enterprise (Dedeurwaerdere et al., 2017). This research finds that inclusive and community‐based forms of
food governance can support FSIs with these goals (Herrero & Moragues‐Faus, 2026); however, to do this
effectively often requires broader system change (Sonnino, 2023), enhanced citizen empowerment
(Tornaghi, 2017), and improved understandings of FSIs as care infrastructures (Giraud, 2021; Strüver & Franz,
2025; Williams & Tait, 2023).

FSIs frequently lack visibility in government directories or on public maps and are only beginning to be
considered as sources of sustainability impact. Expanding processes to map FSIs globally is ongoing (Davies,
Cho, & McGeever, 2025; Davies, Cho, Vedoa et al., 2025; Davies et al., 2017a, 2017b; Wu et al., 2024),
although citizen and policy engagement with this data is embryonic. FSIs have also struggled to use existing
SIA frameworks, such as the Global Reporting Initiative toolkit, to document their impacts. They report
finding them complex, costly, and not tailored to food sharing goals (Mackenzie & Davies, 2019). In response,
efforts to establish relevant SIA processes for FSIs have been initiated. The Toolshed framework (see
Mackenzie & Davies, 2019, 2022), developed with and for FSIs, provides a free, flexible, and accessible
means for initiatives to report relevant environmental, social, economic, and governance outcomes via
104 qualitative and quantitative indicator questions aligned to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
across four pillars of sustainability: social, economic, environmental, and governance.

A suite of SIA reports from FSIs using The Toolshed are already collated on the Sharing Solutions website
(see https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/talent‐garden). For example, one growing initiative, Upfarming, in
Lisbon, Portugal, reported empirical evidence on impacts across all four pillars, responding to 30 indicator
questions in total. Beyond the 3,600 kg of food produced annually and the 2,500 portions of fresh fruit and
vegetables this created, they also detailed the social impacts their growing activities facilitate. They reported
an increased appreciation of different cultures across and within communities amongst the 850 people they
engaged and how participants improved their communication skills through their engagements. Additionally,
they donated part of their vegetable production to local food banks and sold produce within local markets at
an affordable price, creating positive economic impacts by easing the stress on food budgets. Moreover, the
ecological growing practices adopted ensure positive environmental impacts from their operations, diverting
waste from landfill and reducing the carbon footprint of the food system.

Meanwhile, a cooking and eating initiative, Nesehnutí, located in Brno, Czechia, creates spaces where
newcomers and locals can come together around food to eat and establish connections. Activities focus on
preparing and enjoying food together, sharing sustenance but also experiences, tastes, and values. Their SIA
reports on more than 50 indicators from The Toolshed. While there is an explicit link to community building
and the social impacts of cooking and eating together, positive environmental impacts were also created.
Beyond the 1,350 meals shared annually, the decision to systematically use recipes with low levels of
embodied carbon and plant‐based meals helps to reduce the carbon footprint of the food system in Brno.
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In Dublin, Ireland, the redistribution initiative FoodCloud reported impacts on 58 indicator questions. While
the impacts of reducing food waste and, by association, the carbon footprint of food are unsurprising, the
FSI also details its diverse social impacts on community integration through sharing, which leads to improved
access to, and the affordability of, food. This contributes to health and wellbeing, as well as providing food
education and supporting positive food choices. Indeed, 70% of the 148 community groups FoodCloud
works with in Dublin are able to provide food that recipients would otherwise not be able to afford as a
result of engaging with the initiative. Beyond this, FoodCloud also brings other economic impacts. They
support the acquisition of skills, training, and employment, with several members of staff funded through
government labour activation schemes. All staff are paid at least the current living wage, 9% above the
statutory minimum. Through a multifaceted engagement strategy that seeks to create shifts in cultural
responses to surplus food, FoodCloud has more than 10,000 Dublin‐based followers on social media
platforms. They also actively engage with policymakers, testifying before committees like the Oireachtas
Committee on the Environment and Climate Change on food waste and participating in the European
Union’s platform on food loss and waste. Crucially, they make a clear public statement on their objectives
through a formal sustainability plan.

The exemplars above provide an overview of the breadth of impacts FSIs report. However, while SIA
reporting is seen as valuable by FSIs (Mackenzie & Davies, 2019), they often have limited capacity to collect
data systematically and little time to compile and disseminate reports. Efforts to expand FSI engagement with
SIA processes are ongoing and supported by an emerging community of food sharing practice through the
EU‐funded CULTIVATE project (Louvain et al., in press), but without external actors mandating or facilitating
such reporting and with initiatives often run largely by volunteers, SIA activities can remain marginalised.
Given these practical constraints, combining sample FSI SIA data with automated mapping of FSIs, not every
FSI needs to conduct an SIA to provide an estimate of the impacts created by all FSIs within municipalities.
While sub‐optimal, such extrapolations are commonly used in global food analyses in the absence of
complete data (UNEP, 2021). The methodology to achieve this is outlined in the following section.

4. Methods

The approach for estimating sustainability impacts from FSIs outlined in this section was developed by the
authors of this article. These are all researchers at Trinity College Dublin, Ireland. One had previously worked
with Dublin City Council in the Climate Action Unit, and another is a qualified chef and member of
Community Gardens Ireland. First, a semi‐automated mapping approach was used to systematically identify,
categorise, and geolocate FSIs that have a digital trace, such as websites, social media profiles, or apps
(Wu et al., 2024) in Dublin City municipality. The automated element of the mapping tool utilises large
language model‐based prompt queries drawn from the Food Sharing Dictionary (Phelan et al., 2023; Phelan
& Davies, in press) to identify candidate FSIs with a digital presence. It then classifies these by (a) food
sharing activity (e.g., growing, cooking and eating, or distribution activities) and (b) the modes through which
sharing occurs (e.g., collecting, selling, gifting, and bartering). Using this approach in the test case of Dublin,
83 FSIs were identified, then manually checked and verified. As the mapping tool only identifies FSIs with a
dedicated digital presence, there could be further FSIs flying under this digital radar, and so this figure
should be seen as a conservative estimate.
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As digital profiles of FSIs rarely detail their scale, which clearly influences impact, the mapped initiatives were
contacted with an email survey to ascertain this. The survey also requested annual data on five core indicators.
Two indicators were posed to all FSIs:

• The number of people attending educational events;
• The number of volunteers engaged.

Others were specific to the main activity of the FSIs mapped:

• Cooking and eating initiatives: The number of meals shared;
• Growing initiatives: The amount of food produced (tonnes);
• Redistribution initiatives: The amount of food redistributed (tonnes CO₂e avoided).

Where FSIs were flagged as multifunctional, meaning they undertake more than one area of activity, their
profiles were manually reviewed to establish the balance of effort given to their activities. If one area clearly
dominated, they were assigned to that category; otherwise, they were identified as contributing equally to
each activity type. To avoid larger initiatives responding to the survey potentially skewing the average impact
estimate, an inverse size‐weighting was applied to the impacts according to their size. These weighted figures
for each indicator were then averaged and multiplied by the number of relevant FSIs present in the city (see
Lyons et al., 2025 for full details).

As only 14 FSIs responded, representing a 17% response rate, there are clear limitations to this approach,
although responses came from across the spectrum of FSIs’ activity types. A partial account of the size of FSIs
inevitably creates uncertainty when extrapolating data from a small sample population of FSIs to themunicipal
scale. Additionally, due to limited data collection conducted by the majority of FSIs in Dublin, the approach
estimates FSI impact across just a limited set of indicators. It does not reflect the full range of impacts reported
by FSIs who have completed the full Toolshed SIA. Expanded reporting capabilities within FSIs are required
to improve data quality and comprehensiveness. Nonetheless, it is a significant improvement from having no
impact data from FSIs at all.

5. Food Sharing in Dublin Municipality

This section reflects on the findings of operationalising the approach detailed in the previous section in the
Dublin municipality.

5.1. Dublin’s Food Governance Landscape

Research shows that municipal food governance shapes the experiences of FSIs (Herrero & Moragues‐Faus,
2026). As with many other municipalities internationally (Moragues‐Faus et al., 2024), Dublin’s municipal
governance of food occurs through disparate departments, which makes the system hard to navigate,
particularly for multifunctional FSIs. For example, food redistribution falls under the remit of waste
management in the environment and transportation services section, while governance of community
gardens is situated within culture, community, leisure, and area services. However, unlike other locations
which have moved to develop specific policy architecture for governing food at the municipal level, such as
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through food policy officers and councils (Schiff et al., 2022), Dublin has neither. It only established its
inaugural (but non‐statutory) food strategy in 2024—Edible Dublin after joining the MUFPP in 2022 and the
European Union’s Urban Agenda Partnership on Food in 2023. Responsibility for enacting the Edible Dublin
Strategy was noted in the Dublin City Climate Action Plan and was developed by the Climate Action Unit of
the municipality. The alignment of food system actions with climate action in this way allowed for
interdepartmental contributions as well as input across civil society and the public and private sectors. This
suggests the seeds of polycentric food governance exist in Dublin, which has been seen as productive for
more just and sustainable decision‐making (Halliday, 2022), but as there is no dedicated food policy officer,
there is a risk that food issues could remain marginalised.

Edible Dublin focuses on “food justice and nutritional equity” to ensure “that all residents of Dublin City will
have access to healthy food within a 15‐minute walk, cycle or journey by public transport from their home by
2030” (DCC, 2024, p. 50). Moreover, the overall objective is for the strategy “to guide the implementation of
a systems approach to address multiple issues, namely food security, public health, nutritional equity, climate
action, biodiversity and social cohesion while contributing to Dublin City’s long‐term vision, as stated in our
Corporate Plan” (DCC, 2024, p. 23). Aligning with its vision of a 15‐minute city outlined in the Development
Plan 2022–2028 (DCC, 2022), one key Edible Dublin objective is to “[b]uild on the City’s land‐use, green
infrastructure, and economic and community development policies to make the City and its residents resilient
to climate change’s impact on the food system” (DCC, 2024, p. 5). However, there are just two action points
that explicitly reference FSIs: Action 1 seeking to “ensure citizens have access to a community learning kitchen
where needed, to engage and to partake in community cooking, skills and nutrition programmes” (DCC, 2024,
p. 34) and another (Action 4) to “expand the availability of community gardens ” (DCC, 2024, p. 36). Overall,
the strategy has potential to generate more holistic thinking on food in the municipality, although there is still
no dedicated funding stream to operationalise it. Certainly, the lack of comprehensive data on all food actors,
including FSIs, and the impacts that they create, is a limitation which the approach outlined in this paper seeks
to address.

5.2. Dublin FSI Mapping Results

The 83 FSIs identified in Dublin are shown in Figure 1. The overall distribution reveals hot spots of activity in
the inner city, particularly to the North. The geolocated distribution of FSIs by activity is available on the live
Food Sharing Map (see https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food‐sharing‐map), with growing initiatives
concentrated in Dublin City centre, but with notable clusters in the Northern suburbs and Western
peripheries. Cooking, eating, and distribution FSIs are also primarily located within the inner city, with
considerably fewer and more dispersed initiatives on the periphery. Extensive areas of Dublin, particularly in
outer suburban zones, have no mapped FSIs with a dedicated digital profile. While a small number of FSIs
operate mobile hubs, which might cover some of these areas, the overall distribution highlights uneven
provision across the city.

By overlaying the location of FSIs in Dublin onto spatial deprivation statistics provided by Pobal (2022), a
state‐sponsored, not‐for‐profit intermediary that manages a variety of government programmes focusing on
inclusion, equality, and community development, it is possible to examine whether social need matches
provision of FSIs. Figure 2 zooms into specific areas of the municipality and shows that while many FSIs are
situated in or near areas of socioeconomic disadvantage, supporting local community needs, there remain
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under‐served zones in outer urban areas, particularly to the North and West. It is notable that few FSIs are
directly located in areas of extreme disadvantage, reflecting previous studies which have found that areas
facing the greatest challenges rarely have the capacity to initiate grassroots‐led sustainability infrastructures
(Davies & Mullin, 2011).

Figure 1.Dublin FSI landscape as shown on the Food SharingMap. Notes: Themap is available at https://www.
sharingsolutions.eu/food‐sharing‐map and was accessed in January, 2026; two FSIs on the city perimeter are
not shown.

As shown in Figure 3, Dublin has relatively similar numbers of FSIs focusing on each of the food sharing
activity categories, with a slight preponderance of redistribution and growing activities. Just under a quarter
of all identified FSIs in Dublin exhibit multifunctionality, combining activities such as food growing with
redistribution or cooking with the distribution of community meals, illustrating the integrated nature of food
sharing practices. In terms of the mode of sharing adopted by these initiatives, most use gifting (89.2%),
while only a few (7.2%) sell products and services as part of their operations, with no FSIs engaging in
bartering. One FSI combines selling and gifting. Collecting, including gleaning and foraging activities, is only
present alongside gifting in two FSIs. Many factors have been shown to influence the organisational form
and persistence of FSIs, such as access to land and buildings, regulatory conditions, and socio‐cultural norms
(Sadovska et al., 2025). Further research on histories and cultures of food and food sharing is required to
fully understand these dynamics in Dublin.
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Figure 2. FSIs in the Dublin region by specific city zones overlaid on Pobal (2022) deprivation small area
statistics.
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Figure 3.Venn diagram and bar chart showing the number of FSIs categorised by activities. Note: The numbers
in the intersections between circles in the Venn diagram indicate the nature of multifunctional FSIs in Dublin.
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5.3. Core Sustainability Impacts From FSIs in Dublin

Estimates of sustainability impacts in Dublin from FSIs at themunicipal scale across the five selected indicators
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Average estimated impact from mapped FSIs in Dublin.

FSI activity
category

Impact metric Adjusted no. of
FSIs involved in
the activity

Weighted average
impact per FSI
(annual)

Estimated
municipality‐level
impact
(annual total)

Cooking & eating Meals shared
(number)

26 8,377 217,802

Growing Food produced
(Tonnes)

32.5 .538 17.49

Redistribution CO₂e avoided
(Tonnes)

24.5 373.8 9,158.1

All Attendees at events
(number)

83 199 16,517

Volunteers engaged
(number)

83 10 830

The growing initiatives mapped in Dublin are estimated to produce 17.49 tonnes of food annually. As this food
is grown close to where it is eaten, related transport emissions are small, and dependency on global imports
of fruit and vegetables, which is high across Ireland, is reduced (Teagasc, 2021). Additionally, these initiatives
are often located on previously vacant public land (Corcoran et al., 2017), bringing them into productive use
for local people, even if this is under conditions of insecure land tenure. However, optimising yield from a
garden is rarely the goal of community growing. Growing together supports health and well‐being impacts
for participants (Tharrey & Darmon, 2022), while the gardens themselves can help to regulate water flow,
increasing infiltration capacity, improving air circulation, and cooling through shading, whilst providing habitats
for wildlife and recreation (Hemmelgarn & Munsell, 2021). Cooking and eating initiatives are estimated to
provide 217,802 meals for people in Dublin annually, providing sustenance and expanding opportunities for
social interactions. While such benefits are hard to quantify, research conducted in Dublin has demonstrated
the benefits of such combined social and nutritional support for older people living alonewhomay be at risk of
social isolation (Power et al., 2016). Redistribution initiatives are projected to save 9,158.1 tonnes of food from
going to the bin, instead providing meals for people and ensuring the resources underpinning food production
are not wasted. While there is no academic research detailing what this redistribution means for the ultimate
recipients in Dublin, a case study conducted by Nelis, a global sustainability non‐profit organisation, found
that in 2017 just one recipient charity, Rosepark Independent Living, was able to save £17,600 (approximately
€20,770) in food costs, enabling them to extend their services for residents in other ways (Hobson, 2020).

The citizen engagement and volunteer estimates indicate a community‐powered infrastructure focused on
local needs and contexts, helping to improve food literacy and creating a wide range of well‐being benefits
(Nichol et al., 2024; Rut & Davies, 2024). Volunteers are the engine behind the FSIs.
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5.4. Discussion

Before this research was conducted, FSI activities and impacts were largely invisible to Dublin municipality,
creating hidden sustainability. The approach laid out in this article helps visualise and aggregate FSI impacts.
When sustainability metrics from FSIs are translated into standardised indicators, they become part of a
broader economy of data‐driven governance (Chandler, 2020), with visibility conferring legitimacy, funding,
and political traction (Valette et al., 2023). However, this visibility can be double‐edged. While it enables
recognition and comparison, it also risks rendering relational, affective, and place‐based forms of value into
units amenable to circulation and exchange within the current urban food system rather than transforming it.
Digital mapping and impact assessment tools are not neutral representations but active components of
these relationships, shaping what can be seen, measured, and understood (Davies, Cho, & McGeever, 2025).
To ensure municipal food systems are transformed towards sustainability as part of a post‐2030
sustainability agenda, the co‐designed indicators in The Toolshed need to be recognised not only as valid
and valuable by municipal food governance but also utilised to inform decisions and actions (Mont et al.,
2026; Moragues‐Faus et al., in press). There is much work still to be done here, as research demonstrates a
historical undervaluing of community care infrastructures, like FSIs, by neoliberal capitalism (Lombardizzi,
2022; Mould et al., 2022), and FSIs remain entangled with unequal histories of gendered and racialised
responsibility (Spade, 2020).

The data collated can help Dublin municipality understand and govern FSIs better. It can be used to identify
gaps in provision relative to need and target resources more accurately to close these. It can also be employed
to establish the contribution FSIs are making to mandatory national targets, such as reducing food waste by
30% from retail and consumption within the European Union by 2030, and support the extension of FSIs
to meet shortfalls if needed. This article is focused on the impacts that FSIs create; however, the data can
also be used to gauge what would be lost when community gardens, kitchens, and redistribution initiatives
are forced to close. FSIs are more‐than‐food initiatives (Milbourne, 2024), creating positive social, economic,
and environmental impacts through sharing, with participants being far more than just passive recipients of
food. The activities of FSIs complement and contribute to the prevention and reduction of demands on other
public services, such as doctors, hospitals, employment centres, schools, and colleges (Clare et al., 2023; Hume
et al., 2022).

While only a partial picture of the full impacts created by FSIs, it is possible to compare these results with other
locations where a similar approach has been activated (see Lyons et al., 2025). Dublin has a comparatively low
density of FSIs, with just one FSI per 7,141 people, compared with Utrecht (1 per 4,255). This suggests a
provision gap in Dublin, making it harder to meet local needs, contribute to the SDGs, and ensure a just and
resilient urban food system. To match Utrecht’s number of FSIs per head of population, Dublin would require
56 additional FSIs. However, setting targets for expanding FSI numbers in Dublin should go beyond quantity
and reflect the specific needs of local populations in particular neighbourhoods, recognising the full range
of impacts that FSIs create. This requires not only the existence of data on the incidence of FSIs and their
impacts, but also interdepartmental collaboration to share data related to population needs in the city and
an organising structure to discuss findings and create action plans (Moragues‐Faus et al., 2024). A lack of
municipal actors with food as a key responsibility in Dublin municipality currently impedes action here.
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Overall, the approach provides three key insights: the diverse sustainability contributions that FSIs are
making in Dublin; the scope to strengthen and expand FSIs in Dublin to meet sustainability obligations, such
as reducing food waste; and the opportunity to improve Dublin’s food system governance by incorporating
FSIs into decision‐making.

6. Conclusion

Responding to a knowledge gap within municipalities, this article set out to estimate what sustainability
impacts FSIs collectively make at the municipal scale. The approach developed provides an estimation of
core impacts in Dublin by combining FSI mapping with sample SIA data as an intermediate step towards full
SIA analysis at the municipal scale. While acknowledging the limited availability of data, these estimations
provide a conservative baseline of impacts that can become more accurate and comprehensive over time if
data collection by FSIs expands. Providing and combining supporting mechanisms, such as the Food Sharing
Map (https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food‐sharing‐map) and SIA tools like The Toolshed, can encourage
action in this area, but reporting inevitably requires time, skills, and resources. The absence of any
mandatory sustainability reporting around food in Dublin means such activities are not currently seen as a
priority for municipalities or food organisations.

However, if Dublin is to fulfil its goal of “food justice and nutritional equity” (DCC, 2024, p. 50), then it will
require mechanisms that are able to identify the location of all food activities within themunicipality, including
FSIs, to ensure distributional food justice. Certainly, FSIs require a voice at policy‐making tables to ensure
greater procedural food justice in Dublin, and their impacts need to be visible to policymakers to be considered.
Establishing a food policy council, or a dedicated food policy officer, would allow Dublin to harness local
expertise, connect with international best practice, and demonstrate leadership in shaping amore resilient and
equitable food system (Nunes & Lamine, 2025; Polman & Bazzan, 2023). Including FSIs as stakeholders within
an action‐oriented update to the Edible Dublin Strategy, alongside mechanisms to assess the sustainability
contributions of all food initiatives in the city, would embed stronger recognition justice in planning processes.
So, while a multivalent justice framework can seem abstract, the processes of mapping and impact assessment
considered in this article lay important foundations to operationalise it.

What this article demonstrates is that FSIs can and do provide vital mechanisms to improve food security,
support local growing, and reduce food waste, whilst also providing spaces for connection. In the context of
developing a post 2030 agenda, there are then clear possibilities for incorporating a broader range of initiatives
and their impacts into municipal food policy processes, but this will require governing architecture designed
with this in mind alongside resource streams and tools to enable data collection and analysis.

Acknowledgments
With thanks to the many FSIs who have contributed to the co‐design of SIA toolkits, provided impact data,
and conducted SIA reporting through Sharing Solutions Toolshed: https://www.sharingsolutions.eu

Funding
This research was supported by funding from Horizon Europe as part of the Innovation Action project
CULTIVATE. Grant agreement ID: 101083377. Views and opinions expressed are, however, those of the
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union, REA, or UKRI. Neither the
European Union nor the granting authorities can be held responsible for them.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 12

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food-sharing-map
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu


Conflict of Interests
Daisy Gallagher was previously employed by Dublin City Council as part of the Climate Action Unit.

Data Availability
The Food Sharing Map detailing the urban landscapes of FSIs across 105 cities is available at: https://www.
sharingsolutions.eu/food‐sharing‐map

The Toolshed SIA is available at: https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food‐sharing‐initiatives

Publicly available SIA reports are available at: https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/talent‐garden

References
Candel, J. J., & Pereira, L. (2017). Towards integrated food policy: Main challenges and steps ahead.

Environmental Science & Policy, 73, 89–92.
Chandler, D. (2020). The rise of data‐driven governance. Current History, 119(813), 3–8.
Cho, H., & Davies, A. R. (in press). Diversity and sustainability: Urban food sharing initiatives as care

infrastructures for a just transition. Cities.
Clare, G., Diprose, G., Lee, L., Bremer, P., Skeaff, S., & Mirosa, M. (2023). Measuring the impact of food rescue:

A social return on investment analysis. Food Policy, 117, Article 102454.
Corcoran, M., Kettle, P. C., & O’Callaghan, C. (2017). Green shoots in vacant plots? Urban agriculture and

austerity in post‐crash Ireland. ACME: An International E‐Journal for Critical Geographies, 16(2), 305–331.
Davies, A. R. (2019). Urban food sharing: Rules, tools and networks. Policy Press.
Davies, A. R. (2020). Food sharing. In J. Duncan, M. Carolan & J. S. C. Wiskerke (Eds.), Routledge handbook of

sustainable and regenerative food systems (1st ed., pp. 204–317). Taylor & Francis.
Davies, A. R., Cho, H., & McGeever, A. (2025). Understanding urban food sharing landscapes: A role

for assemblage thinking? People, Place & Policy Online, 19(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.3351/ppp.2025.
6842985999

Davies, A. R., Cho, H., Vedoa, M., Varderi, R. M., & Gatejel, A. M. (2025). Evolving foodscapes: Tracing
trajectories of urban and peri‐urban food sharing initiatives for just food transitions. Geoforum, 163,
Article 104318.

Davies, A. R., Edwards, F., Marovelli, B., Morrow, O., Rut, M., & Weymes, M. (2017a). Creative construction:
Crafting, negotiating and performing urban food sharing landscapes. Area, 86, 136–149. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/area.12340

Davies, A. R., Edwards, F., Marovelli, B., Morrow, O., Rut, M., & Weymes, M. (2017b). Making visible:
Interrogating the performance of food sharing across 100 urban areas. Geoforum, 86, 136–149.

Davies, A. R., & Mullin, S. (2011). Greening the economy: Interrogating sustainability innovations beyond the
mainstream. Journal of Economic Geography, 11(5), 793–816.

DCC. (2022). Dublin City development plan 2022–2028. Dublin City Council.
DCC. (2024). Edible Dublin food strategy. Dublin City Council.
de Bruin, A., de Boer, I. J., Faber, N. R., de Jong, G., Termeer, K. J., & de Olde, E. M. (2024). Easier said than

defined? Conceptualising justice in food system transitions. Agriculture and Human Values, 41(1), 345–362.
Dedeurwaerdere, T., De Schutter, O., Hudon, M., Mathijs, E., Annaert, B., Avermaete, T., Blleckx, T.,

de Callataÿ, C., De Snijder, P., Fernándes‐Wulff, P., Joachain, H., & Vivero, J. L. (2017). The governance
features of social enterprise and social network activities of collective food buying groups. Ecological
Economics, 140, 123–135.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 13

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food-sharing-map
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food-sharing-map
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/food-sharing-initiatives
https://www.sharingsolutions.eu/talent-garden
https://doi.org/10.3351/ppp.2025.6842985999
https://doi.org/10.3351/ppp.2025.6842985999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/area.12340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/area.12340


Donner, M., Mamès, M., & de Vries, H. (2024). Towards sustainable food systems: A review of governance
models and an innovative conceptual framework. Discover Sustainability, 5(1), Article 414. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s43621‐024‐00648‐x

Dubbeling, M., Santini, G., Renting, H., Taguchi, M., Lançon, L., Zuluaga, J., De Paoli, L., Rodriguez, A., &
Andino, V. (2017). Assessing and planning sustainable city region food systems: Insights from two Latin
American cities. Sustainability, 9(8), Article 1455. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9081455

EEA. (2024). Delivering justice in sustainability transitions. Publications Office of the European Union. https://
data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/228718

Feinman, S. (1979). An evolutionary theory of food sharing. Social Science Information, 18(4/5), 695–726.
Ferrarini, G. (2025). The geopolitics of corporate sustainability due diligence: A preliminary analysis (Working Paper

Series 4). University of Genoa EUSFiL Law Research.
Fragapane, S., & Mortara, A. (2022). The value of networks against food waste: The case of “Too Good To Go.”

Italian Sociological Review, 12(3), 1111–1137.
Giraud, E. (2021). Urban food autonomy: The flourishing of an ethics of care for sustainability. Humanities,
10(1), Article 48.

Gurven, M., & Jaeggi, A. V. (2015). Food sharing. In R. A. Scott & S. M. Kosslyn (Eds.), Emerging trends in the
social and behavioral sciences. Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0133

Halliday, J. (2022). Conceptualisations of urban food governance. In A.Moragues‐Faus, J. K. Clarke, J. Battersby
& A. R. Davies (Eds.), Routledge handbook of urban food governance (pp. 136–151). Routledge.

Hemmelgarn, H. L., & Munsell, J. F. (2021). Exploring ‘beyond‐food’ opportunities for biocultural conservation
in urban forest gardens. Urban Agriculture & Regional Food Systems, 6(1), Article e20009.

Herrero, A., & Moragues‐Faus, A. (2026). Food sharing governance in European cities: Insights from a scoping
review. Local Environment, 31(7), 1143–1174.

HLPE. (2025). Building resilient food systems. FAO.
Hobson, B. (2020). Foodcloud, combating food poverty and food waste together. https://nelisglobal.org/

unlocked‐casestudy/foodcloud‐combating‐food‐poverty‐and‐food‐waste‐together
Holland, B. (2017). Procedural justice in local climate adaptation: Political capabilities and transformational

change. Environmental Politics, 26(3), 391–412.
Hume, C., Grieger, J. A., Kalamkarian, A., D’Onise, K., & Smithers, L. G. (2022). Community gardens and their

effects on diet, health, psychosocial and community outcomes: A systematic review. BMC Public Health,
22, Article 1247. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889‐022‐13591‐1

Lever, J., & Sonnino, R. (2022). Food system transformation for sustainable city‐regions: Exploring the potential
of circular economies. Regional Studies, 56(12), 2019–2031.

Loh, P., & Agyeman, J. (2019). Urban food sharing and the emerging Boston food solidarity economy.Geoforum,
99, 213–222.

Lombardizzi, L. (2022). Re‐centring value in the EU: A care and ecological‐led economy. In A. Schieder, L. Andor,
M. Maltschnig & A. Skrzypek (Eds.), Progressivism after Covid: Experiences, impulses, ideas (pp. 149–170).
FEPS.

Louvain, J., Rut, M., Alarcon, K., & Fabricci, I. (in press). Co‐creating community of practice for urban food
sharing: Navigating boundaries and transformative learning for food systems transformation. Politics and
Governance. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Lyons, J., Davies, A. R., & Gallagher, D. (2025). Briefing note on cumulative food sharing initiative impacts in Hub
cities: Milan, Barcelona & Utrecht. Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15835479

Mackenzie, S. G., &Davies, A. R. (2019). SHARE IT: Co‐designing a sustainability impact assessment framework
for urban food sharing initiatives. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 79, Article 106300.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 14

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00648-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00648-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9081455
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/228718
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/228718
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0133
https://nelisglobal.org/unlocked-casestudy/foodcloud-combating-food-poverty-and-food-waste-together
https://nelisglobal.org/unlocked-casestudy/foodcloud-combating-food-poverty-and-food-waste-together
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13591-1
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15835479


Mackenzie, S. G., & Davies, A. R. (2022). Assessing the sustainability impacts of food sharing initiatives: User
testing The Toolshed SIA. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 6, Article 807690.

Marovelli, B. (2019). Cooking and eating together in London: Food sharing initiatives as collective spaces of
encounter. Geoforum, 99, 190–201.

Martinez, M. A., Park, J., Davies, A., Flores, W., Rocker, S., & Worstell, J. (2025). More than closing loops:
Community‐based circular food systems as pathways for transformation. Journal of Agriculture, Food
Systems, and Community Development, 14(2), 1–7.

Milbourne, P. (2024). Beyond ‘feeding the crisis’: Mobilising ‘more than food aid’ approaches to food poverty
in the UK. Geoforum, 150, Article 103976.

Mont, O., Sadovska, V., Palgan, Y. V., & Plepys, A. (2026). Governing food sharing in Barcelona, Milan and
Utrecht. Politics and Governance, 15, Article 12778.

Moragues‐Faus, A., & Battersby, J. (2021). Urban food policies for a sustainable and just future: Concepts and
tools for a renewed agenda. Food Policy, 103, Article 102124.

Moragues‐Faus, A., Clark, J. K., Battersby, J., & Davies, A. R. (2024). The potential of urban food governance
to transform lives, cities, and the planet. Global Food Security, 40, Article 100751.

Moragues‐Faus, A., Homs, P., Herrero, A., La Rota, M., & Rizo, A. (in press). The public dimension of urban
food infrastructures: understanding their materiality, relations and governance. Politics and Governance.
Manuscript accepted for publication.

Morrow, O. (2019). Sharing food and risk in Berlin’s urban food commons. Geoforum, 99, 202–212.
Morrow, O., & Davies, A. R. (2022). Creating careful circularities: Community composting in New York City.
Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 47(2), 529–546.

Mould, O., Cole, J., Badger, A., & Brown, P. (2022). Solidarity, not charity: Learning the lessons of the Covid‐19
pandemic to reconceptualise the radicality of mutual aid. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers,
47(4), 866–879. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12553

Nichol, B., Wilson, R., Rodrigues, A., & Haighton, C. (2024). Exploring the effects of volunteering on the social,
mental, and physical health andwell‐being of volunteers: An umbrella review.Voluntas: International Journal
of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 35(1), 97–128.

Nunes, K., & Lamine, C. (2025). The blooming of local food councils across Europe and the Americas: Insights
on an emerging literature and its divides. Journal of Rural Studies, 114, Article 103488.

Phelan, D., & Davies, A. R. (in press). Building common ground: The European food sharing dictionary as a
foundation for just urban food governance. Politics and Governance. Manuscript accepted for publication.

Phelan, D., Davies, A. R., & Gomboli, N. (2023). The European food sharing dictionary. Zenodo. https://doi.org/
10.5281/zenodo.10160274

Pobal. (2022). Pobal HP deprivation indices [Data set]. Pobal Maps. https://data.pobal.ie/Portal/apps/
experiencebuilder/experience/?id=3b0acba7eb694ffa85340a60f81d516c

Polman, D., & Bazzan, G. (2023). Governance tools for urban food system policy innovations in the Milano
Urban Food Policy Pact. European Urban and Regional Studies, 30(4), 362–378. https://doi.org/10.1177/
09697764231165203

Power, J. E. M., Lee, O., Aspell, N., McCormack, E., Loftus, M., Connolly, L., Lawlor, B., & Brennan, S. (2016).
RelAte: Pilot study of the effects of a mealtime intervention on social cognitive factors and energy intake
among older adults living alone. British Journal of Nutrition, 116(9), 1573–1581.

Robinson, S. A., & Carlson, D. A. (2021). A just alternative to litigation: Applying restorative justice to
climate‐related loss and damage. Third World Quarterly, 42(6), 1384–1395.

Rut, M., & Davies, A. R. (2024). Food sharing in a pandemic: Urban infrastructures, prefigurative practices and
lessons for the future. Cities, 145, Article 104609.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 15

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12553
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10160274
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10160274
https://data.pobal.ie/Portal/apps/experiencebuilder/experience/?id=3b0acba7eb694ffa85340a60f81d516c
https://data.pobal.ie/Portal/apps/experiencebuilder/experience/?id=3b0acba7eb694ffa85340a60f81d516c
https://doi.org/10.1177/09697764231165203
https://doi.org/10.1177/09697764231165203


Rut, M., Davies, A. R., & Ng, H. (2021). Participating in food waste transitions: Exploring surplus food
redistribution in Singapore through the ecologies of participation framework. Journal of Environmental
Policy & Planning, 23(1), 34–47.

Sadovska, V., Mont, O., & Palgan, Y. V. (2025). Exploring economic challenges and costs of food‐sharing
initiatives. In O. Mont (Ed.), Understanding the urban sharing economy (pp. 131–151). Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Schiff, R., Levkoe, C. Z., & Wilkinson, A. (2022). Food policy councils: A 20‐year scoping review (1999–2019).
Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 6, Article 868995.

Smaal, S. A., Dessein, J., Wind, B. J., & Rogge, E. (2021). Social justice‐oriented narratives in European urban
food strategies: Bringing forward redistribution, recognition and representation. Agriculture and Human
Values, 38(3), 709–727.

Sonnino, R. (2019). The cultural dynamics of urban food governance. City, Culture and Society, 16, 12–17.
Sonnino, R. (2023). Food system transformation: Urban perspectives. Cities, 134, Article 104164.
Spade, D. (2020).Mutual aid: Building solidarity during this crisis (and the next). Verso Books.
Strüver, A., & Franz, Y. (2025). Reclaiming the city through care: Public urban cultures of care. Urban Planning,
10, Article 11108. https://doi.org/10.17645/up.11108

Teagasc. (2021). Home truths: Percentage of fruit and vegetables imported into Ireland. TResearch, 16(4),
24–25.

Tharrey, M., & Darmon, N. (2022). Urban collective garden participation and health: A systematic literature
review of potential benefits for free‐living adults. Nutrition Reviews, 80(1), 6–21.

Tornaghi, C. (2017). Urban agriculture in the food‐disabling city:(Re) defining urban food justice, reimagining
a politics of empowerment. Antipode, 49(3), 781–801.

UNEP. (2021). UNEP food waste index report 2021. https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/publication/unep‐
food‐waste‐index‐report‐2021‐0_en#:~:text=Food%20waste%20reduction%20offers%20multi,act%
20and%20prioritize%20their%20efforts

Valette, É., Blay‐Palmer, A., Intoppa, B., Di Battista, A., Roudelle, O., & Chaboud, G. (Eds.). (2023). Evaluating
sustainable food system innovations: A global toolkit for cities. Taylor & Francis.

Vieira, L. C. (2023). Urban approaches to sustainability: Food. In R. Nrinkman (Ed.), The Palgrave handbook of
global sustainability (pp. 1411–1427). Springer.

Weymes,M., &Davies, A. R. (2019). [Re]valuing surplus: Transitions, technologies and tensions in redistributing
prepared food in San Francisco. Geoforum, 99, 160–169.

Williams,M. J., & Tait, L. (2023). Diverse infrastructures of care: Community food provisioning in Sydney. Social
& Cultural Geography, 24(8), 1362–1382.

Wu, H., Cho, H., Davies, A. R., & Jones, G. J. (2024). LLM‐based automated web retrieval and text classification
of food sharing initiatives, Proceedings of the 33rd ACM international conference (pp. 4983–4990).
Association for Computing Machinery.

About the Authors

AnnaDavies is a professor of geography, environment, and society at Trinity College Dublin, where she directs
the Environmental Governance Research Group and the Trinity Centre for Future Cities. She is the principal
investigator for the CULTIVATE Horizon Europe project.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 16

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.11108
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/publication/unep-food-waste-index-report-2021-0_en#:~:text=Food%20waste%20reduction%20offers%20multi,act%20and%20prioritize%20their%20efforts
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/publication/unep-food-waste-index-report-2021-0_en#:~:text=Food%20waste%20reduction%20offers%20multi,act%20and%20prioritize%20their%20efforts
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/publication/unep-food-waste-index-report-2021-0_en#:~:text=Food%20waste%20reduction%20offers%20multi,act%20and%20prioritize%20their%20efforts


Daisy Gallagher is the project manager for the CULTIVATE Horizon Europe project, with a background in
climate action and food systems.

Jennifer Lyons is a research assistant on the CULTIVATE project. She supports food‐sharing initiatives, supply
actors, and municipalities to measure and strengthen their impact. She serves as Secretary of Community
Gardens Ireland.

Politics and Governance • 2027 • Volume 15 • Article 12401 17

https://www.cogitatiopress.com

	1 Introduction
	2 Municipal Food Governance for Sustainability: The Need for Just Transformations
	3 FSIs and Sustainability
	4 Methods
	5 Food Sharing in Dublin Municipality
	5.1 Dublin's Food Governance Landscape
	5.2 Dublin FSI Mapping Results
	5.3 Core Sustainability Impacts From FSIs in Dublin
	5.4 Discussion

	6 Conclusion

