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[bookmark: _Toc227434265]Executive Summary
This report assesses feasibility of FoodLink Australia, the entrepreneurial project created in AT2. FoodLink is an online system that links restaurants, cafes and supermarkets with excess food to consumers and local charities via a live mobile application. This business plan aims to transform the concept of presentation by the group into the investor facing proposal based on a Business Model Canvas and four feasibility analyses: operations and technology, market, human resources and financial feasibility.
These results suggest that FoodLink possesses valid business and social opportunities since it would focus on two related issues in Australia. Annually, approximately 7.6 million tonnes of food go to waste in Australia, and the Hunger Report 2025 by Foodbank shows that one out of every three households was hungry in 2025 (Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water [DCCEW], 2025; Foodbank Australia, 2025). In 2026, food and non-alcoholic drinks were also one of the major causes of inflation (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2026a). Such circumstances intensify the need of discounted, convenient access to food and provide the motivation to vendors to sell excess stock, instead of disposing of it.
The report concludes that the venture can best proceed as a pilot in Sydney and Melbourne, in stages, utilizing an asset-light app model, outsourced development, customer pick up and charity partnerships. The market feasibility would be moderate to high since it is the competition that confirms the demand, although it is up to local vendor density, quality control and repeat usage. The four founders are playing distinct roles and increasing staffing gradually, which makes human resource feasible. In terms of finances, the AT2 funding needs of 40,000 is enough to fund an MVP, with the model showing near break-even in the first year, and with better profitability throughout the third year in case of realistic adoption assumptions. The report thus advises that it should go ahead, however, in phases based on investment and pilot performance.
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[bookmark: _Toc227434266]Introduction
FoodLink Australia is a redistribution project which is a sustainable food redistribution project based on AT2 presentation. The idea behind it is straightforward: vendors post their excess food in real-time and consumers purchase it at a dynamic discount using the app and the unsold, safe food could be given to charities through partnership agreements. The venture is a solution to a two-fold challenge highlighted in AT2: edible food is wasted whereas a large proportion of households in Australia are under pressure on the cost of living.
The concept is also applicable to the entrepreneurship concepts learned in the course. It is a social entrepreneurship in the sense that it builds economic value, environmental value, and community value simultaneously, and it is a design thinking and lean start-up way of doing things, where founders experiment with user pain points, test hypotheses and refine an MVP, and then scale (Brown and Wyatt, 2010; Ries, 2011). This report builds up the concept into a business plan through an explanation of the Business Model Canvas and then an evaluation of operations and technology, market, human resources and financial viability and finally gives a recommendation to a potential investor.

[bookmark: _Toc227434267]Business Model Canvas
The AT2 Business Model Canvas gives the strategic rationale of how FoodLink creates, delivers and captures value. As per the model by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010), the key elements can be summarised in Table 1 and the entire visual canvas of the presentation can be seen in Appendix A.
Table 1 Summary of the FoodLink Australia Business Model Canvas
	Component
	FoodLink Australia

	Customer segments
	FoodLink has four related groups to AT2: Low-end consumers, green consumers, urban shoppers in Sydney and Melbourne, and local charities. During the launch stage, the key paying users are expected to be price-sensitive urban consumers and students whereas charities are mostly impact partners.

	Value proposition
	It is based on the main idea of affordable surplus food in real-time, which is offered by dynamic discounting. Two wider types of value are found in AT2 which reinforce this: waste minimization on the part of vendors and more emission-reducing redistribution that enhances access to cheap food.

	Customer relationships
	The relationships with customers are founded on app-based self-service, personalised notifications and straightforward flows of transactions, whereas with the vendors, they need to be more practical. Onboarding will be required in restaurants, cafes and supermarkets in case they want to use FoodLink to be an operational solution.

	Channels
	The main one is the mobile application since the service relies on speed, location and repeat notifications. User acquisition is facilitated by social media, community outreach and eco-influencer activity, and the primary channel of vendor-acquisition during the early stage is the local partnership selling.

	Key activities
	The app maintenance, vendor onboarding, food listing quality control, real-time notifications, customer support, marketing and data analytics are the most significant activities. During the pilot phase, software reliability should be of particular concern to FoodLink with accuracy of listing and the density of vendors being neighbourhood-specific.

	Key resources
	The software platform, geolocation tools, payment integration, analytics capability, brand trust and the skills of the founders are considered to be important resources. The most justifiable assets are not the physical property but the relations, information, routine operations and familiar brand that is linked with value and responsible consumption.

	Key partners
	The most important partners will be restaurants, cafes, supermarkets, charity organisations, payment providers, eco-influencers and investors. These collaborations are important since Foodlink is a two-way street: without stockpiles of vendors there will be no consumer value and without credible community partners the social-impact offer will fail.

	Revenue structure
	Transaction commissions and vendor subscriptions are the most plausible operating revenues, with premium analytics being added subsequently to bigger partners. The AT2 reference to strategic investment should be considered a financing and not income, as equity capital initiates the business but it is not a part of the sales revenue that is recurrent.

	Cost structure
	The starting cost base is AT2: app development, marketing and operations cost $40,000. In addition, after launch, the software maintenance, cloud hosting, customer support, payment fees, compliance, vendor acquisition and a small administrative overhead, as opposed to the heavy logistics assets, are the major ongoing expenses.



[bookmark: _Toc227434268]Operations and Technology Feasibility
Its operations and technology feasibility is best when FoodLink is initially launched as an asset-light platform as opposed to full logistics business. The most common technology decisions are off-the-shelf software, in-house development, outsourced development or a combination of the two. The complete in-house construction would provide control and is impractical at concept stage. An off-the-shelf product would cut costs but perhaps restrict the geolocation, dynamic pricing and vendor dashboard functionality which is at the heart of the AT2 concept. The best possible path is thus a hybrid MVP: get the first app build done by a specialist developer, but retain ownership of the product, feature priorities and testing alongside the founders. This maintains early capital utilization tamed and meets lean start-up reasoning (Ries, 2011).
The service-production model will also be expected to be simple. The former stage involves vendors sorting and posting surplus items, consumers picking them up in person, and charities only get appropriate unsold goods via scheduled partnership agreements. This saves the expense, timing risk and legal tangle of operating a delivery fleet prematurely. Last-mile delivery may be subcontracted to third-party couriers later, in case there is high demand. At its launch, FoodLink ought to organize value as opposed to owning transport.
Sales and distribution: Sales and distribution must be mainly in-house using the app. Direct vendor onboarding, local account management and digital marketing are more applicable than wholesale, licensing or franchise models in the initial phase since FoodLink needs to manage user experience, logic of pricing and data. The resources needed in the venture will be the software development, hosting of the app, payment infrastructure, onboarding capability, food safety procedures, customer support and legal documentation. A few of these capabilities will be within the founding team, whereas technical build, accounting and contract drafting will require external assistance.
Regulatory and ethical feasibility can be dealt with but it cannot be taken lightly. According to Food Standards Australia New Zealand, food safety standards demand the production of food that is safe to eat and suitable to eat by the food business and Standard 3.2.2 deals with the receipt, storage, display, packaging, transport and recall (Food Standards Australia New Zealand [FSANZ], 2025a, 2025b). It means that FoodLink needs to refer to understandable terms of the vendor, enumerating guidelines and procedures of complaints. Another concern is data protection as the app deals with user, location and payment data. This means that the venture must adhere to Privacy Act, Australian Privacy Principles and expectations of data breach response at the beginning, prior to scale increasing its formalisation to compliance (Office of the Australian Information Commissioner [OAIC], n.d., 2024). The primary ethical concerns are the sale of low-quality food, inflating social mission, and locking out those users who are not as digitally savvy. In general, operations and technology feasibility are good when FoodLink deploys small-scale at launch, selectively outsources and integrates compliance into the product design.

[bookmark: _Toc227434269]Market Feasibility
The market feasibility is favourable as FoodLink is in between a huge waste issue and a huge affordability issue. The estimated amount of food wasted annually in Australia is 7.6 million tonnes (of which households waste 2.5 million tonnes); the Hunger Report 2025 released by Foodbank Australia revealed that one-third of households have experienced food insecurity (DCCEW, 2025; Foodbank Australia, 2025). Meanwhile, the ABS has also indicated that food and non-alcoholic beverages were also a significant driver of inflation in early 2026 (ABS, 2026a). These circumstances indicate that the necessity of discounted food access does not have a short-term character, and vendors also have the motive to get some value out of overproduction.
A market is not saturated since existing solutions are still disjointed. Some of the charities like OzHarvest and SecondBite save huge amounts of food, though their business model is based on donation-driven, and not consumer marketplace-driven (OzHarvest, n.d.; SecondBite, 2024). There are also commercial competitors. Too Good To Go was introduced in Sydney in 2024, Y Waste has been operating in the Australian surplus-food sector a few years, and Yume offers surplus-food diversion solutions to business (Too Good To Go, 2024; Yume Food Australia, n.d.). It implies that the competition in the industry is actual, which aligns with the findings of Porter (2008) that rivalry is greater when the companies are targeting the same customers, but it also indicates that the idea is confirmed. The opportunity of FoodLink is to establish itself as a city-centered and local service that combines real-time discounts, good service to vendors and a clear consumer-plus-charity channel.
Entry barriers are not small. The new entrant requires the trust of the vendors, consumer confidence, food safety integrity and a sufficient local density to produce repeat purchases. Platform network effects are important: as there are not many nearby vendors the app is empty and as there are not many users vendors will no longer list. FoodLink must not then go national on its initial launch but focus on a few clusters within Sydney and Melbourne. This is equivalent to the AT2 strategy, supported by ABS data that Sydney and Melbourne are still the biggest and the quickest growing capital city market in Australia (ABS, 2026b).
It should be behavioural, geographic segmentation. Price-sensitive consumers, sustainability-considerate consumers, students and young professionals, and local redistribution partners in the form of community organisations are the most significant early customer groups. The vendors are to be divided into cafes, bakeries, quick-service restaurants, supermarkets as well as smaller food retailers, as they have varying listing patterns and volumes. Supermarket markdowns and generic food-delivery apps and charity channels are now providing customers with cheaper food. The strength of FoodLink lies in the immediacy, locality and purpose-based branding. The Australian food-rescue studies indicate that redistribution systems that are practical, trusted and embedded in the locality are the most effective to deploy recovery models (Lindberg et al., 2014).
An estimated market which is realistic and can be obtained and serviceable is better than a wide national estimate. Provided that its launch is supported by about 100-120 vendors located in the chosen Sandy and Melbourne catchments and repeat purchase is made, approximately 60,000 orders can be reached within the first year. The market feasibility is thus high enough to take the leap although the business must gain neighbourhood level density first before spreading geographically.

[bookmark: _Toc227434270]Human Resources Feasibility
The viability of human resources will be good in case FoodLink will be founder-led, role-specific during the first three years of its operation. The presentation mentions four group members, which makes a four-founder start-up the most viable ownership structure, which can dilute in the future at the same rate in case the proposed investor acquires 20 per cent of the equity. A realistic job description would be: Babita Maya Gurung venture lead and partnerships manager, Bibek Kumar Pakhrin product and technology lead, Ishara Adhikari marketing and growth lead and Alisha operations and community partnerships lead. This provides the company with distinct responsibility in the key operations.
The business must have technical and managerial prowess. The technical skills needed include app management, analytics analysis, coordination of payment platforms and basic knowledge of the food safety process. On the managerial level, it requires acquiring vendors, customer care, relationship and budget management. This work can be done during the first year, with the four founders outsourcing the services of experts in the field of coding, legal issues and accounting. Year two: The company will need to include a vendor success manager and marketing/data coordinator. During the third year, it will need to add an operations coordinator and second part of partnership positions. This translates to 4.5 full time equivalents of the first year, 6 in the second year and 8 in the third year.
Recruitment ought to be based on mission fit, speed of communication and speed of execution as opposed to the formal hierarchy. University networks, contacts in the hospitality industry, start-up communities, and LinkedIn are the sources of the employees. Paying should be a combination of low fixed compensation and performance pay that is tied to vendor retention, repeat customer and quality of services. Visible impact will also be a motivating factor and core team members will have equity participation as a motivating factor. Training should be continuous in platform operations, addressing complaints, practicing privacy and raising food quality. The quality management must be controlled with the help of clear SOPs, Vendor onboarding requirements, customer feedback, dashboard monitoring and regular review of their partners. There is then good human resource feasibility, which only works when the venture maintains a high staffing lean, and high process discipline.
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The feasibility, in terms of finances, allows going on, albeit as a slim-bodied pilot with clear assumptions. AT2 proposed a start-up investment of $40,000, allocated to app development ($25,000), marketing ($10,000) and operations ($5,000). This is still realistic in the case of MVP in case the business outsources the development, cloud infrastructure, the business outsources a third-party payment gateway and customer pickup and not own delivery. The 20 per cent equity offer on this investment would lead to a post-money valuation of 200 000 dollars which is fair given the concept-stage social-impact start-up but would entail the provision of milestone reporting and certain strategic control by the investors.
Transaction commissions and vendor subscriptions are the most plausible sources of operating revenues. The introduction of premium analytics can be made in the future after the platform proves to be worthwhile to vendors. In the case of this plan, the average order value is assumed to be 12 and a platform commission of 18 per cent, to forecast. The assumption of vendor subscriptions is: 30 per month, whereby the small premium analytics uptake would occur in the second year. Based on that, the first year will be estimated to have 60,000 orders, which will generate a gross merchandise value of 720,000 and a commission revenue of 129,600. Having approximately 100 paying vendors, subscription income contributes to $36,000 and restricted add-ons contribute to the overall revenue to the tune of about $169,200. The second year prediction is 105,000 orders and approximately 180 vendors where the income is expected to be approximately 304,500. In year three, 160,000 orders and around 260 vendors generate about $485,400.
The profit and loss profile as projected is appealing since the costs will not have to increase at a faster rate than the revenue. During the first year, the operating profit is minimal (approximately 7,200) generated by operating expenses of approximately $162,000 and the first year is actually a break-even and validation process. Year two has an operating profit of approximately 78,500 which is generated by operating expenses of approximately 226,000. During the third year, the operating expenses incurred are approximately $307,000 with an operating profit of approximately 178,400. These predictions are not the sure results, but they indicate that the model can be efficient in case the density of the vendors is high, and the repeat buying rates and quality control are high.
The potential sources of finance are founder capital, family and friends, angels, impact investors and university or government-oriented innovation financing. The likelihood of fundraising is moderate: the venture has a good social purpose and relevance to the circular economy, but it still requires the demonstration of retention and implementation. Equity, a degree of decision autonomy and accountability of performance is what the founders lose. The financial viability is, thus, favourable, as long as financing is based on pilot milestones as opposed to early growth.
Table 2 Revenue and sales assumptions
	Year
	Orders
	Avg. order value
	GMV
	Revenue

	Year 1
	60,000
	$12.00
	$720,000
	$169,200

	Year 2
	105,000
	$12.00
	$1,260,000
	$304,500

	Year 3
	160,000
	$12.00
	$1,920,000
	$485,400



Table 3 Projected Profit and Loss (AUD)
	Item
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Revenue
	$169,200
	$304,500
	$485,400

	Operating expenses
	$162,000
	$226,000
	$307,000

	Operating profit
	$7,200
	$78,500
	$178,400



[bookmark: _Toc227434272]Reasoned Recommendation to Prospective Investor to Proceed
The advice that should be given to a potential investor is to go ahead and invest with FoodLink Australia but on a pilot basis which will be controlled in Sydney and Melbourne. The business idea is both a strategically appealing solution since it transforms a significant waste issue into a digital value proposition capable of addressing the pressure of affordability of food as well. The best argument in favor of investment is that FoodLink will be able to generate environmental, social and commercial value at the same time.
Nevertheless, the venture must not grow on a national level until it demonstrates three things: vendors are listed and are reliable, customers come back and buy again and complaints are low. It should then be a milestone-based investment, where there would be milestones on the performance of the vendor retention, order volumes, repeat purchase and food-quality performance. In case these pilot metrics are attained, FoodLink will have a valid avenue toward profitable growth and quantifiable change. It is based on that the business plan recommends to go ahead.
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The appendix below reproduces the Business Model Canvas contained in the AT2 presentation and used as the strategic basis for this business plan.
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Figure 1 FoodLink Australia Business Model Canvas extracted from the AT2 presentation
Source: FoodLink Australia AT2 presentation 
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