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n FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides a set of possible scenarios for the future of the food and drink industey in the UK mn
2025. These are based on a series of interviews and two workshops with food manufacturers, policymakers,
civil society representatives, farmers and retailers. The aim iz to provide senior decision makers in mdustry
and government with a commeon basis for discussion on the issues surrounding food production and what

can be done to achieve positive outcomes for the industey and the country.
The scenanos bring together self consistent pictures of possible futures based around two azes —

* Whether the impetus for change 1z coming from government (top-down) or from 2 miztare
of the market and indwidual action (bottom up)

* Whether we have sufficient or insufficient resources to maintain and improve our standard of living

This leads to four scenanos depending on whether each amis 13 at one extreme or the other (see figure 1),

Figure 1 — Four scenario quadrants based on impetus for change and resource availability

Top-down

Good
Intentions

Command &

Control

Sufficient « »Insufficient
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L
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In Vision Failure we see a future characterised by a severe supply-demand gap, resulting in shortages and
mereasing energy and food poverty, az a polarised society struggles with social unrest and tension. Progress
towards this future 13 doven by both a lack of social engagement and by government’s mabality to propose a
clear vision combined with its reactrve short-term response to cnsis. As confidence collapses and the
economy falls deeper into recession, politicians’ abality and scope of action wane. Eventually, forced by the

crises they are facing, individuals lobby for greater efficiency and sustainability in the sourcing and use of

resources, but with mimimal impaet.
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Executive Summary

Sustainable Champagne describes a future where there iz a sustamable balance between supply and demand
for raw materals, food and energy. This has been made possible by changes in people’s atttudes and behaviour,
which has reduced consumption and has led to pressure on industry for more efficient and sustainable products
and services. This change :2 based on greater awareness and uaderstanding of environmental 1ssues and Limits,
and a reduction in the role of central government as there has been an increase in localism and community

mutiatives,

Demand continues to exceed supply in Good Intentions, as seciety, the economy and the environment are
affected by the unintended consequences and failures in the strategies chosen by the government. Here
government action is the main dover for change, however the difficulties in forming a working and stable
coalitton, the inability to act rapidly and the limited involvement of industry in the development of strategies
contribute to their mability to offer successful and long term responses to the emerging crizes. The issues are

well understood but government 1s not making good choices.

The future descrbed in the Command & Control scenario is one where government-led interventions and
well aimed regulation successfully achieve a balance between supply and demand. On the back of a strong
mandate from the voters, the government 1s able to carry through long term strategmes and obtam acceptance
for controversial solutions to pressing issues such as energy and food secunity, including the mcreased use of
muclear power and the adoption of GMOs. There 15 increasing regulation, due to the inabiity or unwillingness
of indnstry to deliver the required changes and targets through self-regulation, and greater control and presence

of the state in everyday life.

The most desirable future for contrnibutors to the workshops was Sustainable Champagne, although an almost
equal emphasis was placed on the Command & Control by the stakehelders represented, especially the food
mamufacturers and retaiders. In order to achieve either of these ontcomes there is a need for a shared vision for
the futuze of the food mndustry m the UK based on strong evidence, consistent regulation and consumer
engagement. Withonut such a vision, in a business as nsual approach, there 1z a concern that both Good

Intentions and Vision Failure are real possibiities.

The following points form a commeon agenda across the mndustry to reduce the hikelihood that the UK food and

drink industry finds itself in esther of the more negative scenarios —

* The development of a clear and shared vision across stakeholders

* Deeper and more open consultation between industry, government and society at large
* Stronger evidence for the measures that are required to achieve the goals we set

* Consistent and ccherent regulation from government

* Changing consnmer expectations to reduce unrealistic expectations for food availabilicy
* Increased skills across the food industrv to be able to produce i mnovative wavs

* Linking innovation with clear sustainability targets in all aspects of food production

* An openness to change for all stakeholders

Centre for
Industry and Government

tM







ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The fellowing attended one or both of the workshops which underpin this report and we are very grateful for
their time and input to this report. The opinions expressed in this report are those of the authors, not those of

any mdrndual or organisation histed below and should not be attributed to any person or organisation hsted.

M

Bill Crosson

Acumnetia

Julian Little Agnicultural Biotechnology Counecil
Gordon Polson Bakers Pederation
Elizabeth Warnham BIS

Henry Ashworth BIS

Rebecca Fisherlamb BIS

Andrea Inchausti BRC

Bridget Benelam Batish Nutritnon Foundation
Richard Al Brtish Sugar

Simon Harris Brtish Sugar

Jo Shears Burtons Foods

Sam Millar Campden BRI

Steven Walker Campden BRI

Andrew Sayer Cargill

Sam Fortescue Dairy UK

Brian Harding DEFRA

Elen Watkin DEFRA

Andrew Kuyk FDF

Angela Coleshill FDF

Julian Hunt FDF

Sean Roberts
Steven Wearne

Daniel Crossley

Food Ethics Connecd
Food Standards Agency
Formm for the Future

Vicky Murray Forum for the Futire
James Northen IGD

Jon Woolven 1GD

Jon Poole Institute of Food Science and Technology
Jenathan Horrell Kraft Europe

Nick Hussey Manufacturing Insight
Carmel Mecquaid Marks and Spencer

Lowmse WNicholls Marks and Spencer

Bill Bartlett MeCain

Plual Bicknell Mational Farmers Union
Ana Baptista Mestlé

Bob Spooner Premier Foods
CarolineWilletts Syngenta

Luke Gibhs Syngenta

Calum Murray Technology Strategy Board
Tonino Amorelli Technology Strategy Board

Bob Brightwell
Charlotte Henderson
AnthonyKleanthous

Centre for

Urted Bizcmts
WRAP
WWFE

Industry and Government






CONTENTS

Exzecutive Summary,

Acknowledgements

1. Introduction

2. Developing the Scenario Framework

l 3. Scenario One — Vision Failure

4. Scenario Two — Sustainable Champagne

I 5. Scenario Three — Command & Contrel

I 0. Scenanc Four — Good Intentions

7. Implications for BEach Scenario

8. Creating a Desired Future

Centre for
Industry and Government

M

10

12

15
18

21 I
25 |

28

35



FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD INDUSTRY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Food iz a constant backdrop to our lives. However, for many people food is taken for granted, not realizing
that the food mndustry has gone through significant changes over the past twenty vears and continues to
change in fundamental ways. The interaction of global economic and social trends with internal indnstey
pressures for manufacturers, retailers and consumers is changing the types of food available, how food 13

mamifactired and where in the value chain power and influence lie.

This report, commussioned by the Food and Drnk Federation (FDF) and wotten based on work carnied out
by the Institute for Manufactunng, University of Cambnidge, is an attempt to brng together the vanons
stakeholder perspectives and key trends to develop plansible alternatve futures for the food industry in the
UK. The impetus for the report comes from the lack of truly multi-stakeholder pieces on the future of the
food industey, with notable exceptions such as the Food 2030 repost’. By bringing together representatives
from agoienlture, manufactunng, retallng and crnl society this report starts an important conversation that
recogtuses differences in needs and goals, and it 13 hoped that it will act as a catalyst for debate on how
government, consumers and the industey can find commeon ground to achieve their vaned and sometimes

conflicting goals.

1.1 AIMS OF THIS REPORT

This report presents four possible scenarios for the future of the UK food industry to 2025 The aim is to
provide a set of plausible descniptions of how the context for food manufacturers may evolve and to discuss
how both industry and government mught avo:d the more negative scenarios and preference the positrve

ocutcomes.

The scenarios presented here are not intended to be exhanstive or to claim to represent accurate predictions.
They are a blend of expert opinion, stakeholder perspectives and data from a vanety of published sources.
Their main use is in providing a better understanding of the issues across the food industey and in promoting
a common dialogue on the future of food mannfactunng in the UK and to assist senior decision-makers in

developing their strategies.

! http:/ /wwwdefra govuk/foodfarm /foed/ pdf/ food2030strategy pdf.
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1. Introduction

1.2 APPROACH

The development of scenarios for an industry can be both time consuming and costly. This project’s aims
were to produce timely and relevant scenanios for the food industrv in the UK and therefore the approach
taken was to build on existing scenario work and to use workshops to gather detaded mput from multiple

stakeholders in as time and cost effective a manner as possible.

Figure 2 — Outline of approach for scenario development

Desk-based research and analysis

Muld-stakeholder workshop

* Fey drivers for the food and
* Identifping cotical uncertainties

B = - scenarios o Mult-seakeholder workshop

* Initial scenario outkines

* Rewizions to initial scenaric ountlines .

* Backeasting from scenacio end Scenario
points 1o 20w refinement

* Idennfying scenano impacts

and writing

Stakeholder interviews

Oine on one interviews to

supplement workshop inpurs

As figure 2 shows, the first workshop worked from an understanding of the key douvers for the industry to
develop dominant axes to define the foundations for the scenarios. The second workshop took the initial
scenario outhines and remiewed them and developed stakeholder assessments of the impact of each scenano.
The outputs of both workshops, along with input from one on one interviews, was then brought together to

refine and complete the scenario descriptions that form the majority of this report.

Centre for
Industry and Government
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FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

2.0 DEVELOPING THE SCENARIO FRAMEWORK

In order to have a framework on which the scenanos could be developed a set of azes which describe the key
uncertamties need to be defined. This was done by identiffing the cntical uncertainties for the UK food
mndustry and then, by voting and discussion, choosing combinations of one or more of the crtical uncertain-
ties to represent the major axes for the scenarios. The following sections detail the critical uncertainties, the

axes chosen for the scenarios and the mitial titles for the scenario options.

2.1 CRITICAL UNCERTAINTIES FOR THE FOOD AND DRINK INDUSTRY

The first task of the first workshop explored the key drivers as the participants saw them for the food and
drink industry. Each participant was asked to give their top five dovers in terms of impact on the mdustry.
The long list of drivers generated was then scored by participants for their potential impact and the uncer-
tainty in the drvers’ evelution.

Figure 3 — Mapping of key drivers by uncertainty and impact resource availability

Increase efficiency via technology
Impact of climate change
Increasing regulation

Water stress and management

Price of raw materals

Ethics and behaviour
(moral/ethical consumption, resistance to techs)

Government policy coherence
Health concerns and issues
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Cost of enerzy

Skills and education

Acceptibility of technologies

Waste reduction

Funding for research and innowvation
Energy availability

Information (increased access and availability,
speed of communication)

Efficient use of caw materials
Food safety (demand, percerved v actual)
Arvzilability of finance for investment
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From this mapping, those drivers which scored highly on both azes were chosen as the cotical uncertainties.
Uncertanty relates to the possibility of an event occurting where there 1s no evidence for judging its
likelihood. This will be where -

* the order or nature of things 1s unknown,
* the consequences, extent, or magnitude of circumstances, conditions, or events is unpredictable, and
* credible probabilities to possible cutcomes cannot be assigned.

B0 UNIVERSITY OF
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2. Developing the Scenario Framework

Critical uncertainties are those drivers whose uncertainty 1s high and whose evolution has a high impact, and
thus play a central role in shaping the future. It should be noted that there will be drivers for the industey that
do not appear as catical uncertamties for this report even though they will for some parts of the industry
have a very significant impaet. This is not to say thev are naimportant, rather it is the difference between
dervers that participants felt were predictable in some sense versus those that had high vncertainty.
Participants took these and developed extremes for each, based on plansible end points that would descabe

the potential span of ontcomes for each demver.

Table 1 — Critical uncertainties and their proposed endpoints

Uncertainty Extreme A Extreme B
Slow /low :mprovements m production Rapid improvements in producticn

theough technology efficiency efficiency
Water stress Water stres: made manageable High warer stress doe to lack of action
Regnlavicn Appropeiate and timely repulation Incoherent poliey and cepulation acooss
(level and cohesency) of industry governments
Enerpy security i Unreliable enesgy supply and
(availability, mix) Enerpy reliably avalable constrzined o
Rar materials cost P matesials scarce, avalabidior . . .
2nd availabilit wolatile, costs increase . Baw material: are easly availahle at low cost
Consnmer ethics Consnmers embrace new Consnmers lack tmst in technologr and
and behaviour technology, nformed choices are confused
Funding for research Fublic research funding declines, Funding leveraged through effectve use
and innovaton inefficiently applisd and co-operation
Health concerns and rssnes Food :5 the enemy, blame the food industry Food can make you better, customers i control
Availabilite of skills Ahzence -of skidled peaple, :‘?Ftc.active mdnstry/career, snccessinl re-

) VNATHACHTE CAreer skilling of wordkforce
Impact of climate change Strong adapmation to clhmate change Failnze to adapt to climate change
Cost of energy H:igh cost, nnaffordable energy Cost nentsal enecpr, fosul foel substmtion
Citizens’ attimdes Individnakstic behawmions, disengaged Engaged, collectre attitde and approach

2.2 SCENARIO AXES

Based on the crtical uncertainties identified, participants were asked to choose pairs or sets of those ctical
uncertainties which they felt were most important and were orthogonal (i.e. as unrelated as possible). The

following axes were chosen through a voting process and plenary discussion.

Axis One - Resources: Sufficient vs Insufficient

On this axis the availability and accessibility of the worlds resources for the UK range from sufficient to
insufficient The resonrces were defined to include energy, land, agricultural products, water, minerals and
labour In the sufficient ‘extreme’ the UK's resources are sufficient to meet demand. The insufficient

‘extreme’ descrbes sitmations where the UK’ resources fail to meet UK demand.

Whether a sstation 13 sufficient or insufficient depends on three factors; abundance, efficiency and demand.
Abundance is the pure availability of resources. Efficiency is the rate at which the resonrces are nsed or
needed per output. Demand 15 the rate at which they are consumed. Each scenario 1s driven by 2 combmation
of these where either one or two are domunant or all draw the world and the UK to a particular level of

resonrce avadabiity

IfM
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I . FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

Axis Two - Origin of Control: Top-down vs Bottom-up

Thus ams defines the undedying driver of action and change within a scenario. In the bottom-up ‘extreme’ the
action is driven by a mixture of indiwiduals and the market. The people have the power and can nse their
decizions to make a difference. However, this ‘voting with the feet’ idea can be manipulated by marketing and
it depends on the underlying factors in the scenano as to which behavionr is dominant (if either is). In the
bottom-up scenarios the government takes a ‘hands off” approach.

Ia the top-down ‘extreme’ the government drives all change. This does not imply the government has a
consstent and foeused agenda of regulation as the amount or level of success of any regulation 1s not

defined by the axis.

Thesze two azes were then nsed to develop four alternative scenanios that considered possible combinations

of the end points of the axzes as shown mn figure 4.

Figure 4 — The four scenarios based on the chosen axes

Top-down

Command & Good
Control Intentions

Sufficient « e Insufficient

Sustainahle

Champagne Vision Failure

v
Botrom-up
The following sections provide the detail for each of these scenanios using a narrate to describe the end
state and a broef description of how we might get there. Section seven brings together the potential impacts
for each scenanio highlighting the hugh level changes for each stakeholder.
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3. Scenario One — Vision Failure

3.0 SCENARIO ONE - VISION FAILURE

The first scenario is one where there are insufficient resources to meet our needs and the impetus for change

15 comung from indmwidnals rather than government, due to a lack of agreement in government on the scale

of the challenges we face and an inzhility to carry out the actions needed to aclueve sustained growth.

Table 2 — settings for critical uncertainties in Vision Failure

Endpoint A

Slow /low improvements in production efficiency
Water stress made manageable

Appropoate and omely repulaton of ndustey
Enesgy relably available

Raw materials scarce, availab:lity volanle
Consnmer: embrace new technology

Fublic research funding declines

Food 13 the enemy, blame food industey
Ahzence of skilled pecple

Strong adaptation to climate change

H:gh cost, nnaffordable energy
Indmmidualistic behawonr, dizengaged

Endpoint B

Rapid improvements in production efficiency
High water stress due to lack of actien
Incoherent policy and regulation across gov's
Untelable energy supply and constrained mix
Raw matenals are easdy avadable ar low cost
Consnmers lack trust in technology

Funding: effective nze + cooperation

Food makes vou hetter, enstomers m control

Attractive mdustey/ career, snccessful re-skulling
Fatluce to adapt to chimate change

Cost nentral energy, fossl fuel substmton

Eagaged, collectve artmmde and approach

3.1 DESCRIPTION OF 2025 UNDER VISION FAILURE

It is difficult today to think of a time when volatility was not the prevalent state of the markets — financaal,

commodities, products, even skills The draining of capital, industrial activity and brains towards more stable

countres and regions has been a constant over the past decade, and shortages 1n resources like those expen-

enced in 2007/08 and in 2012/13 are now the norm. The ensning inflation has had consequences in all sectors

of the economy, exacerbated by enesgy scarcity that has affected the UK since the peak of oil production in

2015. We are all affected, across seciety and throughout the supply cham.

The UK is lagming behind in the technology race, leading to a further fall in competitiveness. Incremental

technology progress has led to small efficiency gains, and an increasing part of society 1s spending more and

more on food. Food poverty is now a reality for 15% of the UK and the mitations and resources of the

regional health systems — who find themselves battling both obesity and malmutrition — mean that life expect-
ancy in the UK iz now less than it was at the turn of the century. Energy poverty is also on the nise for the Tth
consecutive vear, and even those who could in theory afford their energy are expeniencing brownouts. It 15 not
surprsing that the financial sector has all but deserted the UK, and what remains of manufacturng is strug-
gling, leaving the UK 11th in the league table of nations in terms of GDP.

It 1s difficult to trace the situation we are facing today back to one single event, one single decision. It 1s the
sum of many small, seemuingly irrelevant choices and decisions, or the lack of them, and has painted us into a

COIner.

n fairness, we seem to have finally moved on from the nnconcerned consumption and carefree, short term
In f \ to have finalls d on fi th d ptu d free, short t
attitudes and behaviours of the last decade. Those who can afford it are attempting to reverse these trends,
putting pressure on government and business for a more sustainable and efficient use of resources.

Nevertheless the results are limuted, and it 1s unclear whether there will be a recovery or not in the longer term.

fM
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3.2 FROM HERE TO VISION FAILURE

FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

The “10s started with a couple of squeezes — difficult to call them crises— that showed the cracks in the world’s
ability to respond coherently to threats. A series of recurrent droughts in several world regions in 2012 and
2013 led to a global harvest failure with severe and widespread consequences, causing a sharp contraction in the
supply of raw materals to the UK. The price for fossil fuels kept rising, well past 5180 per barrel as peak oil
approached, increasing costs and further slowing the recovery from the 2008 recession. Protectionist measures
emerged worldwide as countries tried to secure access to raw materials and international relations became less
and less co-operatve, 2 major consequence of which was the ignoning of international agreements on climate

change.

Through this period the UK had a succession of hung parliaments, with an increasing lack of consensus on
major initiatives and policies, in sharp contrast to the coherence of the coalition government of 2010 — 2012
Politicians remained concerned with the next election and were reluctant to propose unpopular measures that
conld compromuse their prospects. Following the 2008 recession and the vanons deficit reduction packages,
public budgets were extremely tight This constrained the government’s ability and its willingness to undertake
any drastic measures, leading to short term, palliative and remedial measures. This continued to weaken people’s

confidence and trust in the government.

The gradual natuge of the crisis allowed each stakeholder to stick with their own vision, nnconcerned whether it

was compatible with other actors, and whether their aggregate would be sustainzble in the short or long term.

In the second half of the ‘10s, however, the squeeze became more dramatic as the impacts of climate change,
energy scarcity and growing population grew: Despite advances in dolling and extraction technologies, peak oil
had been reached by 2015, The lack of proper funding for research into and mfrastretmre for alternatives to
fossil fuels, wordwide but especially in the UK, meant that the energy mix was still relatively constrained. This
resulted in an unreliable energy supply, while prices soared. Water stress, expanding desertification and floods
put fusrther stress on the supply of raw matessals, for which the UK found itself vying with growing economic
powers such as China and India.

2016 and 2017 saw a collapse of bee pollination, particularly in England and Wales, due to series of droughts
and floods and of the changes in temperature, affecting apprommately £100 midlion of crops. The lack of
investment and protection of other ecosystem services led to greater water stress. At the same time, domestic
demand continued to increase as population expanded — particulasly following the influx of climate refugees
from other countries hit by drought and famine. The movement of people was mcreased again as resource wars
exploded m areas such as in Northern and Central Africa and in the Middle East, where ol reserves were

dwindling and ne alternative economy had been created.

Towards 2020, food and energy poverty became the government's pre-emunent concern and a growing element
of the public budget. Since prices kept increasing, more and more people turned to cheaper foods. For some
this led to a shaft towards eating more fruit and vegetables, as a relatively cheap food source. But the majonty

are resistant to changes in their diet leading to dependence on cheaper foods with lower health benefits.

A UNIVERSITY OF
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3. Scenario One — Vision Failure

The failures of vision and the weaknesses of the enrrent system became apparent as key public services
approached collapse. The NHS was essentially dismantled, replaced by a Regional Health Service with a
more limited mandate. The near collapse of the pension service was another blow to people’s confidence,
as people saw their expected post-retirement income more than halved. People felt betrayed by the state and

mereasingly disengaged from society.

Across industries there was a deve for improvements in production efficiency due to the high cost of raw
materials. However financing was limited, with little funding for R&D. Consumers were still untrusting of
new technologies, an attitnde reinforced by limited transparency from companes. Due to high costs and
uncertan uptake nanotechnology based trals 1n several key industnes, including foed, were abandoned.
Progressively, R&D and innovation coalesced in international centres outside of the UK, such as the US
and Chuna.

Manufacturers increasingly relocated facilities in an attempt to mitigate costs and to have greater stability in
access to resources, inclndimg energy and people. This led to a loss of aronad 200,000 jobs — and the effects
on the UK economy and morale were deeply felt. As unemployment increased, so did social unrest

and coime.

A significant social change in this period was the increase in shared accommedation, with more generations
sharing 2 housze or flat smnce fewer people conld afford to buy property. This effect was strengthened as
smaller pensions and reduced welfare meant that families had to lock after older members. This also
encongaged other behaviour such as less eating out and self-reliance measures such as vegetable gardens and

allotments to supplement food avadabidity.

By 2020 people, unable to rely on the state for sclutions and not trusting the business sector to deliver
solutions, began trying a more collective approach. Groups of consumers attempted to ‘vote with thewr
wallets’ to drive changes in business products and practices, effectively boyeotting those companies and
brands that appeared unsustainable. At the same time opinion on new technology became less rigid, as the
public accepted more technological advances, even in the food industry One of the last points of resistance

— the nse of GM —was removed in 2021, as cheaper GM cereals and produce from the Americas reached
the UK market.

People alzo tried to pressure governments and NGOs into increasing information and awareness of resource
consumption, encoutaging and prometing reduced consumption, reducing the strain on the supply of key

raw materzals and energy

Centre for
Industry and Government
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FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

4. SCENARIO TWO - SUSTAINABLE CHAMPAGNE

The second scenario is structured around a world where there are sufficient resources, due to changes in
demand and technology advances. The dominant force is not government, rather change has been led by

mdmidnal and collective action in society.

Table 3 — settings for critical uncertainties in Sustainable Champagne

Extreme A 1 2 3 4 5 | ExuwemeB

Slowr /low improvements in producton efficiency Bapid improvements i prodnction efficiency
Water strezs made manageahle High water steess due to lack of action
Appropriate and umely regulation of industey Inccherent poliey and repnlation aeross pov'ts
Energy reliably available Unreliable enecgy supply and constrained mex
Raw marerials scarce, availabilty volanle Blaw marerials are easdy available at low cost
Consnmers embrace new technslogy Consnmers lack tost in technology

Public rezearch funding declnes Funding: effective nze + coopesaticn

Food 15 the enemy, blame food mndustry Food makes vou better, eustomers in control
Ahsence of skilled people Artractive indnstey/cageer, mceessfl re-skillng
Srrong adaptation to chmate change Falure to adapt to climate change

High cost, nnaffordable energr Cost nentral enerpy, fossd fnel sehsomuon
Individualistic behaviour, dizengaged Engaged, collectve atumde and approach

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF 2025 UNDER SUSTAINABLE CHAMPAGNE

Compared to previous generations, UK consumers mn 2025 have something to be smug about - they are
responsibly enjoving sigmificant resource secunty, if not abundance. Indrriduals have played a central role m
balancing the demand and supply of key inputs such as food and energy — whose secunty was anythig but

certain 13 years ago.

The main changes that have allowed the country to reach this position have been drwen by mdrnduals whe
have engaged in response to the pressures and crises of the early 2010s. This engagement has used market
mechanizms to affect change, rather than working through large organised groups. In response to distributed
consumer pressuge induvstry self-regulation has gradually increased, providing a foundation for coherent

regulation by government as it imports these mdustry-led standards inte official regulations.

Self-repulation is also evident in people’s behavicur and results in considerate, responsible consumption:
serving strawbernes i December is an unforgiveable faus-pas, as 1s leaving the lights on. We boast about
how little electricity we nuse, and compare the size of our carbon footprints. Global demand and sustainabilicy
requirements mean that the years of ‘cheap’ food are over; but we have a better nnderstanding of the hidden

costs that we — and the planet — were actually paying, and we have come to accept these higher prices.

This change 1n attitudes has not heralded a return to the past or a flight from technology, as some feared - we
are fully leveraging the benefits of science, and consumers are willing to accept and embrace new
technologies and the efficiency improvements they offer. We use social networks to get information on
companies and their corporate social responsibility (CSR) ratings, to review product performance and carbon

content and to swap tips on sustainability.

It would appear we have done the best we could with the cards we were dealt 15 years ago — but it 1s unclear

whether this position 1s sustainable in the long term.
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4.2 FROM HERE TO SUSTAINABLE CHAMPAGNE

A senes of negative events (severe water shortages, signsficant rises in o1l prices, and electricity brownouts)
brought the gravity of the global and national sitwation into focns for the wider public. Each event alone
could not break the system, but as they built one on top of the other thewr impact magmified and made the

sitnation nndeniable.

A mumber of NGOs distributed mnformation on the core i1ssues, based on high scientific standards but
crucially translated for a general andience. Rather than leading to a panue, this delivery of complex information
in an engaging and accessible manner proveked wide ranging debate, leading to calls for long-term solutions

from government and industry.

However there was a general perception that the government — still recovenng from the sigmificant burden of
the recession and deficit reduction — could not provide selutions. However, limited public finances and the
reduction in the size of the public sector had enconraged and facilitated the push for decentralisation and
localism. This attitude of greater independence enconraged a small number of county councils and small
cities, with the support of the vast majority of their residents, to reduce car usage, support renewable energy

implementation, and strictly limit water usage.

It has been argued that the limited size of such regions made it easier to reach consensus, and that many had
stll strong links to the surrounding countryside giving them a better understanding and perception of the
‘natural’ cycle (“system thinking on your doorstep™, someone called it). Also as people in such communities

were less likely to move, they had a longer term commitment to their immed:ate environment.

Whatever the reasons for their success, these local efforts began to have an impact and became headline news.
More importantly, their examples began to be nused as guudes for what could be done in other small and not so
small cities. Clearly the initiatrves avadlable to a village or even a small city are not necessarily available to a big
city or a metropolis. However rather than focusmg on the ‘why it can’t work here’, caties began locking at how
the concept could be adapted and what alternatives could be implemented. In some of the larger cities, such
as Manchester, Birmingham and London, the imtiatwve was picked up by indrnidual boroughs — often those
with the highest levels of problems and poverty — and despite some hiceups and failures, the results were
generally positive. Successful projects ncluded the reclaiming of derelict areas and buddings for food
production, with some councils able to secuse the use of high-tech machinery and tools through agreements
with research centres and technology mnsututes. More low-tech imitiatrves melnded food grown on top of
buddings to feed their inhabitants, or the more widespread use of green walls for thermal msulation of
buildings, water capturing systems and solar panels. Such sclutions scon became popular even in better-off

areas, and quickly became must-haves.

Critics argued that these individual mnitiatives were msufficient on their own to sclve the problems they tred to
address. For example, summung all the extra food that could be potentially produced through allotments,
re-converted gardens and spaces, would not have been enough to satisfy the growth in demand. Nevertheless,

such mtiatives succeeded mn two ways.
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FUTURE SCENARIOS FOR THE UK FOOD & DRINK INDUSTRY

First, during the second half of the “10s they moderated the pressures on the country in key areas such as energy
and food, preventing the UK from falling into a downward sparal of economic contraction which allowed time
for new technologies (such as the hydrogen cell and mtensive sustainable farming) to be further developed and
social acceptance for these technologies to develop. Secondly, they promoted a progressive change mn the
domunant eulture and the emergence of a different set of values which translated mnto a growing demand for

products and services offening sustainability, efficiency, and health.

Greater consciousness of the trade-offs and environmental limits in food production and beyond led to what 1s
now known as ‘35 consumption’: Sustainable, Self-limited, and Selectrve. Adherents of 35 consumption aim to be
sustainable in thewr use of resources, self-limiting 1n the amounts they nse and selecte in the types of resonsces
they depend on. The reduction i household energy consumption brought by this new attitude (amplified by high
energy prices) and the mcreased share of energy from renewables and from waste (helped by greater discipline

concerning recycling) ensured that energy demand and supply were becoming sustainable.

Indeed, people’s willingness to self-umpose mitations on their consumption and te accept marginally huigher
prices that sustainability and quality could involve, has been one of the great changes over the past 10 years — and

one that took many by surprise.

Some businesses looked at this as just the latest fad. But others paid closer attention, and saw the potential
beginning of an impertant shift in behaviours and, consequently, i consumption. In response top manufacturers
and retailers started adding 35 mformation on packaging such as air and food miles and carbon footpunt. It tock
some time to agree on the measures and on consistent formats for displaying such information, but by 2017 =t
was standard — and 1ts absence on any tag, box, can or packet was very obwious. Food cham institutes, such as
IGD, and the 35 Initiative, an independent body established in 2017 funded jointly by the government and by the
maimn food and drink companies, were mstromental in the creation and prometion of the measures and standards
for the food industry — and in carrving out oversight that ensured consumers’ confidence. Prowiding the
nformation was clearly not enonugh — food and donnk companies and their supply chain had to deliver fast
improvements in the efficiency of food production if they were to remain m busmess, which meant they had to

mvest significantly in R&D.

By late 2017 however the supply of basic resources hut a platean; it became clear that the efficiency gains from
improvements in mainstream technologies and from improved processes and behavionrs would not be sufficient
to satisfy growing global demand. Food shortages began to appear in emerging economies, while energy secunty
was once more a presung :ssue in the UK. The winter of 2018-19 was particulardy harsh, and cases of food and
energy poverty in Britain began to be reported once again. Eventually people’s fear of a repeat of the 2013-14

crises overcame their reluctance and hostility towards more controversial technology, such as nuclear power and

GM crops.

The quest for efficiency and the focus on technology saw a continuing change in the type of skills required and
workforee employed in the food and donk industry, with even more antomation and a shift from
manual/production tasks towards positions with greater technological/scientific content (R&D, rechnicians etc).
The industry was attracting more talent thanks to a stronger image (many still remember the ‘work in food, work
in life’ campaign of 2016) and career prospects were strong. However flaky CSR and dubious sustainability
credentials made 1t difficult for laggard companies to hire the bught young things comng out of UK universities
who had clear ideas of what would lock good on their CVs.
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