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Written evidence submitted by the EFRA Committee (FFS0032)

Fairness in the food supply chain inquiry: evidence summary
Work of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee 2019-24 
During 2022 and 2023 food prices rose sharply due to global supply chain disruptions and the effects of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, which increased the input costs for food producers and resulted in households facing the highest levels of food price inflation since the 1970s. Food price inflation reached its recent peak in March 2023, with these pressures easing during the second half of 2023 and in 2024.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  House of Commons Library, Rising cost of living in the UK, 11 July 2024, p.33] 

The high levels of food price inflation exposed problems in terms of issues of fairness in food supply chains and power imbalances between farmers, processors, manufacturers and retailers.
The previous Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (EFRA) Committee (2019-24) consequently launched an inquiry to examine issues throughout the food supply chain, from ‘farm to fork’, in May 2023. It investigated how profitability and risks are shared within food supply chains and the system of monitoring and regulation of structural relationships and contractual practices in supply chains. 
Throughout the inquiry, the previous Committee heard about power imbalances between farmers, processors, manufacturers and retailers, discussing in detail with producers the extent to which farmgate prices have failed to reflect increases in the cost of production. 
The Committee therefore explored with witnesses the effectiveness of Government reviews of contractual practice in specific sectors and the extent to which the use of powers under the Agriculture Act could promote greater fairness and transparency in supply chains. 
The effectiveness of the Groceries Code Adjudicator and enforcement of the Groceries Supply Code of Practice to regulate retailers’ relationships with direct suppliers was also examined in multiple evidence sessions, with witnesses suggesting proposals for reform to ensure better regulation of relationships within supply chains and address power imbalances.
The previous EFRA Committee received 65 written evidence submissions and held five oral evidence sessions. This included taking evidence from organisations representing producers, major manufacturers and processors, supermarkets, and the former Minister for Food, Farming and Fisheries, Sir Mark Spencer. It also held a private roundtable with producers to discuss their relationships with other actors in the food supply chain. 
Work of the current Committee
Following its formation, our Committee agreed to build on the previous EFRA Committee’s work as part of its inquiry into the ways in which the new Government can promote greater fairness and transparency in supply chains.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  EFRA Committee sets out to examine issues across UK food sector, 20 December 2024] 

At the time of publication, we have held a roundtable event with stakeholders represented across the supply chain, as well as received multiples responses to our stakeholder survey and call for written evidence. 
To date, we have received over 30 submissions in response to our call for evidence on ways in which the Government can promote greater fairness and transparency in supply chains.
On 11 February 2025, we held an engagement event with 12 organisations representing various stages of the supply chain. Structured roundtable discussions provided an opportunity for stakeholders to identify and discuss imminent and emerging policy issues throughout the food supply chain with the Committee, as well as how contractual practices in supply chains could be improved. 
This event built on some of the discussions had during the Committee’s first stakeholder engagement event in November 2024 which 24 organisations attended. We also received over 320 responses to a public survey which we disseminated following our formation, many of which centred on issues of fairness in food supply chains.   
These various forms of engagement have updated the previous EFRA Committee’s evidence base and highlighted pertinent issues that we intend to explore further throughout the inquiry. 
This document summarises the evidence that both this and the previous Committee have gathered so far. It identifies five key areas that Government should focus on in the short term as it seeks to build fairness and resilience into the supply chain. These are: 
· Addressing the impact of inflationary pressures and recent rises in input costs on farmers;
· Promoting more equitable sharing of risks throughout food supply chains;
· Progressing the introduction and implementation of fair dealing powers across all sectors to reform contractual practices in supply chains; 
· Consideration of the scope of the Groceries Supply Code of Practice and resourcing of the Groceries Code Adjudicator to monitor and regulate supermarkets’ relations with producers; and
· Establishment of formal mechanisms to facilitate information sharing between the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator and Groceries Code Adjudicator. 
Information relating to each of these are set out in more detail below. 
1. Inflationary pressures on farmers
In evidence to the previous EFRA Committee, farmers noted the impact of inflationary pressures on the costs of production in recent years. Producers stated that increases in the costs of production had not been matched by increases in farmgate prices.
Contributors to the previous Committee’s inquiry outlined how the agricultural industry has weathered significant volatility in recent years, but cautioned that there was little protection against such an acceleration in volatility and inflationary pressures, particularly with additional strains on working capital and input availability.[footnoteRef:4] We have heard that, generally, any abuse experienced in the supply chain begins at the top and is cascaded down to the bottom, meaning that pressure applied by retailers to processors is passed on to producers.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  National Farmers’ Union (FSC0035)]  [5:  National Pig Association (FFS0012)] 

Indeed, contributors to our ongoing inquiry have noted how these recent inflationary pressures have the potential to create an economic climate that heightens existing imbalances in power and allows unfairness to flourish.[footnoteRef:6] We have received evidence arguing that recent inflation, brought on by multiple global economic shocks, has impacted suppliers' cost prices and led to a stalling in the positive trajectory of improved retailer compliance with the Groceries Supply Code of Practice since its introduction.[footnoteRef:7]  [6:  Provision Trade Federation (FFS0029)]  [7:  Sustain (FFS0005)] 

In relation to this, contributors to both our and the previous EFRA Committee’s work on fairness in the food supply chain have stressed concerns about the share of overall profits received by farmers for their produce.[footnoteRef:8] The previous Committee heard evidence that large sums of money are extracted out of the system as costs and profits, and that there is little relationship between farmers’ costs and final price.[footnoteRef:9] It received evidence detailing that farmers often receive less than 1% of the overall profit made on products, with farm businesses therefore relying on income support payments from the Government.[footnoteRef:10] [8:  Sustain (FSC0002)]  [9:  Sustain (FSC0002)]  [10:  Sustain (FSC0002)] 

We have received evidence that intense retail competition, heightened by the entry of discount supermarkets, has facilitated a commercial landscape in which retailers are employing aggressive commercial strategies that are squeezing farmers' incomes.[footnoteRef:11] Some contributors to our inquiry have argued that “the relationship between supermarkets and suppliers has reached critical levels”.[footnoteRef:12]   [11:  Sustain (FFS0005)]  [12:  Sustain (FFS0005)] 

These concerns were reiterated in roundtable discussions held by our Committee and the previous Committee. Producers noted that their relationship with retailers had changed since the growth in discounters and practices of price matching, which they argued has created greater demand for lower farmgate prices. However, retailers contended they have long established relationships with producers and pointed to their relations with suppliers being bound by the Groceries Supply Code of Practice (GSCOP), as well as to the incentive for both retailers and producers to foster long-term, equitable partnerships.[footnoteRef:13]   [13:  British Retail Consortium (FSC0026)] 

In some agri-food sectors, for example the pig and dairy sectors, producers deal primarily with processors rather than retailers. The previous Committee heard evidence of power imbalances in these relationships, with one producer stating that “processors have hammered farmers”. 
In these sectors, producers often have no direct relationship with retailers and the previous Committee heard evidence that consolidation of intermediaries in agri-food supply chains has reduced the processing supply base and can also create difficulties for farmers by reducing the choice of who they are able to supply.[footnoteRef:14] We have heard the limited number of market options can also inhibit reporting of malpractice due to fear of repercussions.[footnoteRef:15]  [14:  National Farmers’ Union (FSC0035)]  [15:  National Pig Association (FFS0012)] 

2. Risk sharing in supply chains
Producers have outlined that the impact of inflationary pressures is compounded by a lack of risk sharing within supply chains. Producers told both our Committee, and the previous EFRA Committee, that the relationship between the cost of production and selling prices creates uncertainty and makes it difficult for farmers to budget year on year. 
Many stakeholders who have contributed to this and the previous inquiry, feel that risk should be shared more equally. Producers feel that the burden of risk is often placed on them in their relationships with processors, manufacturers and retailers, making them particularly vulnerable to changes in production costs or weather events. 
The previous Committee heard that pressures and risk are pushed down the food supply chain onto producers, with contributors arguing that suppliers often find it difficult to negotiate cost price increases with buyers. Witnesses argued that “power disparities in the supply chain mean that often the consequences of risks (e.g., of drought impacts on production or of food waste in the supply chain) are borne by those who have the least capacity”.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Global Food and Environment Institute (FSC0037)] 

Consequently, we have heard calls during roundtable discussions for the need for fairer compensation schemes to help farmers with incidents such as flooding and other weather crises, with producers noting that they shouldered a disproportionate amount of risk. 
The previous Committee heard how shortages in fruit and vegetables (such as peppers and tomatoes) in the early part of 2023, though relatively short-lived, highlighted how current relationships in the food supply chain affect its longer-term resilience.[footnoteRef:17] Contributors told the Committee that gaps on shelves revealed questions about the energy costs associated with producing and transporting unseasonal produce, as well as the working conditions of those who have cultivated it. The previous inquiry also heard that the UK’s food supply chain is increasingly exposed to global economic and geopolitical shocks, as well as to climate change and the effects of extreme weather events, and heard concerns that the UK relies on importing food and feed from countries experiencing water scarcity.[footnoteRef:18] [17:  Global Food and Environment Institute (FSC0037)]  [18:  Sustain (FSC0002)] 

Producers have argued that retailers need to make the same long-term commitment to products as farmers. For example, we heard how orchard trees are a 20-year commitment, but retailers’ contracts often do not reflect the length of time farmers need to invest in production. Farmers have commented that, in certain sectors, the short length of contracts can put them under strain and the previous Committee heard evidence from producers that they would welcome greater certainty for a longer time period over contracts, arguing that the short-term nature of contracts contributed to food insecurity. 
Numerous commentators argued that structural relationships in food supply chains could be strengthened by increasing transparency and encouraging greater risk sharing throughout supply chains.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  National Farmers’ Union (FSC0035)] 

3. Fair dealing powers
The Agriculture Act 2020 provides a range measures aimed at improving fairness in the agricultural supply chain and the operation of agricultural markets.[footnoteRef:20] This includes granting the Secretary of State the power to impose obligations on business purchasers of agricultural products in relation to contracts, with the intention to promote fairer contractual relationships between primary producers and the purchasers of their products.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  House of Commons Library, Briefing, The Agriculture Act 2020, 3 December 2020, p.6]  [21:  Explanatory Notes, Agriculture Act 2020, Chapter 2: Fair Dealing with Agricultural Producers and Others in the Supply Chain] 

The previous Committee heard evidence that the powers in the Agriculture Act 2020 have the ability to bring greater fairness into the supply chain, but that “it is imperative the provisions are proactively utilised to bring transparency and fairness into all sectors and not applied reactively when an industry has reached crisis mode”.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  National Farmers’ Union (FSC0035)] 

The previous Government conducted reviews of contractual practices in the pork, dairy, egg and horticultural sectors.[footnoteRef:23] It introduced fair dealing obligations for the dairy sector and created the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator in Spring 2024. The new Government has stated that it will progress the introduction of regulations for the pig sector this spring, to ensure contracts clearly set out expectations and changes can only be made if agreed by all parties. It has also announced that similar regulations for the egg and fresh produce sectors will follow, and that the Government is ready to intervene in other sectors if needed.[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Government launches review to increase fairness in the egg supply chain, 31 October 2023]  [24:  Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Government announces reforms to boost profits for farmers with a cast iron commitment to food production, 9 January 2025] 

The previous EFRA Committee received some evidence that was critical of Defra’s approach to pursuing sectoral reviews and the introduction of sector-specific legislation, with some contributors calling instead for a more joined-up approach to monitoring and regulation of the food supply chain.[footnoteRef:25] However, the majority of evidence we have received believed there was merit in the Government taking a sector specific approach to the introduction of fair dealing powers due to the differentiated nature of each of the supply chains. Stakeholders pointed out that each has different types of intermediaries dealing with farmers, as well as different markets that producers are selling into, meaning there are challenges unique to each supply chain and therefore benefits in a bespoke approach.[footnoteRef:26] Some contributors, too, have stressed the need for feedback from processors, as well as farmers, to be fully incorporated into the design of the fair dealing powers.[footnoteRef:27] [25:  Transform Trade (FSC0068)]  [26:  British Retail Consortium (FFS0010)]  [27:  Provision Trade Federation (FFS0029)] 

However, contributors have added that the method of undertaking reviews and introducing subsequent fair dealing regulations on a sector-by-sector basis, has meant that progress in the implementation of fair dealing powers has been slow.[footnoteRef:28] Stakeholders have also remarked that it is crucial that the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator’s office has the necessary resources and level of expertise to enforce regulations effectively over several sectors.[footnoteRef:29] [28:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)]  [29:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)] 

4. The scope of the Groceries Supply Code of Practice and powers of the Groceries Code Adjudicator
The Groceries Supply Code of Practice (GSCOP) imposes obligations on the 14 largest UK grocery retailers with UK annual groceries turnover of more than £1 billion.[footnoteRef:30] The GSCOP states that retailers must at all times deal with their direct suppliers “fairly and lawfully”.[footnoteRef:31]  [30:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FSC0009)]  [31:  Groceries Supply Code of Practice] 

It sets out prohibited supply chain practices, including harmful conduct such as the retrospective variation of supply agreements, delay in payments, and ceasing or significantly reducing the volume of purchases without a genuine commercial reason and without giving reasonable notice.[footnoteRef:32] The Groceries Code Adjudicator (GCA) was established in June 2013 under the Groceries Code Adjudicator Act 2013 and is responsible for enforcing the GSCOP.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FSC0009)]  [33:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FSC0009)] 

During the course of both this and the previous EFRA Committee’s inquiry, concerns have been raised about the effectiveness of the GCA, with stakeholders arguing that farmers are afraid of complaining to GCA as they are worried about repercussions such as being delisted. They felt the GCA should take a more proactive approach to the monitoring of retailers’ practices, taking a deterrence-based approach rather than what they viewed as a current compliance-based approach to the enforcement of the Code. 
At our recent stakeholder event, there was table discussion about the merits of the GSCOP being extended to give the GCA greater oversight over the food supply chain and catch more relationships than just those between direct suppliers and supermarkets. Indeed, the previous Committee heard evidence that the GSCOP should be strengthened to cover more retailer relationships and to have a greater influence on buyer behaviour, hearing that there is often a disconnect between retailers’ strategic understanding of the issues faced by growers and actual buyer behaviour.[footnoteRef:34] It also heard frequently about the ongoing ‘fear factor’ preventing suppliers from raising issues with the GCA.[footnoteRef:35]  Witnesses argued that there exists considerable caution from suppliers in reporting problems in case the retailer is able to identify and retaliate against any whistle-blowers.[footnoteRef:36]  [34:  British Apples and Pears Limited (FSC0055)]  [35:  Global Food and Environment Institute (FSC0037)]  [36:  Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union (FSC0022)] 

A recurring recommendation that both our and the previous Committee heard was that the turnover threshold for groceries businesses covered by the Code should be lowered so that more retailers are in the scope of the GSCOP, as well as calls for other foodservice businesses to be included in the scope of the Code.[footnoteRef:37] Some contributors, during our recent roundtable event, have also argued that lowering the threshold of the GSCOP to incorporate more retailers and food service businesses might help to reduce the fear factor in reporting incidents of malpractice and encourage more reporting of incidents to the GCA. [37:  National Pig Association (FFS0012)] 

However, others have argued that the threshold level does not require change, pointing to the fact that the £1bn turnover threshold has not changed since the Code was introduced. It has been argued that in real terms the threshold has fallen due to inflation, and that four large grocery retailers are now covered by the Code who weren’t in 2009.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  British Retail Consortium (FFS0010)] 

Many contributors though have argued to us and our predecessor Committee that there is scope for expansion of the GSCOP to include large wholesalers, other online retailers and foodservice operators. However, they have also argued that this would only be achievable if greater resource was provided to the GCA’s office.[footnoteRef:39]  [39:  Provision Trade Federation (FFS0029)] 

Indeed, we have heard calls for greater resources to be provided to the GCA irrespective of an expansion in its remit and for it to take a more proactive role in enforcing the Code, particularly in light of recent pressures faced by suppliers highlighted above. The GCA has been praised for its role in enforcing retailers' compliance with the GSCOP and encouraging a steady improvement year on year with the Code among retailers.[footnoteRef:40] Contributors have commented that the GCA independence gives it credibility when acting as a neutral arbiter between retailers and suppliers and allows for impartial decision-making. However, we have also heard concerns that the GCA’s office has limited resource and is supported by a small team of staff, seconded from other public bodies.[footnoteRef:41]  [40:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)]  [41:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)] 

The work of the GCA is funded by a levy on the retailers, which is approved by the Secretary of State. The funding for GCA’s work for the financial year 2024/25 was £2 million in total, the same as for the financial year 23/24.[footnoteRef:42] The GCA, Mark White told our predecessor Committee that this figure of £2 million was “the same amount as in the year before my appointment despite the designation of an additional Retailer and the effects of inflation”.[footnoteRef:43] [42:  Groceries Code Adjudicator, Levy funding policy 2024/25, 1 August 2024]  [43:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FSC0009)] 

In evidence to the previous Committee, witnesses questioned the extent to which the funding model of the GCA, where enforcement is paid for by the regulated community, incentivises a compliance-based approach by the GCA over a “stick-based approach”.[footnoteRef:44] The Committee also heard concerns regarding the lack of investigations by the GCA and use of its fining powers.[footnoteRef:45] During roundtable discussions held by the previous Committee, some producers felt, given power imbalances in the supply chain, this was evidence that the GCA was not proactively engaging with the supply base and therefore called for changes in the GCA’s ways of working before further extension of the GSCOP. [44:  Q19]  [45:  Q17] 

In evidence to our Committee, the GCA has informed us that results from his annual survey of suppliers show retailers’ improved perceived compliance with the Code since the establishment of the GCA. The Adjudicator therefore argued that the GCA did not need any further powers to continue effectively enforcing the Code. The GCA also stated that he believes the Code remains suitable for its intended purpose of ensuring fair treatment of direct suppliers by retailers, and that he has therefore not made any recommendations to the Competition and Markets Authority regarding potential changes to the Code.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FFS0008)] 

5. Collaboration between the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator and the Groceries Code Adjudicator
At our recent roundtable event, stakeholders felt that information sharing between the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator (ASCA) and the Groceries Code Adjudicator (GCA) should be mandated and were concerned about a lack of overall oversight of the supply chain. Some remarked that they thought Defra is addressing the symptoms of unfairness within supply chains, rather than the causes.
Throughout both this and the previous EFRA Committee’s work, contributors have continually stressed the importance of a joined up and integrated approach to the monitoring and regulation of food supply chains.[footnoteRef:47] Contributors have argued that this is crucial to address the underlying issues of unfair trading practices effectively.[footnoteRef:48] [47:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)]  [48:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)] 

The previous EFRA Committee heard concerns regarding how the GCA will interact and work with the ASCA.[footnoteRef:49] It took evidence that there was a need to ensure that the fair dealing codes were aligned with the work of the GCA,[footnoteRef:50] also hearing that it was crucial that the ASCA was adequately resourced.[footnoteRef:51]  [49:  Q204]  [50:  Q24]  [51:  Q24] 

A key theme raised in evidence to the preceding EFRA Committee was that the ASCA should have the ability to share information which is relevant to the GCA’s ability to assess whether supermarkets have breached GSCOP.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  Transform Trade (FSC0068)] 

Contributors to our inquiry have expanded on this and argued that the ASCA and the GCA must have the capacity to share pertinent information in order to prevent a fragmented approach to oversight of the food supply chain.[footnoteRef:53] Contributors have argued that without this, the regulatory landscape risks failing to hold retailers, manufactures and processers to account for initiating unfair purchasing practices.  [53:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FSC0009)] 

The GCA has outlined in written evidence to us that he has met with the ASCA to discuss “matters including the regulatory regimes that each of us oversees, how we will work together to ensure clear communication to affected businesses and how we will share information about issues in order to collaborate appropriately and effectively”.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Groceries Code Adjudicator (FFS0008)] 

Nonetheless, we have received evidence calling for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and the Department for Business and Trade to establish a formal, mandated mechanism for information sharing between the ASCA and the GCA.[footnoteRef:55] Stakeholders have argued that this would help to coordinate action against unfair practices and that a close working relationship between the two adjudicators is critical to creating a unified regulatory approach.[footnoteRef:56] Evidence we have received has further added that collaboration between the adjudicators would help address the systemic issues of unfair trading practices, ensuring that breaches are tracked and rectified comprehensively across the supply chain.[footnoteRef:57] [55:  Sustain (FFS0005)]  [56:  Transform Trade (FFS0021)]  [57:  Transform Trade (FFS0021)] 

Stakeholders have also argued that information sharing will help to build up a holistic overview of how risks, rewards and obligations are being shared throughout the supply chain without adding disproportionate layers of bureaucracy.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  National Farmers’ Union (FFS0019)] 




Annex A: Previous Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee inquiry
In May 2023, the previous Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee launched its inquiry on Fairness in the food supply chain, in the context of households facing the highest levels of food price inflation since the 1970s. 
The inquiry looked at issues throughout the food supply chain from ‘farm to fork’ and investigated how profitability and risks are shared through the chain. 
The inquiry’s terms of reference asked about the relationship between food production costs, food prices and retail prices and how recent movements in commodity prices and food-price inflation had been reflected in retail prices. It investigated how profitability and risks are shared through the chain and the adequacy of the government system of monitoring and regulation of relationships and contracts in supply chains.
The previous Committee received 65 written evidence submissions and held five oral evidence sessions. This included taking evidence from organisations representing producers, major manufacturers and processors, supermarkets, and the former Minister for Food, Farming and Fisheries, Sir Mark Spencer. It also held a private roundtable with producers to discuss their relationships with other actors in the food supply chain. 
The following issues were raised in evidence to the Committee:
· The resilience of the UK’s food supply chain in the context of global conflicts and climatic shocks.

· Structural relationships and power imbalances between farmers, processors, manufacturers and retailers.

· The adequacy of financial support for producers given rises in input costs and the extent to which farmgate prices reflect increases in the cost of production.

· The effectiveness of powers under the Agriculture Act to promote fairer contractual practices in food supply chains, as well as the role of the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator in overseeing the enforcement of regulations introduced under the Act. 

· The effectiveness of the Groceries Code Adjudicator and Groceries Supply Code of Practice in regulating retailers’ relationships with direct suppliers.

· Display of consumer information on food products and in retail stores, including potential reforms to unit pricing practices.

· Regulation of promotions offered in supermarkets and the growth in loyalty card scheme offers.

· The Seasonal Worker Visa scheme and proposals for its reform.



Annex B: Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee fairness in the food supply chain inquiry overview launch text
In recent years, external shocks have affected the UK’s food supply chain, raising questions about its resilience and vulnerabilities. Extreme weather events, such as floods, have put further pressure on domestic food production, as well as affecting countries that the UK sources food from. The impact of extreme weather on supply chains is likely to increase due to climate change. 
The Government has identified food security as a national security issue. The fairness in the food supply chain inquiry will provide consistent scrutiny of issues relating to the UK’s food security, the levels of support for domestic food production and the provision of affordable and healthy food.  
It will focus on producers, manufacturers and retailers, as well as other actors in the supply chain, and seek to engage with these stakeholders in formal calls for evidence, public evidence sessions, visits, engagement events and consultation.   
The Committee will call for evidence on a regular basis. The Committee will produce iterative and focused reports throughout the inquiry.   
Topics for scrutiny will include, but are not limited to:  
· structural relationships in the food supply chain;  
· national food strategy; 
· food security;   
· labour shortages in the supply chain; 
· resilience and length of supply chains and food systems;  
· public sector procurement of food;   
· food and animal welfare standards; 
· food labelling; 
· food prices and household food insecurity;   
· opportunities and challenges Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) present for the UK’s food sector; and  
· access to affordable and healthy food.   
This inquiry will engage the Committee’s cross-cutting work on the future of farming and supporting rural and coastal communities. 








Annex C: Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee fairness in the food supply chain inquiry call for evidence and terms of reference
The previous Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (EFRA) Committee heard about power imbalances between farmers, processors, manufacturers and retailers, including taking evidence on concerns from producers about the extent to which farmgate prices have reflected increases in the costs of production.  
The Committee explored the adequacy of Government reviews of contractual practice in specific sectors, as well as the effectiveness of the Groceries Code Adjudicator’s enforcement of the Groceries Supply Code of Practice to regulate retailers’ relationships with direct suppliers. The new Committee intends to build on this work as part of its inquiry into ways in which the Government can promote greater fairness and transparency in supply chains. 
The Committee will refer to evidence gathered by the previous EFRA Committee on the below topics, but would welcome new or updated submissions on: 
· the effectiveness of the Groceries Code Adjudicator to enforce the Groceries Supply Code of Practice; 

· the potential merits and demerits of expanding the scope of the Groceries Supply Code of Practice; 

· other potential reforms to the Groceries Supply Code of Practice, including the potential benefits and risks of lowering the turnover threshold for which retailers are covered; 

· adequacy of reviews into contractual practices in agricultural sectors and effectiveness of introduction of fair dealing powers under the Agriculture Act;  

· the benefits and risks of a sector specific approach to the introduction of fair dealing powers; and 

· scope for collaboration between the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator and Groceries Code Adjudicator.
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