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1. Introduction  
 

This report describes the results of a multi-stage, multi-actor and multi-level foresight process 

carried out through TRANSMANGO which ultimately generates the elements of transition 

pathways to sustainable and equitable food and nutrition futures for Europe. The TRANSMANGO 

foresight process is described in Figure 1. This process equipped policy makers and other societal 

actors from local to European levels with ways to plan for and with the uncertainties faced by 

the European food system.  

 

There are many factors that affect the future of European food systems, and many different 

possible outcomes in terms of the future. Since many futures are possible, the consequences of 

these futures for the feasibility of policies and plans have to be investigated, as well as any 

possibilities to bring some futures to life while avoiding others. Using a combination of 

exploratory scenario development, visioning and back-casting guided through exploratory 

scenarios is one way to engage with such uncertain futures. Exploratory scenarios are “multiple 

plausible futures described in words, numbers and/or images” (van Notten et al. 2003). The 

initial exploratory scenario development conducted in TRANSMANGO WP3 focused on the 

drivers of change of European food systems, thereby providing diverse contextual conditions in 

which policies and plans to achieve food system outcomes would play out.  

 

By systematically examining these contextual conditions and drivers of change we look at what 

could possibly happen, and through visioning and backcasting we look at what we can do about 

it. In this type of combined process, each scenario can offer a different set of challenges and 

opportunities for a vision and back-casted plan, and recommendations for changes or extensions 

to the plan can be made to respond to that scenario – creating a scenario-specific pathway. If a 

vision and plan are tested against multiple scenarios leading to multiple pathways, this can lead 

to recommendations that can make the vision and plan more robust. This process can be 

conducted across multiple levels of organization: higher-level scenarios can provide a wider 

context for local planning; local scenarios and plans can inform higher-level strategy (Kok et al. 

2006, Kok et al. 2007).  

 

This report focuses in particular on stakeholder inputs to potential transition pathways. We 

provide a summary of each stage of the process and the key insights which shape subsequent 

stages, thereby ensuring that the pathways developed provide space both for local concerns and 

niche initiatives as well as Europe wide concerns and perspectives. The European transition 

pathways build on the suites of local transition pathways developed in WP3 and WP6 and 

covered in more detail in Deliverable 3.4. 

 

This deliverable is structured to provide an accessible overview of the main steps and insights in 

this process in the main body text, with support from much more in-depth material. We start 

with  
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FIGURE 1 THE STAGES OF THE TRANSMANGO FORESIGHT PROCESS 

 

2. Preceding steps in the scenario and pathway development process 
 

TRANSMANGO Deliverable 5.3 (http://transmango.eu/publications) described the development 

process of the TRANSMANGO European scenarios. This process was based on a wide-ranging 

review of key drivers for future of the European food system in a global context, with a large 

group of diverse stakeholders and through different methods (stakeholder interviews, Delphi, 

vulnerability matrix analysis). An innovative morphological analysis (Lord et al. 2016) was then 

conducted with stakeholder interviews, in which the different drivers were combined into a set 

of tens of thousands of potential scenarios, from which an algorithm selected the set of eight 

most diverse scenarios. 

These eight scenarios were in turn divided in a principal set of four scenarios to be a primary 

focus for stakeholder-led scenario development, and a secondary set to be further developed 

later. The eight scenarios, combined with their framing through a large set of drivers, provided a 

multi-dimensional future possibility space for TRANSMANGO, in which both European and local 

futures could be explored.  See table 1 for the principal scenario set, and table 2 for the 

secondary scenario set.  

 

3. Toward European Transition Pathways: the second European 

stakeholder workshop 

 

A high level expert European policy workshop entitled “Towards a sustainable and resilient food 
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and nutrition security in Europe (FNS)”, took place in Brussels on the 9th of February 2017. The 

primary aim of the workshop was to develop and test European policy recommendations for a 

more resilient food system. FNS is a policy issue that cuts across several current policy domains 

in the EU. Contradictions and inconsistencies, gaps and overlaps are, thus, inevitable. Building on 

cutting-edge insights from TRANSMANGO research conducted over the last three years, a highly 

interactive participatory approach was used to develop recommendations for a more coherent 

landscape of EU policies allowing innovative food practices to thrive and lead to sustainable and 

resilient FNS.  

 
Beyond the workshop activities the ultimate aim was to create a long-term platform that 

provides on-going evidence-based policy recommendations for more coherence between EU 

policies for sustainable food and nutrition security was by bringing together experts from diverse 

areas of the European food system.  The platform offers a unique space for different EU actors to 

interact with social innovators throughout Europe and work together on concrete policy 

solutions for European food sustainability. 

Outcomes of the workshop feed into a TRANSMANGO Policy Brief and further policy 

recommendations and actions, developed in a collaborative process with policymakers at the 

European level between March and October 2017 and presented at the final TRANSMANGO 

Conference taking place on the 1st of December 2017.  

The workshop focused on several steps: 1) the design of policy recommendations to create 

greater coherence in EU policy relevant to the European food system; 2) the review of these 

recommendations against the needs and design principles identified in the local cases and their 

associated transition pathways; and 3) the testing of these ideas against the eight TRANSMANGO 

scenarios at the European level.  

In step 1, a detailed analysis of policy inconsistencies and unintended consequences generated 

through the Transmango program was presented. Key aspects of this analysis are summarized in 

Figure 1:  
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Figure 1. Overview of food system including eight food system challenges (see also Deliverable 

3.4). 

The following system challenges were represented, linked to this figure:  

1. Farmers intensify both when income goes up (profit) and goes down (survival) 

2. Market power to farmers 

3. Market power to consumers / retail business model F&V margin 

4. Cheap staples good for calories, bad for diet 

5. Food environment doesn’t enable healthy diets sufficiently 

6. Food environment doesn’t sufficiently prevent waste 

7. Unequal direct payments, primarily to large staple producers 

8. Environmental payments do not sufficiently cover cost increases 

 

Workshop participants generated lists of policy recommendations in order to address each of 

these challenges.  

The policy recommendations were tested, in step 2, against the following design principles 

emerging from the local case studies, which are in turn the basis for European transition 

pathways:  

ReDP1: Re-enforcing food entitlements of traditional and newly emerging vulnerable groups 

• Observation: Especially in times when neo-liberal policy frameworks dominate, 

entrepreneurs and ‘third sector’ are encouraged to solve food insecurity problems and as 

such entitlement issues. In accordance with neo-liberal policy frameworks, the state is 

expected to play only a minor role, demanding increased interaction between state, 

market and third sector. 
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• Example: the case of FNS in remote areas in Spain identifies that private 

entrepreneurship (food vendors) and not just food assistance can address the problem of 

access to food 

ReDP2: Re-connecting sustainability and health 

Example: Provisioning or procurement of balanced, fresh and nutritional food to school children 

does not only serve to nourish children better and healthier, but also to provide small farmers a 

market; an outlet for their food. 

ReDP3: Re-linking food systems that foster urban-rural synergies 

Example: The Voedselteams and Community Supported Agriculture cases in Flanders specifically 

aim to re-connect production and consumption through active involvement of consumers in the 

design of the food provisioning system. This can take the shape of among others sharing risks 

and through self-harvesting in the case of CSA.  

ReDP4: Re-balancing social-technological engineering 

Examples:  

• novel ICT-applications within Irish BIA-case,  

• introduction of personalized electronic food assistance cards in Tuscany,  

• stakeholders imagination of agro-ecological as well as high-tech urban agriculture futures 

in Eindhoven,  

• strongly ICT-based logistical improvements of short food chain initiatives in Belgium and 

the UK,  

• active searches for alternative technology in Valencian peri-urban farming, 

• references to technological lock-ins as constraints for home emergency preparedness in 

Finland 

ReDP5: Re-thinking resilience building 

Example: Italian and Dutch food entitlement initiatives initially focused primarily on establishing 

close relations with food waste reduction, but in time also started to interlink with urban food 

movements and/or urban-rural synergy development. 

Prior to the workshop the eight European scenarios were enriched with insights from the local 

scenarios. Finally in step 3, these scenarios were used to test the policy recommendations 

generated in step 1 and 2. These scenarios are summarized below. Table 1 summarizes the 

principle set and Table 2 summarizes the secondary set.  
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Table 1. principal scenario set. 

 Consumption 

Patterns 

Environmenta

l Degradation 

Poverty 

and 

Economic 

Inequality 

Social and 

Technical 

Innovation 

Urban  

and Rural 

Population 

Dynamics 

Power and 

Market 

Concentration 

Trade 

Agreements 

Resource 

Use 

Fed up 

Europe 

High animal 

products, high 

sugar/processe

d food 

(unhealthy 

meat eaters) 

Biodiversity 

loss, water 

pollution, soil 

degradation 

etc. continued 

environmenta

l decline 

Low 

poverty 

high 

inequality – 

few are 

truly poor, 

but some 

are 

extremely 

rich 

Low 

innovation, 

private 

sector 

driven – 

public and 

private 

sectors are 

inert,  

despite 

interest in 

change 

among a 

minority in 

the private 

sector 

Increase in 

both urban 

and rural 

population

s 

Extreme 

concentration: 

several 

companies 

dominate the 

entire market 

worldwide 

Free markets 

(more free 

trade 

agreements, 

removal of 

subsidisation

) 

Resource 

crisis 

The 

Retrotopi

a 

Low animal 

products, high 

sugar/processe

d food 

(unhealthy 

vegans and 

vegetarians) 

Environmenta

l degradation 

is reversed 

Low 

poverty, 

low 

inequality 

High 

innovation, 

public sector 

driven 

Decrease 

in both 

urban and 

rural 

population

s 

Healthy 

competition 

exists in all 

sectors – 

significant role 

for SMEs 

Protected 

markets (less 

free trade 

more 

subsidies) 

Significant 

reduction in 

resource 

use/deman

d 

The 

Protein 

Union 

Meat 

consumption, 

low 

sugar/processe

d food – strong 

innovation on 

animal 

proteins, e.g. 

insects 

Environment 

is stabilized 

but at lower 

levels than 

today 

High 

poverty, 

low 

inequality – 

people 

have less 

assets but 

strong 

state 

support. 

High 

innovation, 

public sector 

driven – the 

public sector 

stimulates 

innovation, 

but there is 

an 

important 

role for the 

private 

sector 

Decrease 

in rural, 

increase in 

urban 

Some sectors 

dominated by a 

few global 

players, others 

less 

concentrated 

Protected 

markets (less 

free trade 

more 

subsidies) 

Resource 

scarcity 

The Price 

Of Health 

Low animal 

products, low 

sugar/processe

d food (healthy 

vegans and 

vegetarians) 

Environment 

is stabilized 

High 

poverty, 

high 

inequality – 

incomes 

are low, 

but quality 

of life has 

been 

decoupled 

from 

income 

through 

other 

means of 

subsistence

; the rich 

lead very 

different 

lives 

High 

innovation, 

needs 

driven, 

bottom-up – 

local 

initiatives, 

local 

businesses 

and local 

government

s 

Increase in 

rural 

decrease in 

urban 

Extreme 

decentralisatio

n dominated 

by SMEs 

Protected 

markets  

(less free 

trade more 

subsidies) 

Significant 

reduction in 

resource 

use/deman

d 
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Table 2.  secondary scenario set. 

 Consumptio

n Patterns 

Environmen

tal 

Degradation 

Poverty and 

Economic 

Inequality 

Social and 

Technical 

Innovation 

Urban and 

Rural 

Population 

Dynamics 

Power and 

Market 

Concentrati

on 

Trade 

Agreements 

Resource 

Use 

The Gravy 

Train 

High animal 

products, 

high 

sugar/proce

ssed food 

(unhealthy 

meat eaters) 

Biodiversity 

loss, water 

pollution, 

soil 

degradation 

etc. 

Continued 

environment

al decline 

Low poverty 

high 

inequality 

High 

innovation, 

bottom up 

and needs 

driven 

Rural and 

urban 

populations 

stabilized 

Extreme 

decentralisat

ion, 

dominated 

by SMEs 

Protected 

markets 

(less free 

trade more 

subsidies) 

Resource 

scarcity 

Goodbye to 

All That 

Low animal 

products, 

high 

sugar/proce

ssed food 

(unhealthy 

vegans and 

vegetarians) 

Biodiversity 

loss, water 

pollution, 

soil 

degradation 

etc. 

Continued 

environment

al decline 

High 

poverty, 

high 

inequality 

Low 

innovation, 

private 

sector 

driven 

Reruralisatio

n 

Some 

sectors 

dominated 

by a few 

global 

players, 

others less 

concentrate

d 

Protected 

markets 

(less free 

trade more 

subsidies) 

Resource 

scarcity 

Too Busy to 

Cook 

Low animal 

products, 

high 

sugar/proce

ssed food 

(unhealthy 

vegans and 

vegetarians) 

Environment 

is revived 

Low poverty 

high 

inequality 

High 

innovation, 

private 

sector 

driven 

Rural and 

urban 

populations 

stabilized 

Extreme 

decentralisat

ion, 

dominated 

by SMEs 

Free 

markets 

(more free 

trade 

agreements, 

removal of 

subsidisatio

n) 

Decoupled 

economies 

The Grass is 

Greener 

Low animal 

products, 

low 

sugar/proce

ssed food 

(healthy 

vegans and 

vegetarians) 

Environment 

is stabilized 

worldwide 

but at lower 

levels than 

today 

High 

poverty, 

high 

inequality 

 

Low 

innovation, 

public sector 

driven 

Decrease in 

urban and 

rural 

populations 

Competitive 

markets, mix 

of larger and 

smaller 

companies 

Free 

markets 

(more free 

trade 

agreements, 

removal of 

subsidisatio

n) 

Resource 

scarcity 

 

The analysis provided by participants in the workshop provides a basis, in combination with the 

design principles, for European transition pathways that will be quantified using the GLOBIOM 

model, in the context of the eight contextual scenarios.  
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4. Workshop results - summary 
 

A mix of policy recommendations and mechanisms for policy-relevant action to overcome policy 

incoherence and support the design principles emerged from the workshop. They are 

summarized and combined here. See the annex for the complete workshop results, including 

scenario reflections. 

Overall: A Food Strategy Council and a European Food Strategy  

For many of the challenges and solutions identified by participants, the key pathway that was 

identified was a European Food Strategy Council (FSC), composed of diverse private and public 

stakeholders across fields relevant to the European Food System, including those involved as 

active actors in the food system, those involved in health, environment, and social and 

technological innovation. 

Similar to food strategy and policy councils operating at city, region and national levels - and 

strongly connecting to these lower-level efforts – this food strategy council would offer the 

European Union and food system actors a mechanism for reflexive governance in which the FSC 

would inform, support and provide feedback on policy. In fact, the Food Strategy Council 

requires a multi-level approach and would support and be informed by food strategy and policy 

councils at other levels.  

A European Food Strategy developed by this FSC would allow for flexibility between different 

policy domains while encouraging coherence.  

Proposed pathway elements supported by the FSC  

• Creating a more coherent message on the need for economic reform in Europe, focused 

on raising incomes and alleviating poverty through EU-organized targets, as a way to 

tackle food and nutritional insecurity, and the problems associated with short-term stop-

gap approaches such as price reductions and food banks. 

• Restructure labour and time to create more time to shop and cook. 

• Creating ways in which farmers become more aware of the benefits better 

environmental management can yield. 

• Policies to interfere with market concentration. 

• Stimulate family systems to be less dependent on external inputs. 

• Improve the food landscape specifically for children. 

• Set nutritional standards that are flexible for cultural variation etc. on the basis of a point 

system, where you can gain points for certain healthy foods and lose for less healthy 

foods.  

• Internalise environmental externalities in food prices. 

• Public procurement in line with dietary recommendations and sustainability goals. 

• Change access and architecture and infrastructure to combat food deserts/swamps; also 

direct payments to food vendors to support supply; need to generate demand through 

education.  

• Integrate urban planning for equitable FNS; territorial plans for urban and rural areas. 
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• Keeping rural areas viable with shops, schools, community resources, transport links 

especially for the young and elderly; room for other types of employment in rural areas 

e.g. diversification of industry and things  to support these; a diversified farming 

landscape. 

• Help farmers find cheap labour in in a socially responsible fashion. 

 

CAP reform 

At the same time, more specific reform of the Common Agricultural Policy was also discussed as 

needed to make the CAP more compatible with food system needs as well, including some 

preliminary recommendations:  

• Funding should go to farmers to sell the products on local markets.  

• Change to short supply chains.  

• A recommendation focused on providing funding for farmers to develop new marketing 

channels, and stimulate short supply chains.  

• Change from the compliance based agriculture to a performance based system 

(performance oriented policy).  

• Stimulate creation of new business models, in which risks are shared by different actors 

in the supply chains. 

• Create health and social dimensions in CAP.  

 

A European Food Systems Knowledge Sharing Platform (FSKS) 

The Food Strategy Council can be supported by a European Food Sytems Knowledge sharing 

platform. The FSKS Platform gathers knowledge and examples of practices, to support the Food 

Strategy Council in actively working toward greater policy coherence and greater support for 

social innovation. The FSKS Platform is to be organized by TRANSMANGO with other major 

knowledge networks – in order to provide ideas in a non-partisan fashion. 

Participants saw particular benefit in sharing practices across Europe, this also fits with the 

central mission of Transmango in enriching and diversifying dialogues about the future of food in 

Europe. Another knowledge theme that came up for the knowledge platform was to ensure 

greater data availability around nutrition and food environments. 

Partners for the FSKS Platform: 

• The FoodKIC project, housed at the University of Munich.  

• The SCAR working group on Food Systems Community Supported Action on EU food 

• The Food Strategy Council and the knowledge platform could benefit from collaboration 

with the High Level Platform for a Better Functioning Supply Chain: 

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/food/competitiveness/supply-chain-forum_en 

• FRESH WBCD/EAT (involvement of SRC, Nestle, many others). 

• The European Innovation Partnership for Agricultural productivity and Sustainability (EIP-

AGRI) 
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• Project Environmental Foodprint Pilots: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/ef_pilots.htm 

• The Milan Urban Food Pact 

• High Level Platform for a Better Functioning Supply Chain 

• 40 Startups/Rising Stars 

• An example to draw on for the organization of such a platform: SUSFOOD2 

 

5. Stakeholder-generated inputs for pathways related to quantitative 

projections 
 

A key way in which the stakeholder-generated inputs for transition pathways for the European 

food system in a global context are examined in TRANSMANGO is through quantitative 

projections. For this, the Global Biosphere Management Model (GLOBIOM), developed by 

TRANSMANGO partner, the International Institute of Applied Systems Analysis, is used (Havlík et 

al. 2014). 

The TRANSMANGO project has involved several steps to connect quantitative analysis to 

stakeholder-generated futures. First of all, the European TRANSMANGO scenarios have been 

quantified using the basic GLOBIOM model in terms of a number of variables related to 

production, demand, trade, land use and more. The results of this quantification are reported in 

TRANSMANGO Deliverable 4.1. This first round of quantification was used to complement the 

qualitative, stakeholder-driven scenarios as a European-level resource for local and national-

level scenario guidance in a later step in the project – see deliverable 3.4. After this first step, 

stakeholder-generated semi-quantitative conceptual maps and scenario narratives were used for 

an in-depth analysis of the overlap between current modelling capabilities in GLOBIOM and 

other models and stakeholder-generated conceptualisation of food system futures (Deliverable 

4.2). 

As a result of this analysis, choices were made by the research team about the extension of the 

GLOBIOM model to better represent stakeholder generated scenarios and eventually transition 

pathways.  Since model extension takes effort and time, the extension with the most impact on 

GLOBIOM’s ability to represent TRANSMANGO-relevant futures was selected.  

Based on the results of the two stakeholder workshops (scenarios and pathways), the extension 

turned out to be the ability to represent local production, specifically, locally produced animal 

feed. As of the time of the publication of this deliverable, the second stakeholder workshop has 

been conducted, and work on model extension has been initiated.  

Here, we provide a brief examination of GLOBIOM projections related to those scenarios that 

have transition pathways integrated as part of their narratives, and that reflect key elements of 

stakeholder contributions throughout the TRANSMANGO participatory process.  

Key transformative changes such as the decentralization of production and significant increases 

of environmental taxes associated with agricultural systems reform and more integrated food 
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systems in the qualitative scenarios (such as the Price of Health) and inputs to transition 

pathways result in lower production (figure 2) and higher food prices (figure 3) in the GLOBIOM 

model compared to the ‘no positive change’-style scenario that is Fed Up Europe. Here, it is 

important to realise that local sourcing of feed products is not yet part of these results, and 

reduced production as a consequence of losing scale-related efficiency and technologies is 

mainly represented by lowering assumptions for yields in the model drivers for these scenarios. 

It may well be that the high-tech, intensive small-scale agro-ecological approaches imagined in 

the stakeholder futures up to 2050 have higher yields than projected in the model results, and 

already in the assumptions used in these model projections, new technologies that are more 

appropriate for smaller-scale agriculture are translated into slightly higher yield assumptions 

than would have otherwise been the case. In Retrotopia, agro-ecological approaches are also 

adopted, but implemented at larger scales, which has been translated into yield assumptions 

that result in higher production, along with higher demand for crop commodities. Figure 4 shows 

that environmental taxes and changes in consumption patterns related to livestock have very 

significant effects on land use – with relatively large decreases of cropland and especially 

grassland (for livestock) in both Retrotopia and the Price of Health. 

 

Figure 2.EU28 price developments for crops - without climate change (NoCC), with climate 

change impacts with CO2 fertilization effects (RCP8p5) and without CO2 fertilization effects 

(NoC8p5). 
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Figure 3. Production of crops (CRP) and livestock products (LSP) in the EU28 (Index 2010 = 1).

 

Figure 4. Land use change in 1000 ha by land cover class at EU28 level in 2050 compared to 

2010. 

One of the reasons for quantifying scenario projections and pathways is to identify unintended 

consequences of projected stakeholder futures, and to confirm or check expected outcomes. 

The above examples show that the quantitative versions of the scenarios that correspond to 

stakeholder pathway inputs identify risks such as lower production and higher prices associated 

with some pathways (in the absence of other assumptions about possible future small-scale 

efficiency), but also demonstrate potential positive impacts on future land use as a result of 
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changes in demand and environmental management. What is notable is that significantly 

different scenarios and pathways for Europe have little effect on the result of the world, with 

global scenario assumptions dominating developments in other global reasons. See deliverable 

4.1 for more detail on modelling global contexts. 
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7. Annex: detailed results from breakout group work including scenario-

guided analysis 
 

This annex presents the more detailed notes from each of the breakout sessions in the workshop. Each 

group focused first on policy recommendations related to food insecurity, and then too up a specialised 

theme.  

Group 1: Food insecurity and obesity 

Formulation of policy recommendations 

Key challenges for the specific topic Policy recommendations Caveat (and how to avoid negative 

unintended consequences, maybe 

use Erik’s framework) 

Decreasing proportion of income 

spent on food (in combination with 

low income, lack of education, food 

deserts) for vulnerable groups 

1.      Increase proportion 

spent on food 

Shame (possible solution, food 

stamps on what appears to be a 

credit card), Bureacracy (difficult 

systems need to be avoided, link to 

existing systemsis needed) , Access 

(e.g. current US food stamp system 

is very complicated, makes it 

difficult for the most vulnerable 

groups to gain access to them), 

Human rights (can’t force people to 

eat healthy). 

Decreasing proportion of income 

spent on food (in combination with 

low income, lack of education, food 

deserts) for vulnerable groups 

2.      Increase 

consumption of healthy 

food vegetables 

Obesity and other food related 

diseases. Root cause: early 

childhood diets that predispose to 

unhealthy choices later on. 

Start as early on as 

possible trying to 

influence children’s diets 

→ TargeTng pre-school 

children and parents. 

Where: kinder gardens, 

supermarkets.  In 

supermarkets food needs 

to be presented 

differently to parents and 

children. 

  

 

N.b. Healthy food has been replaced with the term vegetables because of a lack of consensus on what 

healthy food is exactly.  
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Elaboration of policy formulations 

Selected policy 

recommendation  

One long-term action 

needed 

Shorter long-term 

action 

Suggestion how the 

platform can help 

Increase proportion 

spent on food. Increase 

the consumption of 

healthy food vegetables 

Re-balance the price of 

food vegetables  

- vegetables are 

relatively cheaper 

than unhealthy 

foods 

- Externalities are 

internalised.  

VAT-exemption in 

supermarkets and 

restaurants for healthy 

foods 

Health economics 

studies on the 

advantages of these 

measures (e.g. a more 

productive work force, 

less money spent on 

health care).  

+ more generally 

quantification of how 

such systems should be 

put in place 

Target Pre-school 

children and parents in 

supermarkets and kinder-

gardens.  

Set nutritional standards 

that are flexible for 

cultural variation etc. on 

the basis of a point 

system, where you can 

gain points for certain 

healthy foods and lose 

for less healthy foods.  

 

‘Some kind” of 

nutritional standards.  

Kinder garden: Provide 

more balanced meals 

(according to 

nutritional scoring 

system?) 

Supermarket: Present 

food differently to 

parents and kids (e.g. 

place fruits and 

vegetables also at 

toddler height)  

 

 

Working with 

stakeholders like 

supermarkets on how 

they present food.  

 assemble best 

practices from over 

Europe.  

 

Support of local practices 

Selected policy 

recommendation  

How can these policies facilitate local 

practices? 

How are these 

policies connected 

to local, national 

and European 

policies? 

 

Short term: Provide 

more balanced meals 

at kinder gardens and 

present food 

differently in 

supermarkets.  

Short term recommandations related to 

obesity and health 

- Presenting food differently to children 

o In food touch points (oblige if 

possible, e.g. in schools) 

o Creches adopt a farmer (rdp2) 

o Farm visits on this farm 

Point system that 

integrates points 

on nutrition and 

sustainability that 

can be applied EU 

wide.  
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Congruent messaging: 

education needs to be 

re-enforced at food 

touch points 

� Reconnect toddlers to the 

land: and to seasonal and 

local food 

o Nutritional scoring system (IT 

systems social innovation ) RDP4 

o Presentation of the food: offer 

(sliced) apple.  

o Give them a choice: e.g. between 

carrots and apples.  

 

VAT exemption for 

vegetables  

Rebalance the price of food including 

sustainability elements (To connect 

sustainability and health (RDP2).  

 

Rebalance the 

price of food 

including 

sustainability 

elements (To 

connect 

sustainability and 

health (RDP2).  

 

Technological 

innovation: solve 

shame of going to 

the shop by using 

technology (RDP4). 

Pay with the 

phone, this can 

play a large role by 

nudging them into 

the right 

behaviour. BUT: 

power imbalance, 

needs to be highly 

regulated.  

 

Rebalancing prices 

also includes 

making prices 

resilient to world 

market 

fluctuations.  

 

 

Scenario reflections 

First scenario: fed up Europe 

According to us, Fed up Europe needs bottom- up change since the scenario leaves very little space for 

anything else. 95% of the population is rather poor. The problem with many of our measures: VAT, 
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nutritional scoring system, etc, is that in this system the EU loses the power to actually implement it. It is 

therefore important to implement these kind of measures as quickly as possible.  

However, the bottom-up revolution becomes harder, because the population is less educated.  

Companies have the power, so we are left with local bottom up initiatives.  

Our actions need to take place in the short term: 

- We need to implement the scoring system immediately 

- Focus strongly on supporting these local initiatives and create a robust network of local initiatives 

(put them into contact with each other), so that when the scenario happens the system is already in 

place.  

So overall, through our policy recommendations we mean to pre-empt the negative from happening by 

strengthening the measures now (at the EU level). Later on this opportunity will not be available 

anymore.  

Second scenario: too busy to cook.  

The main issues here are around a balance between sustainable food and health. Most of the food might 

not be actually as sustainable as thought, and people are over-consuming.  

Focus on the measures of  

- Request for better balanced foods 

- Presenting foods more attractively (the healthy ones)  

The measures in this scenario are more long-term, so the population is highly educated and critical. The 

point system thus needs to be very well developed before it is put in place. Also implementation and 

communication needs to be very well thought out.  

The measures come from two sides, on the one hand there is the creation of knowledge on  

- The impact of food on health, productivity, and the real impact of their food in terms of social, 

environmental and economic sustainability (health economics) 

- People gain personalised feedback on the food they consume 

 

In terms of the connections between schools and farms: needs to  be region wide. There is a critical 

public, so people might take their kids out of school if they think the healthy food is not right. If the 

system is implemented region wide this becomes less easy for them to do.  

On the other hand we need to create contexts in which it is easy to choose easily: 

- Through the point system the boudnaries are set, within this there is freedom of choice.  

- In that sense there is a lot of behind the scene helath going on  

 

We did not have the chance to look at similarities between the two scenarios and come up with policy 

recommendations that would work over both scenarios.  
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Group 2: Food insecurity and food loss & waste 

Key challenge Policy recommendations 

Income inequality (people 

cannot afford to buy food)  

 

(� prices of fruits and 

vegetables are too high  

� animal farms are not 

profitable) 

We should have social dimension in CAP. We need to add health and 

social dimension into the CAP.  

� School Fruit Scheme – we need to go to poorer schools.  

� Fund for the most deprived – we need to build it more about food, 

rather than clothes, etc.  

� welfare organizations could work together with farmers; the 

deprived people could help farmers with labor; it is difficult for 

farmers to have cheap labor; there should be a system where it will 

be possible for farmers to find this workers  

� we can have kind of “social cards” – these people can then receive 

help from different actors in the food supply chain  

� widening the School Schemes, etc. + different actions towards 

different vulnerable groups  

� rethink the support of CAP (who is the CAP supporting) – we need 

to better target  

Increasing gap between the 

farm gate and supermarket 

food price  

Pillar 1, we should give money to farmers to sell the products on the 

local markets. Farmers should think more how to sell their products. 

Change to short supply chains. We should not give money to produce, 

but we should give money to farmers develop new marketing 

channels. Stimulate short supply chains.  

 

We should stimulate creation of new business models, in which risks 

are shared by different actors in the supply chains. 

 

We need to change from the compliance based agriculture to 

performance based system (performance oriented policy).  

Transparency in the food 

supply chain – what is the 

bargaining power  

Farmers are not addressing 

consumer expectations 

(farmers are willing to, but 

they do not have the capacity) 

– there is a disconnection 

between farmer and 

consumer  

Lack of public awareness on 

the real cost of food (food 

waste is too cheap)  

� increase awareness – more campaigns for consumers  

� penalize the households for food waste (more expensive garbage 

bags for food waste)  

� EU platforms should involve more stakeholders, especially the 

consumers  

� Adjustable portion sizes at canteens, supermarkets (e.g., 

prepacked salads) etc.  

� supporting use food waste for energy  
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� supporting use of food waste in animal feed  

� using food waste in horticulture  

Low share of food in the total 

expenditure  

 

Stock management (limitation 

in access to the market)  

 

 

Elaboration of policy recommendations 

Selected policy 

recommendation  

One long-term action 

needed 

Shorter long-term 

action 

Suggestion how the 

platform can help 

Food insecurity among vulnerable groups  

- Food policy supporting 

vulnerable groups 

(deprived; low-income) 

� public procurement  

� welfare organization 

 

 

- rebuilding food supply 

chain issues into the 

direction  

- new organization of 

the food supply  

- minimum wage kind 

of things  

- short food supply 

chains 

- more flexible food 

supply chain  

 

- dedicate certain % of 

budget to social 

objective (social pillar) 

– deprived areas, 

schools, welfare 

organizations  

- encourage use of 

local, seasonal products  

- include other 

partners: welfare 

organizations (create 

and reinforce social 

links) 

- educations aspect  

- make sure that the 

nutritional aspect is 

included  

- monitor if the action if 

the actions are effective  

 

- Food policy supporting 

vulnerable groups (low-

income farmers)  

- develop soft & 

material infrastructure 

to support viability of 

small farms  

- R&D  

- sharing performance 

based farm economy 

(cooperation) 

- connecting farmers / 

share 

- marketing training to 

farmers  

- rethink social 

dimension of CAP; 

impact of direct 

payments on social 

dimension  

- customise technology 

for small-farms  

- create a special 

package for small farms 

(with this they will 

come back more to 

business orientation) 

- commission can 

maintain the platform  

- to check whether the 

initiatives are effective 

- to define indicators  
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Food waste 

Penalize households food 

waste  

- introduce a true cost 

accounting system 

- calculation of food 

waste in the price of 

food  

 

- campaign  

- introduce expensive 

garbage bags (tax 

garbage bags) 

- innovative packaging  

- campaign  

- inclusion of all 

stakeholders in the food 

supply chain  

- make sure no negative 

consequences for 

vulnerable groups  

Marketing changes and 

portion sizes (adjustable 

portion sizes) 

- transparency of price 

formulation   

- new technology 

 

- innovative packaging 

- encourage reducing 

price of food close to 

the date of expiring 

(encourage demand for 

this food)   

- cooking lessons on 

using food, and some 

of the waste 

- monitor if the action 

are useful (effective) or 

not  

-  

 

Impacts of policy recommendations on social innovation practices 

Selected policy 

recommendation  

How can these policies facilitate local practices? 

How are these policies connected to local, national and European policies? 

Food insecurity among vulnerable groups 

Addressing more 

vulnerable groups  

• Customize actions to characteristics of the place, e.g. London, rural 

area  

 

• It is a lot of subsidiarity.  

 

• Rural development programmes: to help farmers, facilitation of the 

emergence of new business models; to implement social dimension  

 

• Local action groups  

 

• Empowering communities  

 

• Support for interbranch groups in the supply chain that can be 

helping the vulnerable groups at the local level  

 

• The platform should be replicated at the local level  
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• Thematic solutions  

 

• Interchain organisations supporting vulnerable groups  

 

• Creating interchain organisations that will help the vulnerable groups 

(they could be recognized, etc.)  

 

• Educational aspect – the food is provided locally 

 

• In Poland: 500+ scheme – money for each child  

 

• School Fruit Education: learn about nutrition 

 

• School Schemes: linked to local production – children go to local 

farmers � education on where the food comes from (so we provide 

local products, instead of origins from Third Countries)  

 

• Downscaling processes can have impact on local production, an 

immediate feedback what is needed and what is produced 

• Local farmers work together  

• Farmers should be able to diversify production � more quality; 

diversification is needed to make farmers more flexible; but at the 

same time maintaining performance  

• Strong partnerships – they can overcome the loop in which you 

diversify – then you specialize – you lose resilience – so you diversify 

 

• Farmers, business that has very specific know-how – and they look 

for farmers, give them the know how 

 

• Role of technology in generating the linkages  

 

• To strengthen the data – to collecting data (it is added value for 

citizens, but for farmers?) – it will help farmers as they will get advise 

(agroecological advise) 

 

Policy 

recommendation on 

farmers  

 

• Developing sharing infrastructure system – it is more at local level – it 

is not possible at the EU level  

 

• Different integration of existing element in such a sharing 

infrastructure is important (idea of reassembling) 
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• Advisory services, governments, etc. – they are not integrated – so 

we need definitely to rethinking how to merge them together – that 

they cooperate very closely  

 

Food waste 

Penalize food 

wastes  

• Tax – is very difficult – and it differs locally  

• Campaign: blame and shame, cultural change  

 

• Observatory EU level indicators  

 

• Fostering data sharing (supermarkets have amazing data, but they do 

not disclose it)  

 

• Trying to reduce the food waste – having the right food environment 

(if people each fruits and vegetables – they have also a lot of food 

waste from peeling); there should be facilities for composting (UK 

versus Spain);  

 

• We can champion local communities, e.g. Spain – farmers are paid 

for composting, and then they can use this on their fields; kind of 

circular economy; we need to ensure the circular economy – people 

are willing to do it, but they do not know how to do it?  

 

• There is a big problem how to manage the food waste – it is 

expensive and difficult tasl  

 

• Everybody talk about talks about waste, but we do not implement it, 

as simple as policy recommendation: support use of food waste as 

fertilizer in forests  

 

• Too strict legislations and lack of financial incentives to build such 

kind of companies  

 

• There is a big discussion on the voluntary versus obligatory 

legislation!  

 

• There is no common policy on environment, climate, etc.  

 

Marketing changes – 

portion sizes 

• Explain why they do have big sizes (maybe there is a good reason for 

that) – people can create jars for winter time  
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General thoughts:  

Trying to reduce the food waste – having the right food environment (if people each fruits and vegetables 

– they have also a lot of food waste from peeling); there should be facilities for composting (UK versus 

Spain);  

We can champion local communities, e.g. Spain – farmers are paid for composting, and then they can use 

this on their fields; kind of circular economy  

Scenario effects on recommendations of group 2 

Scenario 1: Retrotopia 

 

1) Food policy supporting vulnerable groups – low-income people 

• Not at all. The recommendations will not happen in the scenarios. Strengthening local 

communities and social aspects – will not be possible in RETROTOPIA.  

• Shorter food supply chains – will be easily implemented – trade barriers will facilitate this.  

• Short-term: In the beginning the social aspects will be not included. Long-term: However, if the 

poverty will grow the people in the scenarios will start caring about the social aspects. If the 

insecure part of the society grows, there will be conflicts, then the society will do something 

about it.  

• The trade barriers might add also vulnerability to the system.   

• We need to think how to strengthen the link the social and the environmental aspects in this 

scenario.  

• The challenge will be the migrants. They are not welcome anymore.  

 

2) Food policy supporting - low-income farmers  

• Direct payments linked to the performance will be fostered  

• New economy will give opportunities to grow.  

• Capacity to develop new technologies – (creation a lot of high profile jobs).  

• Agriculture will become in this scenario more attractive for young people.  

• But we will have a problem with less educated people.  

• There will be a big need for training of farmers to keep up with the technological development.  

 

3) Penalize food waste  

• There is no much food waste in this scenario. When environmental aspects become more 

important, then food waste is respected. These policy recommendations will be very easy to be 

implemented. 

 

4) Marketing changes and portion sizes  

• Think about other actors.  

• The technology will help for the different sizing of the portions. The robotization will help the 

flexibility in the size of portions.  

• Improvement of the functioning of the supply chain because of the technology, etc.  

• Nutritional aspects will not be taken into account – this is the biggest vulnerability of retrotopia.  

 

Scenario 2: The Gravy Train 

a) Add post-its to the table on policy recommendations, including the short term and long term 

actions (2 different colours for the two scenarios) 
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(We added trade: more protected, more subsidies)  

 

1) Food policy supporting vulnerable groups (low-income consumers)  

• There is a lot of inequality, but the people are not poor. They have access to food. Most people 

are food secure – is the policy needed?  

• In this scenario it is not necessary to have this policy.  

• Is there anything we can reframe?  

• We have a lot of health concerns – they trade to address it because of economic reasons – and 

therefore they will use this policy recommendations – providing healthy food to children – to 

combat the bad health. !!! The important thing that comes out is that: WE NEED TO INCLUDE THE 

NUTRITIONAL ASPECTS IN THIS POLICY RECOMMENDATION EXPLICITLY.  

• This happens because there is more diversity.  

• Economic growth is the more important. But the question is will it create jobs? If we have more 

robots – we lose jobs! 

• There is not social policy. 

• There is a lot of economic activity – a lot of companies are appearing – so there will be jobs for 

people.  

 

2) Food policy supporting vulnerable groups (low-income farmers) 

• Direct payments that have social aspects – is this possible?  

• This is possible providing that you prioritize the society on top of everything.  

• There will be some facilitation at national level to develop the companies, there will be some 

services created to push the new businesses. The EU will provide a big push for innovation and 

new businesses.  

• New economic environment will be generated.  

• Will direct payments exist in this context? They can be seen as a safety net. If we have a problem, 

we have enough money to address it. We do not need a safety need in this scenario.  

• Bottom-up adapted technologies.  

• There will be common services at the EU level.  

 

3) Penalize waste 

• There will be a lot of waste. The main driver of the waste will be the economy.  

• No tax for businesses. But maybe a tax for the households, as the governments will need a lot of 

money for stimulating the small businesses.  

• Everything will be focused on the economic aspects.  

• The legislation to stimulate creative thinking will be stimulated in this scenario.  

 

4) Marketing changes & portion sizes  

• Transparency for price formulation – will not be encouraged.  

• Differing portions – will be encouraged – if it will allow to reduce costs.  

• Reduction of prices that will expire: no reduction of prices, but a lot of innovative thinking how to 

reduce the food waste.  

 

Group 2 summary: Reflecting on the scenario exercise  

 

The scenarios are good for analysing: what is better for example in terms of trade, more 

bilateral agreements or not?  
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The complexity of trade – we understand its links with everything.  

 

In Gravy Train: the impact of economies on everything. Spain will not be happy about some 

countries. 

 

There will be more internal trade, and more bilateral agreements. 

 

Less interested in sustainability goals.  

 

The interesting thing is that the scenarios can evolve (small companies will grow to big 

companies). 

 

Group 3: food insecurity and environmental impacts 

Key challenges for the specific topic – food 

insecurity 

Policy recommendations 

Social inequality within Europe 

Lack of incentives to cook 

Access entails financial, educational and 

physical barriers 

Harmonization of fiscal policies 

Cheap food? But can worsen diet, demonstrating this is not 

the long-tem solution 

Social justice (need for longer term solution) 

Need for mixed policies 

Improving food environment 

Food price stabilization for fruit and vegs 

What level of governance? Macro-policies at the EU level 

are failing (constraining national action) 

Reducing incentives for big food companies 

 

• Member-States should not been imposed austerity 

policies (need a social and environmental impact 

assessment of austerity measures) 

• Imposing binding targets to reduce inequalities within 

member-States and tax profit by large companies (need to 

pay taxes in the country where they make a profit) 

• Improving monitoring and reporting of national food 

insecurity levels and effects of inequalities 

• Forcing anti-hunger groups to rethink their approach and 

be more systemic and work more closely (food democracy) 

– EU-level food policy council that supports OECD 

initiatives against tax evasion 

Key challenges for the specific topic – 

environmental impacts 

Policy recommendations 

Lack of policy integration (ensuring 

connections between agriculture, trade, 

health, etc.) – coordination and cohesion 

Emphasis on monocultural systems (need 

to diversify farming) and lack of financial 

• Help farmers to understand that envl measures work in 

their favour 

• Overcoming productivism 

• Scenario building capacity in the food policy council 

• Adding “Food” to the CAP 
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incentives for eco-system services 

Too much emphasis on export markets 

Lack of attention for resource efficiency in 

productivist approaches 

• Supporting networks of farmers involved with 

agroecological practices (horizontal exchange of 

knowledge) 

• Incentives to decrease livestock production and meat 

consumption 

• Relocalization of the food system to incentivize fruit and 

vegs production 

 

Policy recommendations related to local practices (group 3). 

Selected policy 

recommendation  

How can these policies facilitate local practices? 

Binding targets for 

reducing poverty (re-

enforcing food 

entitlements of vulnerable 

groups) 

Initiatives tend to target middle-income people. Need to link them to 

poor people 

Food banks should not lobby for cheap food 

Retain the relational approach to poverty embedded in the functioning of 

some food banks 

Reconnecting 

sustainability and health 

Need for policy integration 

Urban-rural synergies Re-localisation 

Connecting EU food policy council with urban food policy councils 

Context-dependent nature (protectionism increases food prices) 

Re-balancing socio-

technological engineering 

Inclusion of technology experts in the FPC to support social innovation 

Rethinking resilience 

(systems thinking) 

 

 

Reflections from scenario analysis for group 1:  

Scenario 1: The Protein Union 

Dominance of large companies. Commoditization of food. No place for small players on the market. 

Resilient in some ways, not in others. Environmental policy as we understand it is gone. Plastic food. Hard 

to imagine how this  type of future system could coexist with other systems. No attention for landscape. 

Strong reduction of waste, highly regulated food chain. 

Economic reform urgently needed asap. Our proposed policies would prevent this scenario from 

unfolding (except for policy on poverty alleviation). Need to pay to support ecosystem services.  

Goodbye to All That 

People organize themselves to reconnect urban and rural. Urban gardens. Need to strengthen people’s 

self-organization skills and capacity. Need for food education. In general, the scenario highlighted a need 

for a lot of short-term resilience building.  

 

Group 4: Food and nutrition insecurity and impacts on human resources 

Selected policy One long-term Shorter long- Suggestion 

how the 

Scenario comments 
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recommendation  action needed term action platform can 

help 

 Basic income Increase 

income e.g. VAT 

reductions, 

exemptions on 

VAT for  

nutritious diets; 

subsidies on 

healthy food for 

low income 

groups; food 

stamps, taxes 

 • Embedding economic 

activities in the regions 

• Build capacity for 

FNS across the 

population 

• Innovation 

schemes in 

industry and 

government 

• Attract FDI 

through tax 

breaks 

• Attractive places 

to live and work 

• Quaint nature 

tourism 

Harness (int’l, poss from 

BRIC countries) 

philanthropic funds for 

development 

programmes 

 

• Exclusion from EU 

if most vulnerable 

(esp. immigrants) 

not cared for 

• EU sets minimum 

welfare 

requirements 

• Connect welfare 

payments to 

capacity building 

(cooking lessons) 

 

  Vulnerable 

group food 

strategy 

Create task 

group to 

develop cross 

DG strategy 

 

  Education: on 

food content; 

on preparation 

of vegetables; 

on eating 

seasonally; 

cooking skills 

 Stage 2: 

• Investment 

strategies for 

research into 

aspects of food 

across system 

• Support of citizen 

science 

• Research into 

how to engage 
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most vulnerable 

groups 

• Break poverty 

cycle through 

practical 

education  

Stage 3 (PoH): 

• Education 

regarding food 

(nutrition, health, 

calories) to also 

include socio-

cultural 

components, art, 

identity, culture) 

Stage 3 (GiG): 

• Conserve food 

knowledge 

through Slow 

Food, School 

Lessons, 

Collaborative 

online forum for 

preserving recipes 

• Innovation funds 

to attract young 

researchers and 

entrepreneurs to 

start things 

Local food based 

cultural identity 

fostered through 

education, events, TV 

shows etc 

  Education: on 

food system 

and food origins 

(all of these 

items are in the 

curriculum but 

in a theoretical 

sense so need 

practical 

education, as in 

education); 

growing food in 

schools 

  

  Vitamins for 

children 
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 Re-structure labour 

and time so that 

people have time to 

shop and cook 

   

  Breastfeeding 

strategies 

  

 Incentivising 

supermarkets to 

distribute surplus 

food those in need 

  Stage 2: 

• Supports for dairy 

producers 

displaced by 

formula 

restrictions 

• Regulations on 

formula 

advertising 

Media/Communiciations 

incentivised for ethical 

promotion of healthy 

and sustainable 

products 

 Public procurement 

in line with dietary 

recommendations 

and sustainability 

goals 

  Stage 2: 

Review international 

best practice 

   Cross policy 

impact policy 

analysis on 

food systems 

(and FNS): 

synergies and 

trade-offs.  

 

   Compile 

database of 

European best 

practices: 

Visioning of 

desirable food 

futures, 

informed by 

international 

(inc outside 

Europe) best 

practices 

Stage 2: 

Research demonstrates 

why income and social 

welfare is important for 

FNS and trade-offs 
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 Food strategy to 

change access and 

architecture and 

infrastructure to 

combat food 

deserts/swamps; 

also direct 

payments to food 

vendors to support 

supply; need to 

generate demand 

through education 

  Stage 2: 

Research how to explore 

balancing internalising 

true cost without 

compromising 

vulnerable groups 

 Food strategy 

integrates urban 

planning for 

equitable FNS. 

Territorial plans for 

urban and rural 

areas for FNS. 

Keeping rural areas 

viable with shops, 

schools, community 

resources, 

transport links esp 

for young and 

elderly; room for 

other types of 

employment in 

rural areas e.g. 

diversification of 

industry and things 

to support these; 

diversified farming 

landscape  

  Stage 2:  

• True cost pricing 

True value of food 

production e.g. 

community gardens and 

CSAs 

 

Stage 2: 

Exclusion zones around 

schools. 
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Selected policy 

recommendation  

One long-term 

action needed 

Shorter long-term 

action 

Suggestion 

how the 

platform can 

help 

Scenario comments 

  Diversification as risk 

minimization 

strategy 

(polycultural 

production; and 

diversified activities 

e.g. tourism; 

opportunities  and 

infrastructure for 

farmers to have off 

farm diversified 

employment) 

  

  Basic income for 

farmers (through 

direct payments) 

  

 Educate all 

stakeholders 

Access to knowledge 

for farmers: Tax 

examptions 

contingent on 

completion of ag 

education courses 

  

 More balance 

between 

consumers and 

producers in 

competition 

polices e.g for 

anti-cartel and 

price-fixing 

regulations  

 Assembling egs 

making cases 

for a different 

approach.  

Step 2:  

• Learn from 

other 

industries 

Assemble best 

practice examples 

 Policies to 

interfere with 

market 

concentration 

to prevent X 

amount of 

market share 

Strengthening 

farmers’ position in 

the chain 

  

 Stimulate 

family systems 

Help farmers lower 

input 
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less dependent 

on external 

inputs (re-

peasantisation) 

dependence/organic 

conversion/env 

friendly (LEISA) 

  TO help farmers 

create more value 

added 

  

 To create a type 

of ‘fair trade’ 

system for 

farmers 

   

   Establishing 

baselines but 

also monitor 

and evaluate 

effects and 

progress (IFCC 

style panel) 

Stage 2: 

• Explore role 

of env 

targets to 

stimulate 

• Examine at a 

landscape 

level 

Demonstration 

farms  

   Need to come 

to a common 

understanding 

on what 

constitutes 

progress 

 


