[bookmark: _Hlk202889621]Q1) What does a just transition in agri-food and land use mean to you?
· Think about: fairness, inclusion, power, risk, change, opportunity, recognition, universal basic income for farmers
A1)
	Inclusive – what does inclusive look like?
	Realistically possible to achieve
	What do we need to achieve this?

	Fair systems are a subset of inclusive systems - What feels ‘fair’?
	What is realistically possible to achieve?
	

	Motivation – this is an external and internal requirement and might be easy to achieve, but for a short duration
	Determines a level of buy-in
	· A consistent national public mandate might be possible, but the challenge would come when a new political party comes into power
· Incentives in the system are beginning to shift to those who are marginalised, but this is not happening consistently or quick enough. Some sectors and groups may receive more incentives under certain schemes (e.g., small manufacturers may receive more incentives under the new National Food Strategy, but small and tenant farmers, and holders are left out)
· Focus on rewilding while not taking away the UK’s food production ability. Involve small & tenant farmers more to understand what is required in terms of allowing for rewilding in the country, while ensuring land use for agriculture is not hindered.
· Rebuild social fabric, especially for rural communities - Identifying key barriers by including/speaking with groups that are marginalised/excluded from our food systems – this can be achieved with the right motivation and resources, and only worthwhile if done in an inclusive, ethical and meaningful manner through principles of decolonisation of the food system
· We need to achieve this through social, environmental, economic, and ethical sustainability
· A non-tokenistic way to recognise/fund/enforce ethical, inclusive & just that is co-designed with a representative group of all the actors within the system – this will not be possible without the right kind of support from the government and other funders
· Equitable access to land and finance for all sized farmers – based on existing systems, we may need to focus first on farmers, and then on urban growers as farmers can produce at scale
· The definition used for just transition needs to be based on understanding the audience
· Vast amount of labour is needed. More permanent labourers are required with fairer contracts and transparent payment systems set up. This might be easier to achieve in scenarios where if there was to be further technology intensification, which could, in theory, free up more land for rewilding and biodiversity gain, while ensuring that labourers are skilled up and given permanent and fairer contracts and transparent payment systems set up. Such a system would be needed for domestic and seasonal workers. Something to consider here is what would happen to small and tenant farmers as reliance on technology may lead to their exclusion – so it would be key to understand how they would like to be involved in such future scenarios, or maybe there is an alternative scenario where fair contracts and transparent systems are possible with, for example, an increase in meat prices and through the provision of universal basic income for farmers

	· Subsidies for farmers need to change.
· There needs to be legal targets and a consistent national and international public mandate
· Incentives and power in the system need to shift to those who are marginalised
· There needs to be a national living wage for the wider population and a universal basic income, including a universal basic income for farmers
· Identifying key barriers by including/speaking with groups that are marginalised/excluded from our food systems
· We need to achieve this through social, environmental, economic, and ethical sustainability 
· We need practices that are more effective than other practices – and not just in forms of technology development, but in terms of inclusion and ethical approaches to involvement
· We need a non-tokenistic way to recognise/fund/enforce ethical, inclusive & just that is co-designed with a representative group of all the actors within the system
· Better pay for farmers with meat prices going up to ensure that the cost of processes are reflected in their prices. However, care needs to be taken to ensure that a price rise does not mean that only the rich will be able to gain access to these products, as otherwise, we are going back to colonial times where the rich got better quality products and regular access to meat. It is no better in the current system where although the poorer people may get meat, the quality is extremely low and there is a clear distinction between the quality of meat you get at a premium supermarket versus what you would get at a more low-end one
· Equitable access to land and finance for all sized farmers and urban growers
· Creating attractive and compelling career to enter the agri-food system for all, including the marginalised (such as the Global Majority population)
· Rewards/mitigative strategies that must be scalable
· Trade relationships that do not exploit the Global South or domestic producers – the key is to understand that the agri-food system is huge and global, and you need a set of ethical principles to guide where do you draw boundaries
· We need a single new coherent food strategy for the UK, that builds on the concept that the UK is a “UK made” country and not a “British grown” country – i.e., we tend to focus more on the final food product as opposed to the growers. This does not need to mean that we exclude the growers, but that we need to work with them, potentially with citizen monitoring for accountability, to co-develop an inclusive single strategy
· Managed, deliberate process of change
· Avoid pain and shock of sudden change/disaster

	
	Would help people better understand the “why” – i.e., why would this be worthwhile? It is important to consider how risk and transition to net zero or land use change is pitched to different actors of the agri-food system
	
	

	Inclusive systems
	Fair means considering all actors that impact the system
	Meaningful collaboration/co-creation/co-design (depending on which approach suits a particular task as the same approach cannot be used universally or we will again end up with what we have now where the government “consults” with the public, but a lot of the decisions are already made for them as opposed to with them) with actors those often left out (i.e., marginalised groups) such as farm workers, small and tenant farmers, supply chain workers, everyday citizens and consumers, and the non-anthropocentric factors (nature, wildlife, and the wider planet – we need to have a biocentric approach)
	
	

	
	Clear communication of vision, outcomes, benefits that resonate with legal targets and public mandates
	
	
	

	
	Systems that reflexively identify who is affected at regular intervals
	
	
	

	
	A system that understands that all farmers are not the same and local context matters – i.e., there are different types of farming that vary based on size, geography (upland versus lowland), and that farmers have different priorities, needs and interests.
	
	
	

	
	Fair means benefiting all actors equitably (and not equally) – care should be taken to make sure that even under ‘equitable practices’ the bigger players do not get undue advantage where they claim that in order for them to be sustainable, actors who supply to them, possibly smaller actors in terms of power, need to be unfairly treated or given unrealistic targets. So it is important to look at the entire supply chain
	
	
	

	
	Adopting a “nothing about us without us” approach - A system in which end goals are achieved without worsening injustices & by actively promoting social justice & fairness

	
	
	


Q2) AFN scenarios and just transitions
	Scenarios
	Questions

	
	Who might be left behind, and how?
	What would a just transition demand in this context?
	Justice challenge - What aspects of the scenario might deepen or create injustice?
	What actions, policies, or support would be critical to embed justice?

	A
	· Smaller producers
· Farmed and unfarmed animals
· Agroecological farmers
· Wider public (diets, health, livelihoods, lack of agency, food sovereignty)
· Further degradation of rural communities due to a concentration of intensive livestock production
· Environment & wildlife (soils, river, air)
	· Redistributing priorities
· Land redistribution for farmers & other public goods
· Bottom-up R&D, communication in technology development & needs-based innovation
· Co-creation with voices of marginalised with a focus on communication at its core
· Building back up local food systems & communities
· Understanding local needs & existing strengths/assets
	· Regenerative & alternative farming would be left behind
· Animas would suffer in an intensive system
· Due to a lack of choice, people from poorer demographics, including marginalised people would rely on ultra-processed diets
· It is not clear what the government’s role is in all of this
	· Policy to support small producers & sustainable practices
· Bio-regional farming clusters
· Helping local communities set up allotments
· Polluter pays & true cost accounting
· Policy incentives for fair land access
· Carbon tax
· Support for small producers
· Agro-ecological schemes to promote environment, welfare & biodiversity
· Expose corporate power, demand transparency, and declare conflict of interest

	B
	· Warmongers (such as many of the Global North governments)
· Affordability (i.e., poorer people)
· People constrained by structural & social inequality
· Physically disabled or people who otherwise cannot participate (e.g., elderly & vulnerable)
	· Distribution of power
· Building back such as by allowing people to grow a connection to land and the wider agri-food system through community-level participation
· Strong regulation frameworks for accountability
· Time and choice for marginalised population (including women)
· Strong social networks & interactions (e.g., social care)
	· More expensive products, leading to unequal access to healthy and nutritious foods
· Job losses for the waste industry and similar such industries
· Not everyone has an equal ability to work on the land – factors such as age and disability could act as barriers
	· Providing universal (and farming) basic income, access to resources to address affordability issues
· Education, awareness programs & communication campaigns to help with building a connection for the people
· Stronger regulations in the form of extended producer responsibility and a system to hold private actors to account
· Support people to learn, grow, embrace change
· Social interventions through grants, funding, & providing required resources by first understanding what resources people in specific places may need (and not having a one-size-fits-all approach)

	C
	· Already marginalised communities with limited access to food growing spaces
· Wildlife (e.g., insects) & lower spectrum of food chain due to poor practices (e.g., reliance on pesticides)
· Consumers without the knowledge of eating healthy
· Time poor & low-income households
· Farmers who didn’t transition to net zero targets in time
	· Councils providing food growing spaces
· Agroecological practices for farmers & local communities
	· It is not clear what the government’s role is in all of this
· There would be a power imbalance – those able to invest in and use tech would receive favourable contracts
· Conditions of jobs is unclear – it is not clear what impact this might have on wages; would there be a precarious reliance on migration?
· Access to land determines participation and knowledge development – this would be skewed to those with existing access or those able to purchase more land
· It is unclear what happens to global supply chains  this could exacerbate the global north and global south divide
	· Price control to keep healthy diets affordable
· Pesticide restrictions for home-grown produce
· Vegetarian focused cooking education
· support for new entrants
· Permitted development rights for farms under 5 hectares
· Educational support for home growers (e.g., vertical farming, pesticides)

	D
	· Farming communities, labourers, culture, tradition, indigenous knowledge will be lost in the move to “high tech”
· Displaced costs on poor in the form of health outcomes as choice will only be available to the wealthy
· Local markets would be lost or commercialised
· Reduction of SMEs leading to a loss of ownership and food sovereignty
· Agency in the “design” of diets
	· More than just macro-nutrients
· Control of food waste
· Technology concentration in certain spaces would maximise yield and efficiency, leading to freeing up of land for rewilding in other lands across the country (which might be used to grow food currently)  but this would displace small and tenant farmers and labourers
· Right to appropriate food
	· The big question here is, the Right to what kind of Food?, and for whom – if this is not addressed, we would create a bigger divide between the rich and the poor, minoritised and marginalised
· There would be a huge loss to farming, rural communities, food culture, indigenous knowledge, crop diversity, choice & agency loss, and local networks.
	· Strong regulation to mitigate power imbalances & to account for externalities
· Protection/preservation of indigenous, culturally appropriate produce (identity, ownership)



Q3) Justice reflection matrix
A3)
	Scenarios
	Justice dimensions

	
	Distributive
	Recognitional 
	Procedural
	Transformative 

	
	How are resources, risks, and benefits being shared? Who is better/worse off under this scenario?
	Who is missing from this narrative? Are there identities, groups, or knowledge being marginalised?
	How are decisions being made? Who has a voice or influence? Is the process inclusive and fair – or top-down and exclusionary?
	Does this scenario change the system itself, or does it risk reinforcing existing inequalities under the banner of sustainability?

	A
	· Farmers will take on more risks due to rising costs
· Displacement of environmental externalities
· Extra pressure on healthcare systems
· Carbon investments/solar panels may further exclude people from accessing land and nature
· Benefits shared amongst minority in power
· Further exclusion of groups marginalised from food systems (e.g., access to land)
· Increased risks of zoonotic diseases and antibiotic resistance
	·  Food processes
· Consumers/end users
· Persons working in food supply chains
· Non-UK actors such as input manufacturers and growers/producers
· Government/policy bodies
· Migrant workers
· Indigenous knowledge systems
· NGOs & civil society
	· Large scale producers/processors
· Private investors
· Fossil fuel investors
· Corporate power dominates here
· Strengthening of corporate voice in government
	· It reinforces existing inequalities
· There is a false banner of sustainability with limited to no focus on equity for sustainability

	B
	· Beyond the general cleaner air, water, climate targets, targets and plans around access to food, land, and nature-related benefits sharing is unclear
· In a circular model, infrastructure delivery is better off and beneficial
· Poorer and less resourced people may be left out
· The risks are more shared as the money is more shared due to a higher mix and diversity of food products. Waste is valued due to more opportunities
· Extended producer responsibility would redistribute costs
	· Manufacturers & supply chain actors are not really talker about, but currently hold a lot of power
· Access; economically disadvantaged are excluded. There is a real risk of elitism
· Citizens in general – it is important to understand how this setup would benefit the citizen, build on existing values. Use of existing knowledge & community is missing
· There will still be power concentration as the local food network isn’t inherently run by or for local communities. This power imbalance would create larger inequalities.
· This scenario presents closer harmony with nature, but this does not mean higher welfare outcomes
	· The system is quite top-down as it is very government-led
· Farmers have got more influence and voice, but only if paid fairly
· This scenario may only be delivered by a few powerful communities and groups who are able to invest and take risks – it is not for the small and tenant farmer/landholder
· It is not clear how inclusive local food networks would be – and who would participate in these networks
· The scenario is very market-driven
· It is more inclusive than Scenario A in terms of health and nature consideration and outcomes
	· There is a higher chance of fairness to nature and climate
· There is reduced food waste, but what isn’t clear is what would happen to existing alternative food supply networks and the social elements they bring to the community
· Power imbalances are not addressed
· Risk of nit reaching net zero due to lots of players, coordination challenges, needs strong regulation
· Not addressing access to land, ownership

	C
	· Small farmers from self-growers
· Worse off livestock producers
· Benefits at a community level don’t know if equally shared
· Animals (farmed) potentially benefiting from mixed farming (more outdoors)
· Bartering/alternative economic systems
· Is public land used for food growing or non-farming activities? This competing priorities needs to be addressed early on
· Potential for consumers to be on a worse diet – this would be due to poor practices/yield/food literacy/hunger gap/weather knowledge
· More care for soil health management
· Nature/wildlife – as this scenario either depends on pesticide/practical use
	· Land poor communities and groups
· Consumers without food cooking skills and knowledge
· Academics, governments and NGOs
· Already marginalised communities
· Non-UK actors and externalities affecting them
· Farmers that did not transition in time
	· Communities? So hopefully more inclusive & fairer but can’t be sure
· Global crises forced our hand
· Local scale decision making
· Land-owners hold power/decision over land use
	· Potentially transformative if better distributing of land, knowledge, skills, and agency
· Sustainability banner could read as home grown, but through poor practices

	D
	· Vulnerable population is not well covered to beyond basic access
· There is a high burden/role on corporates to guarantee food safety
· Lots of new technology required, which would mean a lot of monetary investment in the form if industry and university research and development. This may lead to increased and new risks and consequences that are not yet well understood, apart from the already established risks (such as lack of focus on social sustainability metrics)
· Fragility if concentrated – there is a high risk of contamination; however, there could the system could be highly resilient in terms of product diversity
	· Displacement of farmers
· What about culturally appropriate tools?
· This scenario does not mention new risks related to technology and the impact on vulnerable groups (elderly, children, ethnically relevant food)
· Local networks, places of buying (local, culturally/ethnically diverse and community-oriented shops)
· What values drive decisions in this scenario? The big question here is, right to food but at what cost?
	· Top-down and centralised
· There is a risk of corporate power influencing politics
· With regards to intellectual property, there is a risk of neocolonial dynamics (repeat of green revolution-type scenarios, outcomes and power imbalances could be expected)
· This scenario could exacerbate the global north/south divide as there is a high risk of extractive relationships
· There is potential for large land sparing and rewilding, if planned properly, to ensure there is no risk to household food security (as opposed to national food security which can also be achieved by relying on heavy imports, but could make food expensive to individual households, and thus, inaccessible)
	· New/emergent health issues, intensification of health issues (non-communicable diseases) with high UPF diet
· Path dependence on high industrial, high packaging, and fertilisers
· Lots of transformation – dye to new technology and distribution chains
· We may need to think about waste levels, as these may transform for the worse



