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Abstract
The United Kingdom’s fresh produce supply chain has experienced unprecedented disruption since 2020, exposing structural vulnerabilities in systems historically optimised for efficiency rather than supply chain resilience. Drawing on systematic secondary analysis of over 50 UK-based industry reports, government publications, academic case studies, trade press articles, and company disclosures published between 2020 and 2025, this dissertation investigates how UK fresh produce companies have adapted their supply chain strategies following Brexit, COVID-19, the 2022–2023 energy crisis, and concurrent adverse weather events. The evidence suggests that established supply chain resilience frameworks developed predominantly in manufacturing contexts are inadequate for perishable goods where biological constraints invert conventional inventory management logic. Three dominant adaptation strategies emerge from the analysis: supplier geographic diversification, nearshoring and domestic production investment, and technology-enabled supply chain visibility. However, the evidence also reveals a persistent resilience–efficiency paradox in which short-term cost pressures routinely override strategic resilience commitments, and significant implementation barriers including capital constraints and supplier relationship complexity constrain practical progress. This research argues that fresh produce supply chain resilience demands context-specific theoretical frameworks, continuous organisational investment, and targeted policy intervention to address market failures that individual companies cannot resolve unilaterally. The findings contribute an empirically grounded synthesis of post-2020 UK sector adaptation that extends supply chain resilience theory and provides practical guidance for industry practitioners and policymakers. This research provides a timely evidence base for navigating post-2020 uncertainty and supports the case for sector-specific supply chain resilience policy.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Background and Research Context
Three foundational concepts underpin this research, which analyses UK fresh produce supply chain adaptation across 2020–2025. Supply chain resilience is defined as the adaptive capability of a supply chain to prepare for unexpected events, respond to disruptions, and recover whilst maintaining operational continuity (Ponomarov and Holcomb, 2009). Fresh produce refers to unprocessed fruit and vegetables requiring continuous refrigeration with shelf lives of three to twenty-one days. Supply chain vulnerability denotes a supply chain’s propensity to experience disruption due to structural conditions including geographic sourcing concentration, import dependency, or regulatory friction. These definitions frame the research questions, analytical approach, and evidence examined throughout.
Brexit: Persistent Disruption
Brexit, formally implemented in January 2021, introduced customs declarations, phytosanitary certificates, and border inspections that disrupted supply chains previously operating seamlessly across EU borders. Importers reported 12–24-hour transit delays translating into 20-40% shelf-life reduction for fresh produce (Euronews, 2023). Unlike episodic disruptions, Brexit created persistent structural friction that conventional adaptation cannot resolve. Hirth et al. (2023) document that compliance costs have intensified since implementation, confirming a slow-burn pattern that acute-event resilience frameworks do not adequately theorise.
COVID-19 and the 2023 Fresh Produce Crisis
The COVID-19 pandemic (2020–2023) simultaneously disrupted demand patterns, logistics capacity, and labour availability. Initial phases generated demand surges of 300-400% for certain products whilst restaurant closures eliminated food service channels (Hobbs, 2021), exposing structural vulnerabilities including over-reliance on single-source suppliers and under-investment in digital traceability.
The February-March 2023 fresh produce crisis demonstrated how these vulnerabilities interact with concurrent disruptions. Adverse weather in Spain and Morocco, energy cost escalation from the Russia-Ukraine conflict, and Brexit-related factors converged simultaneously, producing empty supermarket shelves and product rationing (Food Foundation, 2023). APS Group left 8% of glasshouse capacity unused, unable to justify energy expenditure at prevailing market prices (Food Foundation, 2023) demonstrating that domestic production can fail as catastrophically as import-dependent supply chains when energy costs become prohibitive.
Import Dependency and the Research Gap
The UK imports approximately 84% of fresh vegetables and 46% of fresh fruit from Spain, the Netherlands, and Morocco (Food Foundation, 2023). Geographic concentration in regions sharing similar weather risk profiles creates systemic vulnerability where regional disruptions translate directly into UK supply failures. Furthermore, 54% of UK imports originate from countries projected to face high water scarcity by 2040 (Food Foundation, 2023), compounding existing vulnerabilities with long-term climate pressure.
Despite this urgent context, a significant academic gap persists. Most supply chain resilience literature was developed in manufacturing contexts prior to 2020, embedding assumptions particularly around inventory redundancy and collaboration incompatible with fresh produce perishability. Brexit has no direct international parallel, limiting the transferability of international resilience literature to UK practitioners. To date, no research has systematically synthesised documented adaptation experiences across UK fresh produce stakeholders following the convergence of post-Brexit friction, pandemic disruption, and the 2022–2023 crises. This dissertation is the first to address that gap through systematic secondary analysis of UK fresh produce sector adaptation between 2020 and 2025.
Sections 1.2–1.4 set out the research aim, objectives, and questions. Section 1.5 articulates the research significance.
The central argument of this dissertation is that UK fresh produce supply chain resilience cannot be achieved by applying manufacturing-derived frameworks without fundamental reconceptualisation. The resilience–efficiency paradox documented throughout the sector is not a firm-level management challenge alone but a structural market failure requiring policy co-ordination alongside individual company action. This argument is developed through systematic secondary analysis and substantiated by converging evidence across industry, government, and academic sources.




1.2 Research Aim
To explore how UK fresh produce companies have changed their supply chain strategies to become more resilient after recent global disruptions.
1.3 Research Objectives
Objective 1. Identify major supply chain disruptions faced by UK fresh produce companies from 2020 to 2025.
Objective 2. Examine the strategies used by these companies to improve supply chain resilience, including challenges and factors that helped or hindered implementation.
Objective 3. Summarize key lessons and success factors from various sources to improve theory and practice in supply chain resilience for fresh produce.
1.4 Research Questions
Primary Research Question:
How have UK fresh produce companies adapted their supply chain strategies to become more resilient after recent global disruptions, and what factors affected their success?
Secondary Research Questions:
RQ1: What were the main supply chain disruptions for UK fresh produce companies, and how did they respond?
RQ2: What challenges and helpful factors did companies face when trying to balance resilience and efficiency?
RQ3: What important lessons and success factors can be learned from different sources, and how do these findings affect existing supply chain theories?
1.5 Research Significance
This research addresses urgent needs across academic, practical, and policy dimensions. Academically, it challenges the universality of dominant supply chain resilience frameworks where core assumptions around inventory redundancy, collaboration, and visibility do not hold for fresh produce, contributing to theoretical debate about the boundary conditions of supply chain resilience theory.
From a practical perspective, supply disruptions have disproportionate impacts on lower-income households already contending with food inflation that reached 16.9% in 2023 (Food Foundation, 2023). The near-10% closure rate among Lea Valley growers (Hirth et al., 2023) raises urgent questions about the long-term sustainability of domestic production and rural employment consequences if sector contraction continues.
The policy significance is equally pressing. The 2023 crisis and the failure of domestic greenhouse production under energy cost pressure illustrate market failures that individual company strategy cannot resolve unilaterally. The exclusion of UK horticulture from energy support schemes available to other industries (Food Foundation, 2023) highlights a regulatory gap this research directly addresses by distinguishing supply chain challenges amenable to market-driven adaptation from those requiring policy intervention.
The dissertation comprises five chapters. Chapter 2 builds directly from the disruption context established here by critically evaluating whether existing theoretical frameworks offer adequate guidance for fresh produce supply chains under these conditions, and by identifying the specific theoretical gaps this research addresses. Chapters 3 to 5 then present methodology, findings, and recommendations, respectively.
Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Supply Chain Resilience: Theoretical Foundations
Supply chain resilience has evolved from a peripheral concern to a central strategic imperative. Ponomarov and Holcomb (2009, p. 131) define it as the adaptive capability of a supply chain to prepare for unexpected events, respond to disruptions, and recover from them by maintaining continuity of operations. The strength of this definition lies in its emphasis on adaptive capability rather than static robustness and its acknowledgement of both proactive and reactive components. However, its critical limitation is the implicit assumption that supply chain resilience means returning to a pre-disruption state bouncing back to a stable norm that may no longer exist. In the UK fresh produce context, Brexit permanently altered the regulatory landscape in ways that make pre-2021 supply configurations unrecoverable, rendering a recovery-oriented conception of supply chain resilience analytically insufficient.
Ivanov and Dolgui (2020) directly challenge this recovery orientation, arguing that contemporary supply chains face persistent volatility in which the notion of a stable normal state is questionable. In their framing, supply chain resilience requires evolution bouncing forward to adapted states better suited to permanently altered conditions. Whereas a bounce-back orientation leads practitioners to invest in restoring unrecoverable configurations, the bounce-forward framing demands fundamental strategic reorientation. Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) evolutionary framing is more analytically appropriate for UK fresh produce adaptation experiences, and this research accordingly adopts it as the primary theoretical lens.
Christopher and Peck (2004) identify four supply chain resilience capabilities: flexibility, visibility, collaboration, and redundancy. The framework’s strength lies in its integrative parsimony four actionable capability areas communicable across practitioner and academic audiences. However, it was developed from manufacturing case studies, embedding assumptions about inventory redundancy, temporal flexibility, and inter-organisational power dynamics that fundamentally contradict fresh produce realities.
Inventory redundancy, effective in manufacturing as disruption insurance via safety stock, becomes counterproductive in fresh produce supply chains. Here, perishability ensures that any inventory held beyond immediate demand is likely to spoil, turning a potential buffer into guaranteed waste. This is not a practical complication but a fundamental incompatibility: fresh produce operates under irreversible biological time constraints that manufactured goods do not face. As demonstrated by APS Group during the 2023 crisis, even substantial domestic production capacity proved unable to serve as a meaningful supply buffer once energy costs made its activation economically unviable (Food Foundation, 2023). Vlajic et al. (2012) partially address this, proposing process redundancy and relationship redundancy in place of inventory redundancy in agri-food contexts, though without systematic reconceptualisation for fresh produce specifically.
The collaboration element embeds an optimistic assumption about power dynamics incompatible with UK grocery market realities. Christopher and Peck (2004) present collaboration as universally achievable, yet four supermarkets control approximately 70% of UK market share (Hobbs, 2021). As documented in the EFRA Select Committee’s 2023 inquiry into food supply chain resilience, suppliers consistently reported inability to negotiate cost-sharing arrangements with major retailers even during acute shortages, confirming that power asymmetry creates conditions more conducive to supplier compliance than genuine supply chain collaboration (EFRA, 2023). Zsidisin and Ritchie (2009) confirm that collaboration is structurally constrained in concentrated buyer markets directly applicable to UK grocery, yet unaddressed by Christopher and Peck’s (2004) framework. The visibility element similarly overlooks that SME growers lack the financial and technical capacity to implement digital traceability infrastructure (Hirth et al., 2023), creating a structural paradox where the supply chain actors most needing visibility are least able to provide it.
Three additional theoretical perspectives enrich the analytical framework. The Resource-Based View (Barney, 1991) argues that sustained competitive advantage derives from unique, valuable, and difficult-to-imitate internal resources. Applied to supply chain resilience, firms with proprietary supplier relationships or specialist cold chain expertise are better positioned to maintain continuity during disruptions. However, the Resource-Based View is essentially static it identifies valuable resources but does not theorise how firms must adapt them when conditions permanently change, a significant limitation post-Brexit.
Dynamic Capabilities Theory (Teece et al., 1997) directly addresses this limitation, arguing that in volatile environments competitive advantage derives from the organisational ability to sense disruptions, seize adaptation opportunities, and reconfigure existing capabilities. For UK fresh produce supply chains, dynamic capabilities manifest as continuously restructuring supplier networks and reconfiguring traceability systems in response to successive disruptions the bounce-forward orientation advocated by Ivanov and Dolgui (2020). These two frameworks are theoretically complementary and are treated as mutually reinforcing lenses throughout this research.
Lean versus agile supply chain theory (Naylor et al., 1999) provides a further critical lens. Lean supply chains prioritise efficiency through waste and inventory redundancy elimination; agile supply chains prioritise responsiveness to volatility. The lean-agile tension directly mirrors the supply chain resilience-efficiency tension: UK grocery retail has historically driven lean configurations through cost pressure, but the 2023 crisis demonstrated lean systems are inherently fragile under compounding disruptions, reinforcing the case that sector-wide resilience requires structural intervention rather than individual firm-level responses.
Key takeaway: No single existing framework adequately addresses the perishability constraints, power asymmetries, and persistent regulatory friction characterising UK fresh produce supply chains. A synthesis of bounce-forward orientation, process redundancy, dynamic capabilities, and agile logic is required.
Table 1: Synthesises all eight frameworks, comparing capabilities, strengths, and fresh produce limitations as a reference for the Chapter 4 analysis.
	Framework & Origin
	Core Capabilities
	Key Limitation for Fresh Produce

	Christopher & Peck (2004)
	Flexibility, Visibility, Collaboration, Inventory Redundancy
	Inventory redundancy causes waste; ignores SME & power issues

	Ponomarov & Holcomb (2009)
	Adaptive capability, Recovery orientation
	Assumes return to normal; ignores permanent disruption

	Ivanov & Dolgui (2020)
	Bouncing-forward, Evolution
	Abstract; lacks practical implementation guidance

	Vlajic et al. (2012)
	Process & Relationship Redundancy
	Misses buyer power issues; limited UK empirical data

	Tang (2006)
	Supply base diversification
	Brexit limits diversification options

	Barney (1991) - RBV
	Unique internal resources
	Static; ignores need for continuous resource reconfiguration

	Teece et al. (1997) - Dynamic Capabilities
	Sense, seize, reconfigure capabilities
	Theoretical; needs practical application in fresh produce

	Naylor et al. (1999) - Lean vs Agile
	Lean (efficiency) vs Agile (responsiveness)
	Hard to balance under concentrated retailer power


Table 1: Summary of Supply Chain Resilience Frameworks and Fresh Produce Limitations
2.2 Fresh Produce Supply Chain Characteristics
2.2.1 Perishability
Perishability is a fundamental constraint that inverts conventional supply chain management logic. Van der Vorst et al. (2009) frame it as a non-negotiable design constraint rather than a manageable variable, shifting the resilience question from how much inventory redundancy to hold to how rapidly fresh produce can be sourced and moved. This exposes the central paradox: inventory redundancy becomes counterproductive when inventory is a rapidly depreciating biological asset. Aung and Chang (2014) extend this, demonstrating that cold chain failures and perishability interact synergistically minor delays trivial in manufactured goods contexts can render entire shipments commercially unmarketable, amplifying the consequences of modest disruptions.
2.2.2 Cold Chain and Energy Dependency
Maintaining fresh produce quality requires an unbroken cold chain from harvest to consumer purchase, creating infrastructure dependencies at every supply chain stage. Manning and Soon (2016) demonstrate that refrigeration represents the dominant operating cost in fresh produce supply chains but substantially underestimate the systemic consequences of sustained energy cost escalation, starkly exposed by the 2022–2023 energy crisis. APS Group’s decision to leave 8% of glasshouse capacity unused demonstrates energy vulnerability can render domestic production unviable regardless of other supply chain resilience investments (Food Foundation, 2023), echoing Wieland, and Wallenburg’s (2012) warning that strategies addressing one vulnerability can create new exposure elsewhere.
2.2.3 Import Dependency and Geographic Concentration
The UK imports 84% of fresh vegetables and 46% of fresh fruit, predominantly from Spain, the Netherlands, and Morocco (Food Foundation, 2023). Tang (2006) argues that supply chain resilience requires diversification across geographically uncorrelated sourcing regions to reduce simultaneous supply failure risk. However, Tang’s (2006) framework assumes alternative sources are economically accessible an assumption substantially undermined by post-Brexit realities where UK buyers have become less attractive to many continental European suppliers (Euronews, 2023). Furthermore, 54% of UK imports originate from countries projected to face high water scarcity by 2040 (Food Foundation, 2023), indicating that concentration vulnerability will intensify under climate change a dimension absent from Tang’s framework.
Key takeaway: Perishability, cold chain energy dependency, and geographic concentration collectively create a compounding vulnerability profile that standard supply chain resilience frameworks, developed without these constraints, cannot adequately address.
2.3 Recent Disruptions and Documented Impacts
Brexit demonstrates that regulatory changes create persistent supply chain disruption rather than episodic events companies can recover from. Even modest 12–24-hour border delays translate into 20–40% shelf-life reduction for fresh produce (Euronews, 2023), and Hirth et al. (2023) document that compliance costs have intensified since implementation. This slow-burn pattern challenges resilience frameworks focused on acute, bounded events.
The COVID-19 pandemic (2020–2023) provided counterintuitively positive evidence of supply chain adaptive capacity: despite demand surges of 300–400% and food service channel collapse, basic availability was broadly maintained (Hobbs, 2021). However, Hobbs (2021) and Sheffi (2015) caution that crisis-period performance reflects discretionary effort not replicable without deliberate structural investment and is not a reliable indicator of structural supply chain resilience capacity.
Section 2.4 examines the strategic tensions these disruptions expose.
2.4 Strategic Tensions
The localisation debate illustrates fundamental tensions between supply chain resilience recommendations and economic feasibility. Domestic production has been widely proposed as a resilience solution (Sustain, 2023), yet the 2022–2023 experience demonstrated it failing as catastrophically as import-dependent supply chains when energy costs inverted greenhouse economics, suggesting neither localisation nor diversification alone provides adequate resilience.
The resilience–efficiency tension mirrors the lean versus agile debate: lean configurations proved structurally fragile under compounding disruptions, whilst agile configurations provide resilience that lean efficiency sacrifices. Christopher and Peck (2004) acknowledge this tension but provide limited resolution guidance. In markets where food inflation reached 16.9% in 2023 (Food Foundation, 2023), firms investing in resilience risk competitive disadvantage, suggesting effective sectoral resilience requires coordinated policy intervention beyond individual firm strategy.
2.5 International Comparisons
Brief international comparison highlights the distinctiveness of the UK case. The Netherlands has achieved supply chain resilience through cooperative grower models and glasshouse energy efficiency investment (Wijnands et al., 2015). The cooperative model has potential transferability to the UK, though requiring structural adjustment given UK grocery’s adversarial buyer-supplier dynamics. Australia’s experience following biosecurity-driven import restrictions parallels Brexit’s phytosanitary friction: regulatory barriers can stimulate domestic production investment when government policy is consistent (Productivity Commission, 2020). UK policy excluded horticulture from energy relief available to other industries (Food Foundation, 2023). Both cases confirm that supply chain resilience requires coordinated policy support alongside individual firm strategy (see Section 5.1.3 for direct policy implications).
2.6 Synthesis, Research Gap, and Conceptual Framework
The preceding review reveals a compounding research gap across four dimensions. First, established frameworks embed manufacturing assumptions structurally incompatible with fresh produce perishability: no framework to date systematically reconceptualises supply chain resilience for perishable goods. Second, Brexit’s persistent regulatory friction constitutes a slow-burn disruption category that acute-event frameworks do not theorise, yet no post-2021 UK-specific resilience literature addresses it empirically. Third, the convergence of Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022–2023 energy and weather crises created compounding simultaneous shocks that discrete-disruption frameworks cannot model. Fourth, no existing research has systematically synthesised documented adaptation experiences across the UK fresh produce sector following this convergence. This research is the first to propose a supply chain resilience framework that systematically integrates perishability, process redundancy, adaptive governance, and structural power asymmetries for the UK fresh produce context, filling a critical empirical and conceptual gap in the literature. This framework not only fills that gap but also provides a practical tool for both researchers and practitioners navigating supply chain resilience in volatile, perishable goods environments.
Conceptual Framework
The proposed framework (see Figure 1) builds on Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) bounce-forward orientation, Vlajic et al.’s (2012) process and relationship redundancy, Teece et al.’s (1997) dynamic capabilities, and Naylor et al.’s (1999) lean-agile logic. Unlike Christopher and Peck’s (2004) model, it replaces inventory redundancy with process redundancy, treats biological perishability as a non-negotiable design constraint, and adds adaptive governance absent from all reviewed frameworks but evidenced as necessary by the Brexit context. The four capabilities operate within two contextual conditions unique to UK fresh produce: biological perishability and permanent post-Brexit regulatory friction. The four capabilities are mutually reinforcing: sourcing agility is underpinned by robust process redundancy and collaborative risk-sharing, while adaptive governance ensures that these capabilities remain effective amid evolving regulatory and market conditions. This framework directly informs the coding and thematic structure of Chapter 4, ensuring results are interpreted through a lens integrating sector-specific constraints and resilience requirements.



Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual Framework for UK Fresh Produce Supply Chain Resilience
	UK FRESH PRODUCE CONTEXT
Biological Perishability (non-negotiable constraint)  |  Post-Brexit Regulatory Friction (permanent environment)

	1. SOURCING AGILITY
Rapid procurement redirection across geographically diverse, low-correlation suppliers
Theoretical basis: Tang (2006) diversification logic + Dynamic Capabilities (Teece et al., 1997)
Replaces: Static supplier base optimisation
	2. PROCESS REDUNDANCY
Maintained logistics, cold chain, and distribution capacity absorbing disruptions without inventory buffers
Theoretical basis: Vlajic et al. (2012) process redundancy
Replaces: Inventory redundancy (Christopher & Peck, 2004)

	3. COLLABORATIVE RISK-SHARING
Structured cost and responsibility distribution across supply chain tiers; governance mechanisms overcoming power asymmetries
Theoretical basis: Zsidisin & Ritchie (2009) structural collaboration constraints
Replaces: Aspirational collaboration assumption
	4. ADAPTIVE GOVERNANCE
Active engagement with regulatory and policy processes to modify persistent structural friction
Theoretical basis: Ivanov & Dolgui (2020) bounce-forward; Brexit-specific evidence
New capability: Absent from all reviewed frameworks

	Overarching orientation: Bounce-Forward (Ivanov & Dolgui, 2020) - evolution toward adapted states, not recovery to prior configurations


Figure 1: Proposed conceptual framework for UK fresh produce supply chain resilience (author’s own)
These themes and framework elements directly inform both the analytical strategy and the coding structure outlined in Chapter 3 and applied in Chapter 4.


Chapter 3: Methodology
3.1 Research Design: The Melnikovas Research Onion
This chapter justifies the methodological choices underpinning this research using the Research Onion model (Melnikovas, 2018), which provides a layered framework moving systematically from broad philosophical commitments at the outer layers inward to specific data collection methods at the core. Melnikovas’ adaptation is particularly appropriate here because it makes the interdependencies between philosophy, approach, strategy, and method visible rather than treating them as independent choices. Figure 2 illustrates the six layers as applied to this research.
Figure 2: Research Onion applied to this study (adapted from Melnikovas, 2018)
	 Philosophy: Interpretivism

	 Approach: Inductive

	 Strategy: Secondary Qualitative Research

	 Methodological Choice: Qualitative (Multi-Source Documentary)

	 Time Horizon: Cross-Sectional (2020–2025)

	 Core: Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006)


Figure 2: Melnikovas (2018) Research Onion applied to this study
3.2 Research Philosophy: Interpretivism
At the outermost layer, Melnikovas (2018) identifies research philosophy as the lens through which all subsequent methodological choices must be justified. This research adopts an interpretivist stance, recognising that organisational accounts of disruption and resilience are constructed narratives, shaped by stakeholder perspectives rather than objective realities. Companies’ published resilience strategies reflect commercial sensitivities, reputational pressures, and retrospective interpretation of complex events. Interpretivism treats this constructedness as analytically important rather than a bias to be eliminated. A positivist stance seeking generalisable causal laws through quantitative analysis is inappropriate here because the research concerns a historically unique configuration of disruptions where contextually rich understanding is required rather than statistical generalisation.
3.3 Research Approach: Inductive
The second layer concerns the relationship between theory and data. Melnikovas (2018) distinguishes inductive approaches which develop understanding from data patterns from deductive approaches that test predetermined hypotheses. This research adopts an inductive approach because the research questions concern what adaptation patterns have actually emerged in the sector, and because the complexity of compounding disruptions means predetermined coding frameworks risk distorting the evidence. Braun and Clarke (2006) argue that inductive thematic analysis is particularly suited to capturing the complexity that deductive testing may obscure.
3.4 Research Strategy: Secondary Qualitative Analysis
The third layer concerns the overall research strategy. Secondary qualitative research was selected because substantial documentary evidence documenting recent UK fresh produce sector disruptions and responses exists across multiple source types. This approach was essential given time and resource constraints and the need to capture sector-wide adaptation rather than single-firm experience. Synthesising across independent sources enables broader insights than single case studies whilst avoiding retrospective recall biases inherent in interviews conducted years after events.
Six document categories were analysed, each providing a distinct analytical perspective:
· Industry association reports (Fresh Produce Consortium, British Retail Consortium, Food and Drink Federation)
· Government documents: DEFRA reports, parliamentary inquiries, and select committee evidence
· Trade press: The Grocer, Fresh Produce Journal, and Farmers Weekly
· Company annual reports and sustainability disclosures
· Academic peer-reviewed research
· Think tank reports: Food Foundation, Chatham House, and Sustain
Inclusion criteria were: Published January 2020-December 2025; substantive UK fresh produce focus; analytical discussion of supply chain disruptions, resilience strategies, or outcomes; publicly available; and English language. Exclusion criteria eliminated pre-2020 publications, generic food supply chain content, promotional materials, items under 300 words, and opinion pieces without evidential basis. Where document relevance was uncertain, inclusion was determined through review against the research questions and discussion with the supervising academic. The target of 50-60 documents was determined by thematic saturation. A full document summary is provided in Appendix A.


3.5 Methodological Choice: Qualitative Multi-Source
The fourth layer specifies the methodological choice. A qualitative, multi-source approach was selected to enable depth, contextual richness, and identification of contradictions across source types. Triangulation across independent sources serves as the primary validity mechanism: findings supported by multiple document types carry greater evidential weight. Document quality was assessed using four criteria adapted for secondary research: Authenticity, Credibility, Representativeness, and Meaning (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), applied as graded analytical weight indicators rather than binary filters.
3.6 Time Horizon: Cross-Sectional
The fifth layer concerns the time horizon. This research adopts a cross-sectional design, analysing documentary evidence from January 2020–December 2025 to capture adaptation patterns across the full cycle of compounding disruptions. A longitudinal design would have provided richer evolution tracking but was not feasible within this dissertation’s scope. The January 2020 threshold ensures capture of the entire compounding disruption cycle, beginning with Brexit and the onset of the pandemic.
3.7 Data Collection and Analysis: Thematic Analysis
At the core of the onion, Melnikovas (2018) positions the specific data collection and analysis methods. Thematic analysis employed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase process: familiarisation, initial coding, theme development through concept mapping, theme review against the full corpus, theme definition, and report production. Inductive codes were supplemented by theoretically sensitising codes from the literature review including inventory redundancy, process redundancy, relationship redundancy, collaboration, and bounce-forward. A sample coding excerpt is provided in Appendix C. Researcher bias was managed through adversarial reading and a reflexive journal, ensuring emerging patterns were critically examined for potential bias and enhancing trustworthiness of findings. Deliberate SME-focused supplementary searches offset structural coverage bias toward larger organisations.
Ethical considerations were addressed throughout. As this research relies exclusively on publicly available secondary documents, no primary data collection involving human participants was undertaken and therefore no issues of informed consent, participant anonymity, or confidentiality of personal data arise. Where company disclosures were used, organisations are identified by name only where they have made information publicly available; no internal or confidential documents were accessed. One company annual report is anonymised where the organisation did not publicly identify itself in the relevant disclosure. All sources are attributed in full following Harvard referencing conventions, and documentary extracts comply with fair dealing provisions under UK copyright law. University ethics approval confirms the design meets institutional standards for secondary research using publicly available documents.
Chapter 4 applies this framework and methodological approach to analyse the adaptation strategies and documented experiences of UK fresh produce supply chain actors.
Chapter 4: Results and Discussion
4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents and critically discusses findings from systematic secondary analysis of over 50 documents relating to supply chain resilience in the UK fresh produce sector. Thematic synthesis addresses each of the three research questions, integrating evidence from industry reports (Fresh Produce Consortium, British Retail Consortium), government publications (DEFRA reports, parliamentary inquiries), trade press articles (The Grocer, Fresh Produce Journal, Farmers Weekly), company disclosures (annual reports, sustainability reports), and academic case studies. Findings are discussed in immediate relation to theoretical frameworks and practical implications, with contradictions and variations across source types explicitly highlighted and analysed rather than suppressed for narrative convenience. This integrated results and discussion structure enables critical evaluation of patterns as they emerge from documentary evidence whilst maintaining clear connection to the three overarching research questions that guide this investigation.
4.2 Documented Disruptions and Strategic Responses (RQ1)
This section addresses Research Question 1 by examining both the key disruptions documented across sources and the strategic responses adopted by UK fresh produce companies. The analysis integrates disruption assessment with strategy identification to provide comprehensive understanding of sectoral adaptation patterns.
4.2.1 Brexit and Persistent Trade Friction
Analysis of industry and government documents reveals three major disruptions most frequently documented as affecting the UK fresh produce sector post-2020, each creating distinct vulnerability patterns. Brexit introduced new customs checks, phytosanitary certifications, and border inspections creating persistent supply chain friction. The Fresh Produce Consortium (2023) member survey reported that 78% of respondents experienced ongoing operational challenges due to Brexit-related delays, with average import transit times increasing by 12–24 hours. This figure is significant because it suggests Brexit-related friction is not an isolated experience affecting a minority of operators but a near-universal sectoral condition one that cannot be resolved through the adaptations of individual firms alone. Trade press and company annual reports documented increased spoilage rates and logistics costs, with The Grocer (2023) reporting that Brexit-related border delays continue to undermine the freshness and shelf-life of imported produce.
These chronic delays proved especially problematic for SMEs lacking resources to absorb additional compliance costs or invest in alternative supply arrangements. The Grocer (2023) analysis revealed that small businesses lack the resources to develop dedicated customs teams or alternative sourcing arrangements, making them disproportionately vulnerable to border friction. This size-differentiated impact pattern suggests Brexit created a stratifying effect, widening gaps between large corporations with resources to adapt and smaller operators struggling with new compliance requirements.
4.2.2 COVID-19 Pandemic and System Inflexibility
The pandemic brought simultaneous demand and supply shocks exposing supply chain inflexibility. Food Foundation (2023) documented demand surges of up to 400% that overwhelmed retail supply chains in the first weeks of lockdown, whilst Hobbs (2021) observed that supply chains optimised for foodservice proved unable to redirect flows quickly to retail channels. DEFRA reports highlighted panic buying, demand pattern shifts, labour shortages across harvest operations and processing facilities, and logistics capacity constraints as air freight collapsed and border measures affected port operations.
This inflexibility revealed a fundamental weakness in systems presumed flexible: channel optimisation created path dependencies difficult to reconfigure rapidly when circumstances demanded. The practical significance is that the theoretical flexibility presumed as a core supply chain resilience capability (Christopher and Peck, 2004) proved more constrained in practice than theory suggested. Companies with pre-existing multi-channel capabilities adapted more successfully, suggesting flexibility requires proactive investment rather than representing an inherent organisational attribute activated during crisis.
4.2.3 Energy Crisis and Weather Convergence
The 2022–2023 episode demonstrated cascading, compounding supply chain disruption effects. Adverse weather in Spain and Morocco damaged crops whilst energy price spikes made UK greenhouse production uneconomical, and Brexit factors simultaneously made UK buyers less attractive to constrained continental suppliers. Countryfile (2023) reported that energy costs rendered winter greenhouse production economically unviable for many UK growers. Food Foundation (2023) documented the unprecedented decision of APS Group to leave 8% of glasshouses empty in 2023 for the first time in its history, representing approximately 33% reduction in UK tomato production capacity during critical winter months. The APS Group case is particularly significant because it demonstrates that domestic production the most frequently cited resilience alternative to import dependency is itself vulnerable to structural cost conditions that no individual firm strategy can address.
The critical insight is that neither import dependency nor domestic production alone guaranteed supply chain resilience both failed simultaneously for different reasons. This challenges binary localisation-versus-globalisation debates, suggesting that portfolio approaches balancing both strategies whilst acknowledging the inherent limitations of each may prove more realistic than pursuing exclusively. The episode also revealed policy inconsistency: whilst energy-intensive manufacturing industries received substantial support, horticulture was notably excluded from energy bill support schemes (Food Foundation, 2023), demonstrating how policy gaps can undermine sectoral supply chain resilience regardless of companies’ own adaptation efforts.
4.2.4 Critical Discussion of Disruption Impacts
These documented disruptions are significant not only for their acute impacts but also for persistent, compounding effects revealing systemic vulnerabilities. Brexit introduced chronic friction making the UK market less attractive; COVID-19 demonstrated system inflexibility; the energy crisis showed domestic production’s vulnerability to input cost volatility. The convergence during the 2023 crisis where multiple simultaneous shocks overwhelmed adaptive capacity in ways individual disruptions might not have supports Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) argument that contemporary supply chains must adapt to both persistent volatility and acute crises rather than presuming return to stable baseline conditions.
Documentary evidence consistently suggested SMEs lacked the resources to absorb additional costs, develop alternative supply arrangements, or invest in protective infrastructure making them systematically more vulnerable than larger firms across all disruption types. This size-differentiated vulnerability raises an equity concern: if supply chain resilience-building systematically advantages larger organisations whilst disadvantaging smaller operators, disruptions may accelerate market concentration rather than representing neutral selection pressure. Whether this represents efficient market adaptation or problematic concentration requiring policy attention remains contested, with industry associations emphasising support needs whilst government documents prioritise market-driven adaptation. For policymakers, the implication is clear: sectoral resilience cannot be achieved through firm-level strategy alone if the most numerous participants in the supply chain are structurally excluded from resilience investment.
4.3 Resilience Strategy Patterns (RQ1 continued)
Building on the disruption analysis in Section 4.2, this section completes the response to Research Question 1 by examining the supply chain resilience strategies documented across the UK fresh produce sector. Three dominant approaches emerged from documentary analysis: supplier geographic diversification, nearshoring and domestic production investment, and supply chain visibility through technology adoption.
4.3.1 Supplier Geographic Diversification
Supplier diversification emerged as the most widely documented supply chain resilience strategy. The Fresh Produce Consortium (2023) reported that 68% of members had initiated or expanded diversification efforts post-2020 a notable majority, yet one that also reveals approximately one-third of the sector had not yet begun, a gap correlating closely with SME status and capital constraints rather than strategic indifference. The rationale was clear: reducing single-region dependency was seen as a buffer against climate variability, regulatory change, and geopolitical disruption.
However, implementation proved more complex than anticipated. The Grocer (2023) reported that diversification introduced new logistical challenges and inconsistent product quality, and Food Foundation (2023) highlighted that quality assurance resource requirements rose significantly for diversified portfolios. This evidence underscores a resilience-complexity trade-off: whilst diversification aligns with Christopher and Peck’s (2004) flexibility capability, it simultaneously increases managerial burden in ways that can reduce operational responsiveness if not carefully structured. It is worth noting that some larger UK importers managed diversification successfully by investing in dedicated supplier development teams an approach inaccessible to most SMEs, reinforcing size as a key determinant of strategy feasibility. For practitioners, this means diversification should be pursued incrementally with upfront investment in relationship and quality management infrastructure, not as a standalone sourcing decision.
4.3.2 Nearshoring and Domestic Production Investment
Nearshoring, particularly investment in UK greenhouse and vertical farming technologies, was documented in 18 sources as a growing trend, especially following the 2022–2023 energy crisis. Sustain (2023) advocated for increased domestic production, citing benefits for supply chain resilience, sustainability, and rural employment. However, practical realities proved challenging. Countryfile (2023) reported that energy costs rendered winter greenhouse production economically unviable for many UK growers, leading to APS Group’s unprecedented decision to leave 8% of glasshouse capacity unused a first in its 80-year history (Food Foundation, 2023).
Policy inconsistencies further complicated nearshoring efforts. DEFRA and parliamentary inquiry documents revealed that whilst government rhetoric supported domestic production, actual policy excluded horticulture from the energy bill support enjoyed by other sectors (Food Foundation, 2023). This exclusion directly led to deferred and cancelled expansion projects, with company reports acknowledging that planned domestic capacity investments became financially untenable once energy price spikes were not offset by the support available to comparable industries. For policymakers, this causal link is significant: it demonstrates that domestic production capacity the most commonly proposed resilience solution is as dependent on consistent policy as it is on investment from the sector itself.
4.3.3 Supply Chain Visibility and Technology Adoption
Technology adoption was documented in 24 sources as a prominent supply chain resilience strategy. Large retailers invested heavily in real-time tracking platforms, automated quality controls, and predictive analytics. Food Foundation (2023) acknowledged that real-time shipment tracking improved the ability to respond to supply chain disruptions yet cautioned that technology cannot prevent them. This distinction highlights that technology enhances situational awareness and responsiveness but does not eliminate exposure to external shocks such as extreme weather or geopolitical events.
The Grocer (2023) observed that small businesses lack the resources to implement advanced visibility platforms, creating a digital divide between large organisations and SMEs. Whilst corporations could integrate suppliers into proprietary systems, SMEs relied on collaborative platforms offered by industry associations or relationship-based risk mitigation. In relation to Christopher and Peck’s (2004) framework, technology adoption supports the visibility capability; however, documentary evidence suggests that visibility alone is insufficient, must be complemented by flexibility, and relational strategies to ensure genuine supply chain resilience in the fresh produce sector.
4.3.4 Organisational Size Differences in Strategy Selection
Documentary analysis revealed systematic differences in supply chain resilience strategies by organisation size. Large corporations’ annual reports documented substantial investments in supply chain technology, multi-country supplier portfolios, and formal risk management functions. In contrast, SMEs adopted pragmatic approaches such as joining collaborative buying groups, leveraging long-standing supplier relationships, and implementing incremental adaptations rather than transformational changes (The Grocer, 2023).
This stratification pattern matters because it suggests supply chain resilience-building may systematically advantage larger organisations whilst disadvantaging smaller operators. Supply chain disruptions thus act as a competitive selection mechanism, favouring scale and resource-rich firms over SMEs. Industry associations have argued for policy support to ensure SME participation in supply chain resilience-building, as documented in Food Foundation (2023): collaborative buying groups enabled SMEs to access diversification benefits otherwise limited to larger organisations. This makes the collaborative buying group model particularly illustrative it demonstrates that structural resilience gaps between large and small operators can be partially bridged through collective action, providing a practical model for sector-level intervention.
4.3.5 Critical Synthesis and Theoretical Integration
In synthesis, supplier diversification, nearshoring, and technology adoption represent the dominant supply chain resilience strategies documented across the UK fresh produce sector. Each aligns with core theoretical capabilities flexibility, process redundancy, and visibility yet documentary evidence highlights the implementation challenges and contextual constraints that limit their effectiveness. The complexity of supplier management, economic viability of domestic production, and resource requirements for technology adoption all suggest that a one-size-fits-all approach is inadequate.
Documentary evidence indicates that successful supply chain resilience strategies are those adapted to the specific characteristics of the fresh produce sector, particularly perishability and variable input costs. Organisational size and resource availability further shape which strategies are feasible, reinforcing the need for sector-specific frameworks and policy interventions to support SMEs. Ultimately, the evidence supports the argument that supply chain resilience in the UK fresh produce sector requires context-specific approaches, continuous investment, and organisational commitment not simply the adaptation of manufacturing-derived models (Christopher and Peck, 2004).
4.4 Resilience Efficiency Tensions and Implementation Challenges (RQ2)
This section addresses Research Question 2 by examining how companies navigate the documented tension between supply chain resilience commitments and efficiency priorities, alongside the implementation challenges encountered when executing resilience strategies. The analysis reveals persistent paradoxes between strategic intent and operational reality.
4.4.1 Pattern Identification Across Source Types
A central theme emerging from the documentary analysis is the persistent tension between the pursuit of supply chain resilience and the operational prioritisation of efficiency. Company sustainability reports and annual disclosures repeatedly highlight supply chain resilience as a strategic priority the term resilience appeared 147 times across twelve company reports, averaging 12.25 mentions per document (Fresh Produce Consortium, 2023). The frequency of this terminology is itself analytically significant: it suggests resilience has become a reputationally necessary concept for large organisations to invoke, whether or not operational decisions consistently reflect it. Yet critical review of trade press and procurement records reveals a significant gap between rhetoric and practice. Food Foundation (2023) noted that despite public commitments to supply chain resilience, price remains the dominant factor in procurement decisions. The Grocer (2023) corroborated this: retailers implementing supply chain resilience measures risk competitive disadvantage against efficiency-focused rivals.
Companies face continued pressure to prioritise cost efficiency, particularly as profit margins remain under strain and consumer price sensitivity increases. Annual reports from major retailers admit to this tension, with statements acknowledging that whilst supply chain resilience remains a commitment, margin pressures require continued focus on cost efficiency across procurement operations (Company Annual Report, 2023). This contradiction illustrates the resilience–efficiency paradox: supply chain resilience is espoused as an organisational imperative, but day-to-day decisions are often governed by efficiency imperatives, especially in price-sensitive retail environments.
4.4.2 Explanatory Mechanisms and Competitive Dynamics
Several mechanisms underpin this paradox. First, supply chain resilience investments are recorded as immediate costs whilst their benefits typically materialise only during future supply chain disruptions, creating a temporal mismatch. This challenge is particularly acute for publicly traded companies facing quarterly earnings pressures and investor expectations for margin maintenance. Second, competitive dynamics in UK grocery retail amplify the paradox: retailers investing in supply chain resilience incur higher costs but risk losing customers to competitors who maintain lower prices through continued efficiency prioritisation (The Grocer, 2023).
Consumer research cited in industry sources indicates limited willingness to pay price premiums for enhanced supply reliability during normal periods, creating a prisoner’s dilemma where individual retailers investing in supply chain resilience may be penalised in the market, yet all benefit if the industry collectively invests. Food Foundation (2023) summarised this as retailers facing competitive disadvantage if they pass supply chain resilience costs onto consumers, discouraging investment except during periods of acute disruption and reinforcing cyclical vulnerability.
4.4.3 Theoretical Implications and Practical Significance
The resilience–efficiency paradox resonates with Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) argument that supply chain resilience investments are justified during disruptions whilst costs are continuous. Documentary evidence from the competitive UK retail environment demonstrates how market dynamics further amplify these challenges. The practical implication is that supply chain resilience-building may require industry-wide coordination or policy intervention rather than reliance on individual company initiatives, as collective approaches are needed to enable sector-wide supply chain resilience improvement without creating competitive disadvantage for early adopters (Fresh Produce Consortium, 2023).
This paradox also challenges the applicability of manufacturing-derived supply chain resilience frameworks. Christopher and Peck’s (2004) model assumes that process redundancy and flexibility can be achieved without substantial efficiency trade-offs. Documentary evidence suggests that for fresh produce such trade-offs are non-negotiable, and efficiency pressures routinely override supply chain resilience investments unless supported by policy or collective action.
4.4.4 Implementation Challenges and Enablers
Documentary analysis identified four primary barriers and three key enablers to supply chain resilience strategy implementation. 
Table 3: Summarises these, followed by discussion of their practical significance.
	Type
	Factor
	Evidence and Significance

	Barrier
	Capital Requirements
	28 sources: upfront investment for diversification, technology, and infrastructure; multi-year programmes requiring board approval

	Barrier
	Supplier Relationship Complexity
	19 sources: quality assurance across diverse suppliers overwhelmed coordination capabilities; companies retrenched to fewer suppliers

	Barrier
	Technical Capability Gaps
	15 sources: workforce skills limitations in data analytics, digital management, and international logistics

	Barrier
	Organisational Resistance
	12 sources: internal reluctance to change when resilience investments competed with efficiency performance targets

	Enabler
	Senior Leadership Commitment
	8 case examples: board-level sponsorship provided resource authority and strategic priority signalling

	Enabler
	Phased Implementation
	11 cases: incremental change enabled organisational learning and reduced transformation risk

	Enabler
	Industry Collaboration
	5 cases: shared-cost consortia and collaborative buying groups particularly benefited SMEs


Table 3: Implementation barriers and enablers for supply chain resilience strategies in UK fresh produce
The pattern across these barriers reveals a consistent theme: implementation capability, not strategy selection, most often determined outcomes. Theoretically sound strategies failed without adequate execution, whilst suboptimal but implementable approaches succeeded through effective execution. This finding has direct implications for resilience theory, which tends to focus on strategy design rather than implementation conditions. For practitioners, it suggests that assessing organisational readiness before selecting a strategy rather than after would substantially improve realisation rates.
4.5 Critical Success Factors and Theoretical Implications (RQ3)
This section addresses Research Question 3 by synthesising lessons learned across documentary sources and evaluating how findings challenge or extend existing supply chain resilience frameworks. Five critical success factors emerged from analysis of multiple organisational experiences.
4.5.1 Five Critical Success Factors
Five critical success factors emerged consistently from across the documentary corpus, each carrying both practical and theoretical implications:
1.Continuous investment outperforms crisis-driven response: Companies with pre-existing diversification or technology investments weathered the 2023 disruptions more successfully than those attempting reactive adaptation. Supply chain resilience is an ongoing organisational capability, not a crisis-period purchase (Food Foundation, 2023). For practitioners, this means resilience investment must be budgeted and governed continuously, not activated only when disruption occurs.
2. Context-specific solutions outperform generic framework application: Perishability and extreme time sensitivity create constraints that universal resilience models cannot accommodate. Companies developing bespoke strategies acknowledging sector specificities outperformed those applying standard frameworks without adaptation. This directly challenges Christopher and Peck’s (2004) implied universality: biological perishability is not a manageable variable but a non-negotiable design parameter that reshapes the entire logic of resilience strategy a distinction not captured in any prior published framework applied to this context.
3. Organisational culture matters as much as strategy: Companies where leadership provided consistent resilience priority signals, measurement systems incorporated resilience metrics alongside efficiency measures, and cross-functional teams coordinated initiatives achieved stronger outcomes than those with equivalent strategies but weaker cultural alignment. This implementation dimension receives insufficient attention in strategy-focused resilience literature.
4. Supplier relationships outperform technology as resilience enablers: Fresh Produce Consortium (2023) member feedback consistently emphasised that strong partnerships characterised by trust, communication, and mutual commitment determined willingness to prioritise supply toward UK buyers during shortages. This challenges the visibility-centric orientation of contemporary resilience thinking relational trust provides more equitably accessible resilience than digital traceability infrastructure, particularly for SMEs. Notably, some innovative SMEs with deep, long-standing supplier networks demonstrated resilience comparable to larger firms despite limited technology investment confirming that relationship capital can partially offset capital disadvantage.
5. Incremental adaptation succeeds where transformation fails: Phased, incremental modification achieved more reliable outcomes than radical transformation programmes. Whilst transformation rhetoric appeals strategically, implementation reality favours evolutionary adaptation building on existing capabilities.
These five factors are likely transferable beyond UK fresh produce to other perishable food supply chains in concentrated buyer markets including fresh dairy and chilled ready meals where perishability and power asymmetry create analogous constraints. The third and fifth factors, relating to culture and incremental adaptation, may have broader applicability to any sector navigating the resilience–efficiency trade-off, regardless of product characteristics.
4.6 Integrative Analysis
Integrating findings across the three research questions reveals several overarching insights that challenge and extend existing supply chain resilience theory. This research extends supply chain resilience theory by demonstrating, through convergent evidence across over 50 sources, that the limitations of manufacturing-derived frameworks are not peripheral complications amenable to minor adaptation but structural incompatibilities that require fundamental reconceptualisation for perishable goods contexts. Unlike prior work which has noted these limitations in agri-food literature without systematically evidencing them across multiple source types and disruption scenarios these findings establish that biological perishability functions as a non-negotiable design parameter that reshapes the entire strategic logic of resilience, not merely specific tactical prescriptions within otherwise applicable frameworks.
Specifically, Christopher and Peck’s (2004) framework embeds assumptions about inventory redundancy as safety stock and flexibility through buffer utilisation that fundamentally contradict fresh produce realities where biological deterioration proceeds inexorably, and inventory represents a depreciating rather than protecting asset. Manufacturing-derived frameworks systematically privilege product characteristics such as stability and storability whilst marginalising perishability, time-sensitivity, and quality variability, revealing theoretical blind spots that have sustained academic attention despite the sector’s practical urgency.
Second, the resilience–efficiency paradox documented in the RQ2: Analysis reveals a fundamental tension more intractable than existing literature acknowledges. Whilst Ivanov and Dolgui (2020) recognise investment justification challenges, documentary evidence from the competitive UK retail environment demonstrates how market dynamics amplify these challenges such that resilience investments create not merely opportunity costs but competitive disadvantage risks. This ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ means that while it is collectively rational for firms to invest in resilience, individual actors are penalised for doing so unless others follow. This dynamic underscores the need for policy intervention, as market mechanisms alone are unlikely to achieve optimal sector-wide resilience. For policymakers, this is a clear signal that voluntary industry commitments to resilience will remain structurally insufficient without coordinated standards, shared infrastructure investment, or targeted subsidy.
Third, implementation barriers suggest a gap between theoretical prescription and practical possibility. Resilience literature excels at identifying what should be done whilst providing limited guidance on how to do it given real-world constraints of capital scarcity, capability limitations, and competitive pressures. This implementation gap is not merely a practical inconvenience but a theoretical problem: resilience frameworks that cannot account for the conditions under which their prescriptions are feasible are incomplete as analytical tools. Fourth, the organisational size stratification documented in the RQ1: Analysis reveals that improving average sectoral resilience through market-driven adaptation may paradoxically reduce the diversity and competition that itself contributes to systemic resilience at the sector level a second-order effect that policy focused solely on individual firm resilience would miss entirely. These four integrative insights collectively demonstrate that UK fresh produce supply chain resilience is as much a governance challenge as a management one.
4.7 Chapter Summary
This chapter synthesised documentary evidence from over 50 sources addressing all three research questions through thematic analysis integrated with critical discussion. RQ1: Findings demonstrated that Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022–2023 energy-weather crisis convergence created compounding supply chain disruptions exposing systemic vulnerabilities, with three dominant strategies supplier diversification, nearshoring, and technology adoption documented with varying implementation success and significant organisational size differences in approach.
RQ2: Findings revealed the resilience–efficiency paradox showing persistent tension between rhetorical commitments and operational prioritisation, whilst implementation barriers including capital requirements, relationship complexity, technical capability gaps, and organisational resistance proved as consequential as strategy selection itself. RQ3: Findings synthesised five critical success factors emphasising continuous investment, context-specificity, cultural alignment, relationship value, and incremental adaptation, whilst theoretical evaluation challenged standard framework applicability to perishable goods contexts. Integrative analysis demonstrates that UK fresh produce supply chain resilience requires context-specific strategies, ongoing investment, organisational commitment, and potentially policy intervention addressing market failures that individual companies cannot resolve. Standard manufacturing-derived frameworks prove inadequate; perishable goods demand fundamentally different supply chain resilience conceptualisations acknowledging biological perishability as a non-negotiable design parameter rather than a manageable constraint.
Taken together, the findings from across all three research questions point toward a consistent central conclusion: the most significant barriers to UK fresh produce supply chain resilience are not a lack of strategic awareness but the structural conditions concentrated buyer power, energy cost volatility, post-Brexit regulatory friction, and capital scarcity among SMEs that make individually rational efficiency prioritisation collectively damaging. This conclusion directly frames the evidence-based recommendations presented in Chapter 5.










Chapter 5: Recommendations, Conclusion, and Limitations
5.1 Evidence-Based Recommendations
5.1.1 For Large Corporations
Large corporations should first invest in supplier relationship management systems before pursuing geographic diversification (Section 4.3.1), since documentary evidence identified relationship complexity as the primary diversification barrier. Phased supplier diversification beginning with a 20% volume reallocation is preferable to wholesale transformation. Dedicated supply chain risk management functions with board-level authority to override cost mandates during high-risk periods are necessary to resolve the resilience–efficiency paradox (Section 4.4). Performance measurement systems must incorporate resilience metrics alongside efficiency measures to make supply chain resilience a genuine organisational priority.
5.1.2 For Small and Medium Enterprises
SMEs should join industry collaborative buying groups as the most cost-effective route to diversification (Section 4.3.4), aggregating purchasing power they cannot achieve individually. Relationship-based resilience offers SMEs a competitive advantage over larger organisations: personal supplier attention and long-term commitment signals create supply prioritisation during shortages that digital platforms cannot substitute. SMEs should leverage low-cost industry association platforms for visibility rather than investing in proprietary systems sized for enterprise volumes. The principal feasibility barrier across SME recommendations is awareness and access; industry associations and policymakers share responsibility for targeted outreach and accessible support.
5.1.3 For Policymakers
Immediate priority: establishing risk-based green lanes at borders for pre-approved fresh produce importers, reducing delays from 12-24 hours to 2-4 hours without new primary legislation. Extending energy bill support to horticultural producers during winter greenhouse heating peaks corrects the policy inconsistency directly contributing to the 2023 production failures (Section 4.2.3). In the medium term, capital grants for SME supplier diversification would address the market failure in which individually unaffordable diversification is collectively beneficial. Long-term, integrating climate resilience into supply chain planning is essential: 54% of UK imports originate from regions facing high water scarcity by 2040 (Food Foundation, 2023). Without these interventions, UK fresh produce supply chains will remain exposed to systemic risk, with negative consequences for food security and rural economies.
5.2 Conclusion
This research directly answers its three research questions. RQ1: What were the main supply chain disruptions and how did companies respond? - Is answered by evidence that Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022–2023 energy-weather convergence created compounding, systemic disruptions to which three dominant strategies emerged: supplier diversification, nearshoring, and technology adoption. RQ2: What challenges did companies face balancing resilience and efficiency? - Is answered by the resilience–efficiency paradox: cost pressure consistently dominated procurement decisions despite rhetorical resilience commitments, with capital requirements, relationship complexity, and organisational resistance as primary barriers. RQ3: What lessons affect existing supply chain theories? - Is answered by five critical success factors and a theoretical finding that Christopher and Peck’s (2004) manufacturing-derived framework cannot be applied to fresh produce without fundamental reconceptualisation. Collectively, these answers address the primary research question: UK fresh produce companies adapted through diversification, nearshoring, and technology, but structural market dynamics most constrained resilience success.
This research demonstrates that UK fresh produce supply chain resilience demands context-specific investigation rather than application of generic manufacturing-derived frameworks. Through systematic secondary analysis of over 50 documentary sources published between 2020 and 2025, this dissertation addressed all three research objectives and revealed findings with significant theoretical and practical implications.
Objective 1: Established that Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022-2023 energy-weather convergence created compounding disruptions exposing systemic vulnerabilities. Three dominant resilience strategies - supplier diversification, nearshoring, and technology adoption - Were documented with significant variation in implementation success. These findings align with Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) bounce-forward argument that supply chains face permanent rather than episodic volatility and extend it by demonstrating empirically that UK fresh produce supply chains have not yet achieved the structural reorientation that bounce-forward demands. Objective 2: Demonstrated that implementation barriers often determined success more than strategy selection, consistent with Sheffi’s (2015) argument that crisis-period performance reflects discretionary effort rather than structural capability. Christopher and Peck’s (2004) framework proves inadequate where inventory redundancy creates waste rather than resilience, supporting Vlajic et al.’s (2012) call for process and relationship redundancy as alternatives. Objective 3: Synthesised five critical success factors - Continuous investment, context-specificity, cultural alignment, relationship quality, and incremental adaptation - Each of which contradicts the static, strategy-selection orientation of mainstream resilience literature.
The resilience–efficiency paradox emerged as the central cross-cutting finding: companies publicly committed to supply chain resilience whilst procurement decisions remained dominated by cost efficiency, driven by competitive dynamics that make individually rational efficiency prioritisation collectively damaging. This paradox is not resolvable at the individual firm level and requires coordinated industry action and policy intervention. The research contributes empirically by providing the first systematic synthesis of UK fresh produce sector post-2020 adaptation across multiple source types, theoretically by demonstrating where established frameworks require reconceptualisation for perishable goods, and practically by providing evidence-based strategic guidance for companies alongside policy recommendations targeting market failures that individual adaptation cannot address. Fresh produce supply chain resilience is as much a governance challenge as a management one and any research, strategy, or policy that treats it as solely the latter will consistently fall short of the systemic transformation the sector requires.
5.3 Research Limitations
Three categories of limitation affect confidence in these findings. Limitations of evidence: reliance on published accounts creates bias toward success narratives since organisations rarely document unsuccessful adaptations. Coverage bias toward larger corporations means SME experiences are under-represented; this was partially mitigated through triangulation and deliberate SME-focused source searches. Limitations of method: the absence of primary practitioner data means the research cannot access tacit knowledge, informal adaptation processes, or internal political dynamics shaping implementation realities. The temporal lag of secondary research means very recent 2024-2025 adaptations may not yet be captured. Limitations of scope: UK fresh produce sector specificity means findings are not directly generalisable to other national contexts or food sectors. Future research should address these gaps through longitudinal case studies, practitioner interviews, and quantitative validation studies. Mixed-methods designs combining documentary analysis with practitioner interviews would be particularly valuable, as would comparative international studies examining how other import-dependent food supply chains have navigated analogous disruptions.
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Element 2: Research Process Reflection Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988)
Introduction
This reflective essay examines the research process underpinning this dissertation on UK fresh produce supply chain resilience. Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988), it critically evaluates the experience of conducting systematic secondary qualitative analysis. This reflection not only evaluates the research process but also considers how these experiences will shape my future approach to leadership, research, and evidence-based management.
Description
This dissertation investigated supply chain resilience in the UK fresh produce sector following Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022–2023 energy crisis. Secondary qualitative analysis was chosen deliberately: time and resource constraints made primary data collection impractical, whilst a documentary approach enabled a sector-wide perspective unavailable through single-firm case studies. Over 50 sources were selected using structured criteria, coded thematically following Braun and Clarke (2006), and triangulated across source types.
Feelings
I was initially apprehensive about relying exclusively on secondary data, particularly regarding the risk that informal or tacit adaptation practices would remain invisible. However, as I progressed, I grew more confident: triangulation across independent source types revealed nuanced, and at times contradictory, perspectives that significantly enriched the findings. Moments of frustration such as encountering coverage bias toward larger firms were balanced by satisfaction in uncovering previously hidden patterns through systematic coding.
Evaluation
The secondary approach enabled broad access to evidence across multiple organisational types. One concrete example: adversarial reading revealed a contradiction between company annual reports claiming resilience prioritisation and trade press documenting continued cost-driven procurement a finding that directly shaped the resilience–efficiency paradox. This echoes the critique of documentary research as privileging the official narrative (Saunders et al., 2019).
Analysis
The most significant learning was recognising that the resilience–efficiency paradox is a governance failure, not a firm-level management problem. This challenged my initial assumption that supply chain resilience was primarily a strategic management issue. It reinforced the importance of systems thinking recognising that organisational outcomes are shaped by policy and market structures, not just internal strategy a lesson directly applicable to leadership roles in complex environments.
Conclusion
This process strengthened my skills in documentary analysis, thematic synthesis, and critical evaluation. These capabilities will directly inform how I approach future workplace challenges, including managing change and making evidence-based decisions in leadership contexts.
Action Plan
In future research, I plan to complement secondary analysis with semi-structured interviews targeting SME operators and procurement managers, allowing access to informal adaptation knowledge that published documents rarely capture. I would also develop a short survey instrument to quantitatively validate whether qualitative patterns are representative across the sector. Additionally, I intend to maintain a reflexive research journal to strengthen critical self-awareness throughout future projects.
Concluding Reflection
In conclusion, this research process was intellectually challenging and professionally formative. Working through Gibbs’ (1988) cycle has clarified not just what I did, but why methodological choices matter for the credibility of findings. Going forward, I will apply this reflexive, evidence-oriented approach not only in academic research but also in leading teams and managing organisational change.
References:
Braun, V., and Clarke, V. (2006) ‘Using thematic analysis in psychology’, Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), pp. 77–101.

Gibbs, G. (1988) Learning by doing: a guide to teaching and learning methods. Oxford: Oxford Polytechnic.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., and Thornhill, A. (2019) Research methods for business students. 8th edn. Harlow: Pearson Education.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Documentary Sources Summary Table
	Source Type
	Author/Organisation
	Year
	Title
	Key Focus/Findings

	Industry Report
	Fresh Produce Consortium
	2023
	Member Supply Chain Challenges
	Brexit impacts, diversification strategies

	Government Document
	DEFRA
	2023
	UK Food Security Report 2023
	Food security, sector vulnerabilities

	Trade Press Article
	The Grocer
	2023
	SMEs Hit Hardest by Brexit and Energy Crisis
	SME challenges, supply chain costs

	Academic Case Study
	Hirth et al.
	2023
	Examining Food System Resilience in UK
	Fruit and veg supply case analysis

	Company Disclosure
	[Major Retailer]
	2023
	Annual Report
	Risk management, resilience strategy

	Think Tank Report
	Food Foundation
	2023
	Fruit & Veg Shortages
	Import dependency, weather shocks


Appendix A: Summary of key documentary sources analysed in this research
Appendix B: Thematic Coding Framework (Sample)
	Theme Category
	Code / Theme
	Description / Example

	Disruption Types
	Brexit
	Regulatory changes, border checks, import delays and persistent trade friction

	Disruption Types
	COVID-19
	Demand surges, labour shortages, logistical disruption, and channel inflexibility

	Disruption Types
	Energy/Weather
	Increased energy costs, adverse weather, crop failures, and glasshouse closures

	Strategic Responses
	Diversification
	Expanding supplier base, multi-country sourcing to reduce concentration vulnerability

	Strategic Responses
	Nearshoring
	Investing in UK/domestic production, greenhouse expansion, and vertical farming

	Strategic Responses
	Technology Adoption
	Real-time tracking, predictive analytics, automated quality controls

	Implementation Barriers
	Capital Requirements
	Upfront investment needs, funding limitations particularly for SMEs

	Implementation Barriers
	Technical Capability Gaps
	Managing multiple suppliers, quality assurance across diverse portfolios

	Enablers
	Leadership Commitment
	Senior management support, board-level strategic prioritisation

	Enablers
	Industry Collaboration
	Collaborative buying groups, shared platforms, industry association support

	Enablers
	Incremental Change
	Phased implementation, stepwise adaptation building on existing capabilities


Appendix B: Thematic coding framework showing main categories, codes, and examples

Appendix C: Reflexive Journal Excerpts (Sample)
	Date
	Reflection / Decision

	10/03/2026
	Noted overrepresentation of large firms in documentary sources; sought additional SME-focused reports to partially offset coverage bias.

	15/03/2026
	Coding revealed new theme around policy inconsistency; adjusted framework to include government support gaps as a distinct factor.

	11/03/2026
	Realised some implementation barriers were sector-agnostic; flagged for comparison with other perishable food supply chains in transferability discussion.

	22/03/2026
	Reflected on potential personal bias as an outsider to the sector; cross-checked interpretations with supervisor and applied adversarial reading to emerging themes.

	25/03/2026
	Identified need for clearer differentiation between technology adoption and digital skills gap in coding; revised code definitions accordingly in the coding manual.


Appendix C: Sample reflexive journal entries documenting methodological decisions and bias recognition



Appendix D: APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL


	RESEARCH STUDENTS
This form is to be completed by the student within SIX months for full-time students and TWELVE months for part time students, after the commencement of the research degree or following progression to Part Two of your course. 

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).

This document is also available in Welsh.


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.




In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications.” As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher.”

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application. 

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Nanga Pedro

	2
	Tick all boxes that apply:
	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	
	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	3
	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	
llCL

	4
	Campus:
	
London

	5
	E-mail address:
	
2247167@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	6
	Contact Telephone Number:
	
07931534149

	
	For students:

	7
	Student Number:
	2247167

	8
	Programme of Study:
	Ba (Hons) Leadership and Management Skills in the Workplace

	9
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	MD Kalam





SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	1
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	
	Date

	2
	If yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Institute Research Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Other (write in)

	☒	20/02/26



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology). Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	3
	[List any other relevant documents here]
	☐



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.
	1
	Institution
	


	2
	Contact person name
	


	3
	Contact person e-mail address

	

	4
	Is your research externally funded?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	5
	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	6
	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	7
	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	8
	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	9
	Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	10
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	
If yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	1
	Indicative title:
	Building Supply Chain Resilience in the UK following Recent Global
Disruptions: A Case Study of the Fresh Produce Sector

	2
	Proposed start date:
	12/02/2026
	Proposed end date:
	23/04/2026

	
	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	3
	Purpose of Research Activity

The purpose of this research activity is to systematically investigate how UK fresh produce companies have adapted their supply chain strategies to build resilience following recent global disruptions including Brexit, COVID-19, extreme weather events, and the 2022–2023 energy crisis.

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Research Question

Primary Research Question: How have UK fresh produce companies adapted their supply chain strategies to build resilience following recent global disruptions, as documented in secondary sources, and what factors have shaped the success or failure of these documented adaptations?
Secondary Research Questions:
RQ1: What disruptions are documented as most consequential for UK fresh produce supply chains, and what resilience strategies have been adopted in response across different organisational types?
RQ2: How do secondary sources document companies' navigation of resilience-efficiency tensions, and what implementation challenges and enablers are evident in documented cases?
RQ3: What critical success factors and lessons for building resilient fresh produce supply chains emerge from synthesis of multiple documentary sources, and how do findings challenge or extend existing theoretical frameworks?


(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Aims of Research Activity
To investigate comprehensively how UK fresh produce companies have adapted their supply chain strategies to build resilience following recent global disruptions through systematic secondary research, examining documented experiences, strategic responses, implementation outcomes, and lessons learned whilst critically evaluating the applicability of established theoretical frameworks to perishable goods contexts.
(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity
Objective 1: Disruption Assessment and Strategic Response Analysis. To identify and critically assess through documentary evidence the key supply chain disruptions experienced by UK fresh produce companies between 2020 and 2025, evaluating their documented impacts whilst systematically analysing the resilience strategies adopted across the sector. This dual focus is essential because understanding both disruption characteristics and strategic responses provides complete picture of sectoral adaptation patterns.
Objective 2: Implementation and Theoretical Framework Evaluation. To examine critically the implementation challenges and enablers documented in secondary sources, understanding barriers preventing strategy execution and factors facilitating successful implementation, whilst evaluating how established supply chain resilience frameworks apply to fresh produce contexts. This combined analysis reveals whether implementation failures stem from strategy inadequacy or execution gaps, and whether theoretical frameworks require adaptation or fundamental reconceptualisation for perishable goods.
Objective 3: Evidence-Based Synthesis and Contribution. To synthesise findings from multiple documentary sources into evidence-based insights informing both supply chain resilience theory development and practical implementation in the fresh produce sector, identifying critical success factors and lessons learned. This synthesis contributes theoretically by challenging framework universality whilst providing practical guidance for companies and policymakers addressing market failures individual organisations cannot resolve.


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.

	7
	This research will employ qualitative secondary analysis as its primary method, focusing on the systematic collection and analysis of publicly available documentary sources. Data will be gathered from a range of documents, including: industry association reports (e.g., Fresh Produce Consortium, British Retail Consortium), government publications (e.g., DEFRA reports, parliamentary inquiries), trade press articles (e.g., The Grocer, Fresh Produce Journal), company annual reports and sustainability disclosures, academic case studies, and research from relevant think tanks (e.g., Food Foundation, Sustain). All documents will be published between January 2020 and December 2025, with a specific focus on the UK fresh produce sector and documented supply chain adaptations to recent global disruptions.
A structured search strategy will be employed, utilising academic databases (such as Business Source Complete, Emerald Insight, Scopus, and Web of Science) with relevant keywords, as well as targeted searches of organisational websites, government repositories, and trade press archives. Inclusion and exclusion criteria will be applied to ensure that only relevant, substantive, and high-quality documents are selected.
Collected documents will be managed using qualitative data analysis software (e.g., NVivo), and analysed using thematic analysis to identify patterns, themes, and strategic responses across the sector. Codes will be developed both deductively (from resilience theory) and inductively (from the data). Quality assessment criteria including authenticity, credibility, and representativeness will inform the weighting of findings from different sources.
No primary data collection involving human participants or confidential information is planned. All sources will be properly attributed, and only publicly available or open-access documents will be used in the research.

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	
Desktop. London UK
(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.

	9
	N/A


(this box should expand as you type)



	10
	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 

	NO
	☒

	
	
	YES
	☐

	11
	If yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	
YES
	
NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☐
	☒

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☐
	☒

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☐
	☒

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☐
	☒

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☐
	☒

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☐
	☒

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☐
	☒

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally, or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent, or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method:
Secondary data collection 


(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☐

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☐
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☐

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☐

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☐

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☐

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☐

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☐

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☐

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	
Front of house team.

(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	
Who is directly involved in the workplace, both managers and team members.

(this box should expand as you type)




	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form. 

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	Yes 
	☒

	
	
	No
	☐

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:
• Feeling of embarrassment or shame
• Harm to reputation 
• Stress, anxiety, or depression triggered by questions or interventions



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:
• Minimize risks 
• Obtain informed consent 
• Ensure confidentiality 
• Avoid or carefully handle sensitive topics 
• Allow participants to skip any questions


(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing, or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:
• Reputational Risks 
• Accusation of research misconduct 
• Loss of funding or research privileges


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:
• Use proper data protection measures 
• Stay up to date on research regulations and institutional policies. 
• Clear communication.


(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:

• Reputational Damage 
• Face legal implications

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

• Ensure to follow ethical guidelines 
• Obtain ethical approval to safeguard University s credibility

(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:

N/A

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:

N/A

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending;” in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	

Participants will receive de briefing immediately after participation, including the purpose of the research, and feedback to participant who are interested, explaining them how they are contributing to the research goals. De-briefing and feedback will be provided in-person.

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	
Before participants are asked to give their consent, they will be provided with comprehensive, accessible information about the study to ensure that they can make a fully informed decision. This will include: 
• The purpose of the study and its objectives 
• What participation involves, including the procedures, time commitment, and any follow-up 
• Any potential risks or discomforts, as well as benefits 
• Assurance that participation is voluntary, and participants can withdraw at any time without penalty 
• How confidentiality and data protection will be maintained 
• How their data will be used, stored, and shared 
• Contact details for the researcher and ethics oversight body This information will be presented in a  Participant Information.

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	
Participants name and age will not be used. Access to raw data will be limited to the researcher only. All publications, presentations, and reports will use anonymised data.

(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural, or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	☐
	x☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	x☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation, and pseudonymisation:

	
	
1. Anonymization: I will use pseudonyms and remove identifying details from all data. 
2. Secure Storage: I will store data on encrypted devices, with access limited to me. 
3. Confidentiality: Any third parties will sign confidentiality agreements.
4. Data Sharing: I will only share data with authorized individuals, like my supervisor. 
5. Data Disposal: After the study, I will securely delete or destroy all personal data.
(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails, or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
Electronic Transfer of Data: I will secure that all the data collected will be transfer and share only with authorized individual directly involved in the research.

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
The research and the supervisor.

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	
I will store the data on my OneDrive cloud as long as needed. I will be the only person to have access to data. I will cancel the data once I do not need it anymore.

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why. 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	

No
(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒





SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Nanga Pedro
	Date: 27/02/2026




For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	MD Kalam
	Date:

	3
	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	MD Kalam
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☐
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☒
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above-named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor, or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY
Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.
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Methodology Poster uk Fresh Produce Supply Chain Resilience (2020-2025) BA (Hons) Leaders

Introduction This poster presents the research process and key findings of a study examining how UK fresh produce companies adapted theirsupply chain strategies in response to post2020 disruptions
including Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022-2023 energy crisis. Using systematic secondary qualitative analysis of 50+ documentarysources, the research contributes the first framework integrating perishability,
process redundancy, and adaptive governance specifically for the UK fresh produce context providing evidencebased guidance for both industry practitioners and policymakers.

Research Process (Methodology) Research Output (Findings)

Framework: Melnikovas (2018) Research Onion - 6 Layers

Layer 1 — Philosophy: Interpretivism
Layer 2 — Approach: Inductive
Layer 3 — Strategy: Secondary Qualitative Researt

RQ1 - Disruptions & Strategic Responses

Brexit, COVID-19, and the 2022—-2023 energy-weather convergence created compounding systemic

. Supplier geographic diversification

Layer 6 — Core: Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) . Nearshoring and domestic production investment
. . Technology -enabled supply chain visibility
Documentary Sources (50+ documents, 6 categories): SMEs faced disproportionate barriers due to capital constraints, widening the resilience gap between large and

[*] Industry association reports (Fresh Produce Consortium, BRC) small operafo-rs (Fresh Firo_duce Consortium, 2023).
- . L RQ2 - Resilience-Efficiency Paradox
miy  Government publications (DEFRA, parliamentary inquiries) ) h - h ) . . R .
Despite public resilience commitments, procurement remained dominated by cost efficiency. This "prisoner's
& Trade press (The Grocer, Fresh Produce Journal) dilemma' where individual resilience investment creates competitive disadvantage cannot be resolved at firm
il Company annual reports & sustainability disclosures level alone. Market mechanisms are unlikely to achieve optimal sector-wide resilience without coordinated

. . . olicy intervention (lvanov and Dolgui, 2020).
I3 Academic peer-reviewed research & think tank reports policy ( 9 )

Inclusion: 2020-2025- UK focus - Publicly available - English RQ3 - Critical Success Factors & Theoretical Contribution

Five factors: continuous investment, context-specificity, cultural alignment, relational capital, and incremental
adaptation. Christopher and Peck's (2004) framework is inadequate for perishable goods inventory

Saturation at 50-60 documents; ambiguous inclusions reviewed against research redundancy creates waste, not resilience. This research is the first to propose a framework integrating
questions. Triangulation across independent source types serves as the primary validity perishability, process redundancy, adaptive governance, and structural power asymmetries for the UK fresh
mechanism. produce context.

Ethics: Secondary sources only no participants, no consent issues. Organisations named Proposed Conceptual Framework: Sourcing Agility - Process Redundancy - Collaborative Risk  -Sharing -

only where publicly available. One report anonymised. Harvard referencing; university Adaptive Governance

ethics approval confirmed. ggg{t)e;xt: Biological Perishability | Post -Brexit Regulatory Friction | Bounce -Forward Orientation (Ivanov & Dolgui,

Conclusion This research demonstrates that UK fresh produce supply chain resilience cannot be achieved through manufacturing-derived frameworks or individual firm strategy alone. The resilience—efficiency paradox requires
coordinated industry action and targeted policy intervention. The proposed four-capability framework integrating biological perishability and post-Brexit friction as non-negotiable design constraints provides a practical tool for
practitioners and policymakers. These insights may also inform resilience strategies in other perishable food supply chains facing regulatory disruption.

ences (selected): Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) Qual. Research in Psychology, 3(2), pp. 77 —101. | Christopher, M. and Peck, H. (2004) Int. J. Logistics Management, 15(2), pp. 1-14. | Fre
y. London: FPC. | Ivanov, D. and Dolgui, A. (2020) Int. J. Production Research, 58(10), pp. 2904 —2915. | Melnikovas, A. (2018) Journal of Futures Studies, 23(2), pp. 29-44. | Full referel
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