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Executive Summary – 2026 Supplier Research 

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Supplier–buyer relationships tend to work well on the surface—they are usually stable, professional, and allow 

day-to-day business to continue without major disruption. However, beneath this, there are wider system-level 

pressures that shape how these relationships actually function. These include factors such as rising costs that suppliers 

cannot fully pass on, pricing and decision-making power sitting largely with buyers, fixed payment processes, and 

limited negotiating leverage for smaller suppliers. As a result, suppliers do not always feel they are operating on equal 

footing, they can lack clarity or visibility on decisions that affect them, and in some cases the financial strain makes it 

harder to sustain their business over time. 

While relationships appear to be working, the way the system is structured creates ongoing pressure that limits 

how fair, transparent and sustainable it is for suppliers overall.

Commercial strain remains the dominant issue, with rising costs and constrained pricing flexibility weakening supplier 

margins and undermining growth, particularly for smaller businesses. These pressures are compounded by power 

imbalances, inconsistent access to buyers, and gaps in communication, which can hinder effective engagement and 

resolution of issues.

Growth opportunities exist but are difficult to finance, meaning increased sales do not always translate into 

stronger financial positions.
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Although formal Unfair Trading Practices (UTPs) are reported by a minority, wider commercial issues (such as pricing 

disputes, pressure to absorb cost inflation, and delisting) are prevalent and suggest that challenges extend beyond the 

current regulatory lens. At the same time, reluctance to raise concerns remains high, driven by perceived commercial 

risk and uncertainty around process. 

The Agri-Food Regulator is seen as a valuable and reassuring presence, particularly for smaller suppliers, but greater 

clarity, visibility and guidance are needed to enhance engagement and maximise impact.
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The Research Needs to Assist the Agri-Food Regulator in…

• Promoting fairness and transparency

• Informing regulatory oversight

• Supporting policy development

• Protecting small suppliers

• Establishing benchmarking and trends

• Enhancing public and stakeholder awareness

• Fostering greater accountability among large buyer businesses

Overall Research Objective

Generate supplier-led insights to identify where trading practices and relationships are not working, and 

inform targeted actions to improve fairness and transparency.

Research Purpose 



Research Methodology 
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2026 saw RED C Research complete a two phased research programme incorporating a quantitative survey (largely 

similar to that conducted in 2025) and follow up qualitative one-to-one supplier interviews.

Quantitative Approach

• The 2nd year of the survey, conducted in a very similar fashion to 2025. 

• The Agri-Food Regulator conducted this survey to gather feedback from 

suppliers of agricultural and food products on their experience of trading 

with specific buyers in the retail and wholesale sectors.

• The Agri-Food Regulator liaised with 8 businesses to send the survey to 

their supplier database.

• Each business received a unique survey link to distribute to their suppliers. 

There was also a general link on the Agri-Food Regulator website.

• Survey was live from 19th January – 19th February 2026.

• 485 suppliers (sample size) completed the survey resulting in responses 

relating to 1,313 trading relationships.

Qualitative Approach

• At the end of the quantitative survey, all respondents were asked if they 

would be interested in taking part in a follow up piece of research.

• These individuals were then contacted by RED C to schedule a call. While 

quotas were set to try ensure the sample was reflective of the overall 

supplier sample, leads generated meant that these were loose quotas.

• This phase of the research was qualitative in nature; a one-to-one 45-

minute conversation with suppliers further exploring relationships, 

experiences and perceptions.

• All calls took place virtually via video call.

• In total RED C hosted 16 interviews from 10th - 28th April, 2026.

• Interviews were carried out by RED C.



Research Methodology: Extra Detail 

Business
Supplier Responses

(trading relationships)

Total 1,313

Aldi 130

BWG 180

Dunnes 177

Lidl 140

M&S 39

Musgrave 269

Tesco 173

Sysco 166

Other Business 39

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

• The table to the left shows of those who completed 

the survey how many trading relationships there are 

with each of the buyers. 



Confidence/Significance Testing Explained
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• When conducting significance testing, we are essentially trying to 

determine whether the observed differences between groups in the data 

are statistically meaningful, rather than due to random variation. The 95% 

confidence level indicates the probability that the true difference is not zero 

- in other words, that the observed difference is real.​

• This is typically tested using a null hypothesis, which assumes there is no 

actual difference between groups. The significance test then calculates a p-

value, which tells us how likely we are to observe such a difference (or more 

extreme) if the null hypothesis were true.​

• If this p-value is less than 0.05, it means the likelihood of observing such a 

difference due to chance alone is less than 5%. In this case, we reject the 

null hypothesis, concluding that the difference is statistically significant at 

the 95% confidence level.​

• Thus, a 95% confidence level implies that, if we were to repeat the 

experiment or survey multiple times under the same conditions, we'd 

expect the same result 95% of the time, with a 5% chance of error (Type I 

error). This gives us strong confidence that the results are not just due to 

random chance.

• It’s impossible to attain a confidence level of 100% because there will 

always be a certain amount of sampling error or bias that could lead to 

variance. ​​

• It is also impossible to eliminate the risk of sampling errors or bias. So, you 

cannot be 100% confident in your results, but at 95% you are very close.

• Throughout the report we have indicated whether a figure is significantly 

higher, or lower (at 95% confidence level) versus the previous year’s figure 

using the following indicators:​

Significantly higher than the 
previous year at 95% confidence

Significantly lower than the 
previous year at 95% confidence



Profile of Sample

Section #1



Profile of Quantitative Survey Sample 

Main Business Operations

Base: All suppliers of agricultural 
and food products - 485

Retailers/Wholesalers Directly Supplied

Base: All direct suppliers of 
agricultural and food products - 359

Q. 1a/b/7

Base: All suppliers - 485

Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

74%

17%

9%

(84%)

(11%)

(5%)

Figures in () = 2025 

Direct supplier

Indirect supplier

Other
75%

50%

49%

48%

46%

39%

36%

11%

11%

80%

57%

51%

53%

32%

39%

40%

9%

9%

Musgrave

BWG

Dunnes

Tesco

Sysco

Lidl

Aldi

M&S

Other

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

2025

2026



Profile of Qualitative  Sample 
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Small (10-49)

Micro (<10)

Medium (50+)

Company size (number of employees)

Direct supplier of 
agricultural and food 

products

Indirect supplier of 
agricultural and food 

products

Business Operations

Retailers/Wholesalers Supplied

Musgrave

Dunnes

Aldi

BWG

Tesco

Lidl

M&S

Sysco

Other

UTP Experienced

Yes

No

Total participants = 16

14 

Participants 

2 

Participants 

7 

Participants

7 

Participants

2 
Participants

4* 

Participants

12 

Participants

14 Participants

10 Participants

8 Participants

8 Participants

8 Participants

5 Participants

3 Participants

3 Participants

2 Participants

*One of these is 

an indirect 

supplier



5.5

5

5.4 5.4

6

4.3

5.1

4.4

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Average Number of Businesses Supplied
*Caution Small Base Size

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Q.7

Base: 130 Base: 180 Base: 177 Base: 140 Base: 269 Base: 166Base: 173Base: 39*

Average: 

5.0

Aldi BWG Dunnes Lidl Musgrave SyscoTescoM&S
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Direct suppliers supply an average of 5 businesses.  

.



20%

17%

24%

32%

7%

19%

22%

27%

25%

7%

Profile of Quantitative Sample – Direct Suppliers

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Q.2/3/4

Business Location*​ Global Annual Turnover Number of Employees

Ireland

Other EU country

Rest of The UK

Northern Ireland

Other

Total Base: 359 Base: 359​ Base: 359​

Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

68%

20%

9%

8%

2%

75%

11%

7%

5%

2%

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

2025

2026

Up to €2 million

€2 to €10 million

€10 to €50 million

€51 million+

Not sure

18%

33%

28%

20%

1%

17%

30%

35%

18%

1%

More than 250

50-249

10-49

Less than 10

No employees

2025

2026

2025

2026

*Suppliers may have selected 

more than one location



6%

1% 1% 1%
3%

6%
3%

1%

12%

4%

8% 9% 4%

3%

5%

1%

17%

14%
3%

3% 10% 6%

14%

2%

Branded/Own Label Agricultural 
And Food Products Supplied 

Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

35% of direct suppliers supply ambient products, while 22% supply frozen foods. 

BRANDED OWN LABEL BOTH BRANDED & OWN LABEL

Ambient Chilled
dairy/ready meals

Alcoholic drinks Meat/fish/poultryNon-alcoholic
drinks

Fruit/vegetables Frozen foods Flowers/plants

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Q.5

35%

19%

12%
13%

17%
15%

22%

4%



Context: Understanding the 
Supplier Reality

Section #2
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Main Issues Facing Suppliers in the Year 
Ahead - in Suppliers’ own Words

Base: All who provided 

an answer - 244

Q.24

24%

15%

14%

10%

9%

9%

7%

4%

4%

Pricing strategies/cost management

Pricing pressures/challenges in retail

Market volatility/inflation impact

Market dynamics

Supply chain disruptions/risks

Rising input costs

Cost of living pressures

Labor cost challenges/shortages

Rising costs of raw materials and labour

4%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

1%

5%

Supply chain challenges

Market competitiveness

Supply chain constraints/availability

Staffing/operational challenges

Regulatory burdens/compliance challenges

Sustainable business growth/support strategies

Customer expectation misalignment

Payment/contract delays

Nothing
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Main Issues Facing Suppliers in the Year 
Ahead

Base: All who provided 

an answer - 244

Q.24

Managing increasing costs while 

balancing further asks from 

Customers. Ultimately driving 

profitable growth

Price Strategies / Cost Management

Trying to secure price increases to 

offset increased costs of production

Securing cost increases to cover 

the impact of the minimum wage 

on our business

Pressure on increased costs.

Unrealistic expectations from 

some customers regarding cost 

pressure

Pricing Pressures / Challenges in Retail 

Labour costs and unrealistic 

downward pressure on pricing by 

retailers

Price pressure and pressure to 

maintain service levels even if it 

means continuing supply below 

moq levels

Constant rise in prices will put 

pressure on putting price increases 

through to retailers

Price increases due to climate change and 

wage increases not being accepted by 

retailers so margin continuing to be 

squeezed leading to layoffs

Market Volatility 

Managing forecasts, being price 

competitive, embracing innovation

Raw Material supply - Milk Price 

falling might see reduction in 

liquid milk availability

Food Inflation, energy costs , 

labour costs, supply chain 

uncertainty

Even if there are some changes in costs 

over the coming year, the repercussions 

of the costs from 2025 will seep into 

2026 with buyers looking for a reprieve



Margin Squeeze Reality
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Rising costs and buyer pressure are challenging supplier commercial resilience.

What Suppliers Face?

• Core business costs continue to rise: wages, fuel, 

insurance, overheads

• Significant upfront costs incurred well ahead of 

revenue

• Buyer prices held steady or pushed down despite 

higher costs

• Global unrest impacting imported ingredients (e.g., 

War on Ukraine)

Why It Persists?

• There is a structural imbalance in the supply chain

• Costs increase faster than revenues

• Buyers control if, when, and how prices change

• Larger players more cushioned but still impacted. 

• Smaller suppliers absorb greater risk and are less 

able to pass on inflation



Growth Constrained

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Growth opportunities exist but are hard to pursue and finance, particularly for smaller suppliers.

Higher sales do not always improve profitability and can increase financial pressure. 

Even if total sales go up, the business may need to spend more money earlier, which 

can strain day-to-day finances

Some suppliers are abandoning growth opportunities, even after contracts are signed, 

due to lack of capital

Smaller and niche producers struggle to compete on price and discounting with 

imported products

Growth vs 

Profitability

Missed 

Opportunities

Competitive 

Pressure



Recent research from RED C in 
relation to consumer sentiment 
highlights the cost pressures at 
play in the economy, and how 

consumers expect to be impacted 
in terms of grocery spend. 



Relationships with Buyers

Section #3



Buyer Relationships
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Supplier–buyer relationships are long-term but not always balanced or accessible. Relationships 

function best where access, consistency, and individual engagement align.

LASTING ONCE ESTABLISHED PROFESSIONAL BUT 

INCONSISTENT

DEPENDENT ON INDIVIDUALS

• Relationships are typically long-

standing once formed

• Smaller/new suppliers face more 

instability and churn

• Interactions are generally 

professional

• Power balance varies, often 

favouring larger players

• Access to buyers can be limited 

and inconsistent

• Suppliers recognise buyer 

pressures and maintain respect

• Outcomes often depend on 

individual decision-makers

• Experiences vary, suggesting 

relationships are individually driven



3%
12%

8% 8%
10%

6%

10%
12%

9%

14%
15%

8%

5%

13%

7%

18%

BWG Musgrave Dunnes Aldi M&S* Lidl Tesco Sysco

80% 78% 77%

77%

77% 76% 76%
72%

79%

67%
71%

78%

68%
70%

75% 60%

Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

Overall Satisfaction with How Buyers 
Conduct Their Business

Generally high satisfaction among suppliers.

Base: All direct suppliers - 359
Q.23a

*Caution Small Base 

Sizes

2025

2026
Satisfied

Dissatisfied

2025

2026



Stronger Trading Relationships
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Relationship quality improves through communication, decision-maker access, and shared commercial 

understanding.

✓ Regular, high-quality communication

• Early engagement can mitigate serious commercial fallout

• Transparency around buyer/supplier realities and circumstances 

• Poor communication can create conflict across relationships

✓ Understanding each other’s business realities

• Not just suppliers understanding buyers, but also buyers understanding suppliers

✓ Consistency of supply and performance

✓ Access to decision-makers

• Face-to-face contact is perceived to be very powerful

• Buyers remembering the person, not just the SKU (Stock Keeping Unit)

✓ A partnership mindset rather than purely transactional one

• Buyers who are willing to discuss and negotiate – work together towards a solution

• A sense that suppliers who provide own-brand/private label produce have greater security in their 

relationship with the buyer
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Reason for Being Satisfied with How Buyer 
Conducts Their Business

Q.23b

Base: All direct suppliers who 
provided an answer - 216 

Everything is clear and in writing

Very knowledgeable on their 

categories, and the difficulties in 

working in fresh categories. Very 

open and care about our long term 

future

We find them transparent, approachable and open 

to discuss the difficult conversations, therefore 

working together to reach a resolution that works 

for both parties

Accessible, Transparent, Open

Have extended their supply 

agreement from 1 season to 2 

seasons.  Allows for better forward 

planning in relation to land 

availability, crop inputs etc.

All about sustainability  Very 

approachable  All about the producer

Very transparent about their 

business and always respond 

quickly and collaborative

Communication is very open and collaborative, blending 

and reserve discussions are open and cooperative, 

market intelligence is openly discussed, depletion stock 

holdings and updated forecast information is freely 

shared

Super retailer but will often look 

for additional support to drive 

sales



Weaker Trading Relationships
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Silence, impersonal contact, pricing pressure, and payment delays undermine supplier 

relationships.

ꓫ Silence and lack of communication/interaction

• Communication failure can stall a supplier business, prevent planning

• Sometimes this can come as a result of a change in personnel with no buyer update about the new 

personnel 

ꓫ Impersonal communication

• Email-only relationships

ꓫ Unrealistic asks – particularly around discounting and pricing

• Some talk about feeling big pressure to lower prices

• There is a strong willingness to be solution-focused for buyers, but the context can make compromise 

challenging

• An awareness that buyer behaviour can be driven by internal pressures

ꓫ Payment frictions which are often a reflection of business systems rather individual buyers

• Slow payment/payment delays

• Distributor-led models extend payment timelines further

• Particularly problematic for smaller suppliers
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Reason for Being Dissatisfied with How 
Buyer Conducts Their Business

Base: All direct suppliers who 

provided an answer - 216 
Q.23b

Stable demand, however lack of 

forecasting closer to Bank Holidays 

Easter and Christmas causing 

overstocking or shortages in supply

Because their forecast system is 

not too great, it sometimes gives 

us immense pressure

Payment can be 

challenging

Finding the right 

contacts can be difficult

Would prefer longer term commitment and 

open discussions around CPIs rather than fear 

of losing business if you mention an increase

Very difficult to get engagement and swift 

follow through on requests / actions
No communication on 

who buys our products 

so can't educate the staff

Frequent change of 

buyer, lack of 

engagement

Very limited contact and 

can be unreasonable



Stronger Relationships Weaker Relationships

It’s beyond transactional… it’s a 

collaboration. It’s very much about what 

can we do for your business. I think they 

see us an ally.

 - Medium

We have really good healthy 

communication… good or bad… honest 

conversations consistently. 
- Small

They’re very fair. The pressure is not always 

welcomed, but definitely understandable 

because they explain the situation to us.
- Micro

Some of the asks can be quite large for a 

company of our size. And yet, at our scale 

we just can’t afford to push back too much.
- Micro

You understand what they want and then 

comply… it is a bit subservient.
- Small

Buyer interaction is often via email and 

sometimes there’s no response.
- Medium
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General Comments About Buyers by Subject
Base: All who provided an 

answer

Q.25

Supplier feedback highlights strong relationships in pockets, but also 
systemic pressures around pricing, communication, and commercial fairness 
across the retail landscape. 

Top Positives

Strong Buyer Relationships (where they exist)
Suppliers frequently praise individual buyers and teams for 
professionalism, fairness, and constructive engagement

Support for Local & Irish Produce (in principle)
Many suppliers acknowledge retailers stated commitment to 
Irish sourcing and willingness to support local brands

Good Collaboration & Responsiveness in Some Buyers
Examples include open communication, proactive issue 
resolution, and strong long-term partnerships

Payment Reliability (in some cases)
Specific mentions of consistently on-time payments

Top Negatives

Cost Price Increase (CPI) Challenges
Widespread frustration over blocked or delayed CPIs, pressure for cost 
price decreases, and perceived “follow the competitor” behaviour

Communication Gaps
Suppliers report difficulty getting responses, reduced face-to-face 
interaction, and more transactional engagement

Power Imbalance & Lack of Fairness
Concerns about threats of delisting, high margin expectations, 
mandatory investments, and reliance on verbal agreements that aren’t 
honoured

Reduced Opportunities for Small / Local Suppliers
Issues include shelf space reductions, prioritisation of own label, and 
difficulty presenting innovation

Market Distortion & Structural Issues
Comments reference below-cost selling, large corporates squeezing 
smaller competitors, and regulatory gaps

17%

57%

26%

Positive 
Comments 

Negative 
Comments 

Neutral 
Comments 



The Impact of Relationship Challenges
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Challenging buyer relationships can significantly increase financial, operational, and personal strain.

Commercial Impact Operational Impact Business & Human Impact

• Cost price increases delayed 

or blocked, forcing suppliers 

to absorb inflation 

• Pressure to fund retailer 

margin losses after buyer led 

price changes

• Delivery, payment, or invoice 

disputes disrupt planning

• Over-supply risk when 

volumes are cut or delisting 

occurs

• Ongoing pressure to 

innovate and maintain a 

“Plan B”

• Significant cash-flow and 

operational stress

• Loss-making stock with 

limited alternative routes to 

market

• Confidence erosion, 

frustration, and exhaustion 

among suppliers



Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

Existence of Written Supply Agreement with Buyers
*Caution Small Base Size

Q. 19

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Has a written supply agreement

83%

75%

73%

71%

69%

67%

64%

56%

82%

86%

72%

64%

63%

64%

62%

59%

Lidl

Aldi

Musgrave

BWG

Tesco

Dunnes

Sysco

M&S*

% Yes

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

2025

2026



Written Supply Agreements
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Formal agreements help set expectations, but gaps and risks remain.

Not universally used. 
Amongst those who do use them, 

they’re generally seen to create 
clarity on expectations of supplier 

from buyer.

(Sometimes referred to as commercial 
terms, LTAs (long-term agreements), or 
contracts (for discounters/private label)., 

however the term
Written Supply Agreement is understood by 

many) 

Barriers to Use
• Suppliers with no written supply agreements don’t view 

them as full protection – limited usefulness, they suggest
• Agreements do not guarantee execution
• Clauses tend to favour buyers

• Concerns in certain categories that a poor season could 
leave them vulnerable and exposed

What’s Included in Agreements
• Sometimes so broad and wide reaching that suppliers 

can’t recall specifics
• However, other elements mentioned are:

• Rebates, settlement discounts, back margin
• Volume produces, price per unity
• Sometimes SLAs (e.g. delivery targets)

• Promotions and marketing support often sit outside 
formal agreements
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Innovative Buyer Practice(s) With Positive Impact 
on Trading Relationship – The Supplier View

Base: All direct suppliers - 359
Q.21

*Caution Small Base Size

Has positive innovative practices in place

18%

17%

16%

16%

16%

15%

13%

12%

M&S

Tesco

Dunnes

Lidl

Musgrave

BWG

Aldi

Sysco

(*)
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Innovative Practices Buyers Have in Place That 
Have Positive Impact on Trading Relationship

Base: All direct suppliers who report 
an innovative practice - 127
Q.22

More open relationship from both 

parties
Worked with us to change ordering and 

delivery schedules to reduce our costs

Ease of communication channels  

Longer term supply agreements

Longer term contracts

Developed a supplier hub that enhances 

transparency, efficiency and 

communication

Open to new listings and always helping drive 

sales through availability and marketing 

features

Longer term forecasting

Regular scheduled calls and forecasting. 

Sharing of market info

Receive daily sales reports that outlines 

what each store has sold by day - I find 

this particularly helpful so we can 

monitor sales performance

Good insights and data analysis, listens to 

supplier on category advice. Open to NPD 

and supporting Irish brands

Agreed product volumes 

& Very frequent payment 

terms



Unfair Trading Practices: 
Incidence and Handling 

Section #4



Unfair Trading Practices: Understanding
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The term “Unfair Trading Practices” is partially understood, but boundaries of what is and is not covered alongside how 

the rules work in practice lack clarity.

• Some confusion around the acronym 

“UTP”

• Concept partially understood 

overall, but language not used in 

commercial discussions

• Lack of clarity for some on what sits 

in or out of a “UTP”

11% 

of direct 

suppliers 

experienced any 

UTP 

I actually had to Google it just to kind 

of make sure that I was answering 

that correctly [in the survey]
- Small



10%

9%

81%
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Unconditional UTPs Reported with 
Buyers - The Supplier View

31%

Q. 8a
Base: All direct suppliers - 359

These UTPs are prohibited in all circumstances

Any Unconditional UTP Experienced

Cancellations of orders of perishable products with less than 30 days’ notice

Payment later than 30 days for perishable product  

Payment later than 60 days for non-perishable product 

Requiring supplier to pay for the loss or deterioration of their product

Unilateral contract changes by the buyer

Requirement for supplier to make a payment not related to the sale 

Commercial retaliation or threat of such by the buyer against the supplier

Refusal of written confirmation of a supply agreement by the buyer

Requirement for compensation to the buyer for the cost of examining customer complaints

Any unlawful acquisition, use or disclosure of trade secrets by the buyer

Unconditional UTPs Experienced

*Please see appendix for full text answer options

Figures in () refer to 2025

Any UTP Experienced

Don’t know

Not experienced

1 in 10 direct suppliers have reported experiencing any unconditional UTP. Some suppliers may have reported experiencing multiple UTPs with multiple buyers. 

Late cancellations, requiring a supplier to pay for the loss or deterioration of their product, unilateral contract changes and payment delays are the top 4 most cited UTPs. 

.

(80%)

(8%)

(12%)

10%

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

2%

1%

1%

1%

n/a

20252026

(12%)

(3%)

(4%)

(4%)

(5%)

(1%)

(3%)

(1%)

(1%)

(0%)

(1%)
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Conditional UTPs Reported with 
Buyers – The Supplier View

23%

Less than 1 in 20 direct suppliers have reported experiencing any conditional UTP. 

Some suppliers may have reported experiencing multiple UTPs with multiple buyers

Q. 9a
Base: All direct suppliers - 359

These UTPs are prohibited only if not agreed in advance

Conditional UTPs Experienced

Please see appendix for full text answer options

Figures in () refer to 2025

Any Conditional UTP Experienced

Don’t know

Not experienced

89%

3%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

3%
6%

91%

Any Conditional UTP Experienced

Buyer required you to bear all or part of the cost of any discounts on your products 

that are sold as part of a promotion, and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer returned unsold products to you without paying for those unsold products or 

without paying for the disposal of those products and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer required payment from you as a condition for stocking, displaying or listing your 

products or of making such products available on the market and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer required you to pay for the marketing of your products  

and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer required you to pay for the advertising of your products 

and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer charged you for staff for fitting out premises used for 

the sale of your products and this was not agreed in advance

(89%)

(5%)

(6%)

2025

(5%)

(2%)

(2%)

(1%)

(1%)

(0%)

(0%)

2026



1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

n/a

Any UTP Experienced    11%

Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

UTPs Reported with Buyers - 
The Supplier View

31%

Q. 8a/9a
Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Cancellations of orders of perishable products with less 

than 30 days’ notice

Requiring supplier to pay for the loss or deterioration of 

their product

Payment later than 30 days for perishable product  

Payment later than 60 days for non-perishable product 

Unilateral contract changes by the buyer

Buyer required you to bear all or part of the cost of any 

discounts on your products that are sold as part of a 

promotion, and this was not agreed in advance

Requirement for supplier to make a payment not related 

to the sale 

Buyer returned unsold products to you without paying for 

those unsold products or without paying for the disposal 

of those products and this was not agreed in advance

UTPs Experienced

*Please see appendix for full text answer options

Figures in () refer to 2025

Some suppliers may have reported experiencing multiple UTPs with multiple buyers.

(1%)

(1%)

(1%)

(1%)

(0%)

(<1%)

(n/a)

(1%)

(14%)

Buyer required payment from you as a condition for stocking, 

displaying or listing your products or of making such products 

available on the market and this was not agreed in advance

Buyer required you to pay for the marketing of your products and 

this was not agreed in advance

Refusal of written confirmation of a supply agreement by the 

buyer

Commercial retaliation or threat of such by the buyer against the 

supplier

Buyer required you to pay for the advertising of your products 

and this was not agreed in advance

Requirement for compensation to the buyer for the cost of 

examining customer complaints

Buyer charged you for staff for fitting out premises used for 

the sale of your products and this was not agreed in advance

Any unlawful acquisition, use or disclosure of trade secrets by the 

buyer

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

2%

2%

1%

(3%)

(5%)

(4%)

(4%)

(1%)

(2%)

(3%)

(2%)

2025 20252026 2026
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Global Annual Turnover of Businesses 
where UTP Reported 
*Caution Small Base Size

Global Annual Turnover

Base: All direct suppliers who 
experienced a UTP – 40*

Q.3

23%

26%

17%

31%

3%

30%

14%

22%

27%

7%

Up to €2 million €2 to €10 million €10 to €50 million €51 million + Not sure

2025 2026



• Larger suppliers can push back using legal and 

commercial leverage and they know this.

• For smaller suppliers, they have less buffer, less 

opportunity to delegate and greater financial 

exposure. Therefore, their willingness/need to 

compromise increases.

Business Size Matters

Smaller size tends to equate to less leverage

Here I am on my own, just trying to make 

it work.
- Micro

If I was a larger supplier I’d be able to 

stand up to them and cut off supply.  At 

our scale, we just can’t afford to do that
- Small
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Total UTPs Reported by Business – 
The Supplier View

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Q.8b/9b

11% of suppliers have reported experiencing any UTP with buyers, most commonly with Tesco and Dunnes.  There has been a significant decline 

in the proportion who reported having experienced a UTP with Musgrave, Lidl and M&S.

UTPs Experienced

*Caution Small Base Size

11% report 

experiencing any UTP 
(14% in 2025) 

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

7%
6%

5% 5%

4% 4%

2% 2%

7%

8%

9%

11%

3%

9%

2%

4%

Tesco Dunnes M&S* Musgrave BWG Lidl Aldi Sysco

2026

2025
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UTPs Reported - By Buyer Business

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Q.8b/9b

6% of Tesco and Dunnes suppliers have reported experiencing any unconditional UTP. Significantly less report experiencing an unconditional UTP with M&S 

and Musgrave this year. 

2% of BWG, Musgrave and Tesco suppliers have reported experiencing any conditional UTP, with no reports of a conditional UTP with M&S, compared to 5% 

the previous year. 

Unconditional UTPs Experienced Conditional UTPs Experienced

*Caution Small Base Size

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

1%

4%

2%

1%

3% 3%

1%

5%

2% 2% 2%

1% 1% 1% 1%

0%

2025

2026

6%

7%

9%

7%

9%

1%

2% 2%

6% 6%

5%

4% 4%

3%

2% 1%

2025

2026



Raising UTPs: What Holds Suppliers Back?

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Escalating an experience of a UTP is a last resort for most. Raising issues directly with buyers is the preferred resolution 

route for the majority.

Why this approach?

• Concern about 

damaging already 

fractured 

relationship

• Belief that joint 

resolution with buyer 

has long term 

benefit to the 

relationship

However, barriers to raising UTPs are highlighted

• Fear of retaliation: e.g., delisting

• Unclear escalation process: how do you raise an issue?

• Fear of exposure: concern the Agri-Food Regulator will reach 

out to buyer and reveal the reporting source

• Even if the Agri-Food Regulator doesn’t mention the 

supplier by name, suppliers feel it will be easily guessed

• Unclear next steps: advisory? Stepping-in to slap wrists?

Positive Experience 

amongst those who 

have raised an issue

Those who contacted 

the Agri-Food Regulator 

were directed with ease 

and efficiency
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It would result in sanction - potential 

cessation of trading

Do not want to rock 

the boat

Fear of retribution

Reason For Not Raising UTP with Buyers

Base: All direct suppliers who did

not raise all UTPs in 2025 – 36 

Q.10b

Never gets anywhere - only leads to worsened 

relationship, if you can call it that

Market power, we are too small 

to complain

Fear of delisting

Did not know you could. Wary of 

souring the relationship

Fear of retaliation
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Reasons For Not Raising UTP With The 
Agri -Food Regulator

Q.27b

Base: All who would not raise a UTP with 
The Agri-Food Regulator- 54

I would be unsure of the 

anonymity of the process

Depending on the severity of the complaint, I would expect 

retaliation from retailers if a complaint was made

Fear supermarket would figure 

out who complaint came from 

through the process of 

elimination

Would hope to be able to address with retailer 

without need for escalation
Risk of delist. Depends how bad it gets

They have specialist teams to 

deal with queries, we as a 

smaller business do not

Can't risk losing the business at this 

point

Lack of clarity in the 

industry with regulations

A risk assessment would have to be made. These processes 

are good in principal but in a free market, a complaint has 

the potential to hurt the supplier or the industry
Afraid of backlash



However, 

…if there’s a risk of severe 
commercial harm

…or engagement with buyer is not 
resolving the issue

likelihood to consider raising the 
UTP in a formal capacity with the 
Agri -Food Regulator increases.

This is viewed as a last resort

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

For us, if it meant nearly kind of shutting the business down, 

like a full delisting for invalid reasons, then it would probably 

become a valuable avenue of resolution.
- Small



Direct Suppliers 
Issues Experienced

Section # 5
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Issues Experienced with Buyers – 
Direct Suppliers

Some suppliers may have reported experiencing multiple issues with multiple buyers.

Q.15
Base: All direct suppliers - 359

Issues Experienced

25% have 

experienced an 

issue

(27% in 2025)

Issues related to CPI requests

Delays or non-payment when there are delivery disputes

De-listing without reasonable notice

Inadequate/Burdensome process in place to challenge and resolve invoice discrepancies

Incurring significant costs because of inaccurate forecasting

Overbuying at promotional price and subsequently selling at full price

Dispute resolution process too lengthy or cumbersome

Issues related to CPD requests

Not being permitted to input into forecasting process

Product waste related issues

Requests for payments to keep your existing business with a buyer

Excessive requests for changes to supply agreements

Product shrinkage related issues

Requests for payments relating to product position in store

Duration of supply agreement/contract

Any Issue Experienced

Don’t know

None

68%

27%

12%

6%

6%

6%

5%

4%

4%

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

1%

(14%)

(8%)

(5%)

(7%)

(1%)

(6%)

(4%)

(4%)

(4%)

(3%)

(3%)

(2%)

(2%)

(n/a)

(n/a)

25%

8%
67%

Figures in ( ) = 2025 

(68%)

(27%)

(5%)

2025



14%

27%

23%

33%

3%

Up to €2 million €2 to €10 million €10 to €50 million €51 million + Not sure

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Global Annual Turnover of 
Businesses where Issues 
Experienced 

Base: All direct suppliers who 

experienced an issue – 86

Q.3

Global Annual Turnover
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Any Issues Experienced by
Business - The Supplier View
*Caution Small Base Size

Base: All direct suppliers - 359
Q.16

Some suppliers may have reported experiencing multiple issues with multiple buyers. 

25% have 

experienced an 

issue

(27% in 2025)

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

6%

9%

11%

13%

15%

18%

18%

21%

Sysco

BWG

Aldi

Lidl

M&S

Tesco

Dunnes

Musgrave
(n=269)

(n=173)

(n=177)

(n=180)

(n=140)

(n=130)

(n=166)

(n=39*)

(18%)

(20%)

(17%)

(23%)

(21%)

(15%)

(6%)

(12%)

Figures in ( ) = 2025 



17%

16%

14%

12%

11%

10%

7%

5%

Musgrave

Dunnes

Tesco

Lidl

Aldi

M&S

BWG

Sysco

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Whether Issues Were Raised with 
Buyers - By Business

Almost 1 in 5 Musgrave suppliers raised the issues they experienced with their buyer.  

Significant decline in doing so amongst those supplying Lidl and Sysco. 

*Caution Small Base Size Yes/Raised Some But Not All

Q.17a

Base: All direct suppliers - 359

(n=269)

(n=173)

(n=177)

(n=140)

(n=130)

(n=180)

(n=39*)

(n=166)

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

(16%)

Figures in ( ) = 2025 

(18%)

(15%)

(20%)

(15%)

(14%)

(5%)

(12%)
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Gets us nowhere

My general experience of invoice related 

queries with the buying team is they don't 

understand the process - was always directed 

to the outsourced system whenever I had 

queries

Maintaining a positive 

relationship

Reason For Not Raising Issues with Buyers

Base: All direct suppliers who did

not raise all issues - 38
Q.17b

Do you really think we can complain to a person 

who represents 25% of our revenue?

Problems with invoicing/credit notes, as this is done via an 

EDI-platform, which has a rigid structure. When reporting 

disputes, you're easily sent from pillar to post

Not wanting to cause a fuss

Threat of delisting

It was queried, but it wasn't answered

Seems to be the standard practice to 

order stock up to and including last 

day of retail promo dates
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Incidence of Knowing Correct Contact to 
Raise Issues Within The Buyer Business
*Caution Small Base Size

Know who to contact

Q.18

Base: All direct suppliers- 359

92%

90%

89%

89%

88%

87%

86%

85%

BWG

M&S*

Dunnes

Tesco

Musgrave

Lidl

Sysco

Aldi

(n=269)

(n=174)

(n=177)

(n=180)

(n=140)

(n=130)

(n=166)

(n=39)

Sig. Higher vs Previous year

Sig. lower vs Previous year 

(87%)

Figures in ( ) = 2025 

(86%)

(89%)

(88%)

(86%)

(86%)

(85%)

(89%)



The Agri -Food Regulator: 
Awareness & Understanding

Section #6



The Agri -Food Regulator: Not Fully Understood but Offering Benefit

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

A broad understanding of remit exists with grey areas of role identified. However, the establishment of the 
Agri-Food Regulator does offer a comforting presence for suppliers, especially smaller operations.

Agri-Food Regulator: Understood Role

• Broad Purpose: a form of protection for suppliers

• Pricing is Separate: clear that Regulator does not set or 

control prices; something that suppliers have to negotiate with 

buyers Presence provides psychological 

reassurance, especially for smaller 

suppliers

• Someone has their back

• Buyers aware of a degree of supplier 

protection



Some uncertainty around how to 

engage in practice and what happens 

if you do engage 

Is there anonymity? How quickly do things 

escalate? Is there an advisory element? An 

education element that can support suppliers 

while having difficult conversations?

Agri-Food​ Regulator Supplier​ Survey 2026

Awareness of Agri-Food Regulator Operating a 
Confidential Complaints Process

Q.26/27

Figures in () = 2025

Base: All - 485

Awareness of Agri-Food Regulator Operating 

a Confidential Complaints Process

Would You Raise a UTP With 

The Agri-Food Regulator?

(55%) (45%)
51%

11%

38%

Yes

No

Don't know(7%)

(59%)

(34%)

Minority cite 

survey as 

source of   

Agri-Food 

Regulator 

awareness

50%50%
Yes

No
(55%) (45%)



Key Insights

Section #7



Agri-Food Regulator Supplier Survey 2026

Key Insights
1. Margin pressure is universal: Rising costs and limited pricing flexibility are squeezing supplier profitability and 

resilience 

2. Relationships are generally stable, but not always fair or accessible: Strong at a surface level, but often shaped 

by power imbalance, inconsistent access, and individual buyer (and supplier) personalities

3. Communication is a core point of failure: Silence, limited access, and transactional engagement/lack of 

collaboration are key drivers of relationship breakdown. Responsiveness, blocked CPIs, and lack of fairness in 

negotiations also drive dissatisfaction

4. Issues extend beyond UTPs: 1 in 4 suppliers experience commercial issues beyond UTPs, indicating broader 

market challenges 

5. Any UTPs are likely under-reported: Reported incidence is relatively low (around 1 in 10 unconditional amongst 

direct suppliers), but reporting is suppressed by fear of retaliation and uncertainty

• Top issues: late cancellations, being required to pay for loss/deterioration of goods, payment delays and 

unilateral contract changes

6. Reluctance to escalate is a major barrier: Suppliers prefer to resolve issues directly due to relationship risk, with 

formal reporting to the Regulator seen as a last resort

7. Smaller suppliers are relatively more exposed: Less leverage, greater financial risk, and fewer alternatives 

heighten vulnerability 

8. Written agreements provide clarity, not full protection: Contracts do not prevent issues and are often seen as 

favouring buyers 

9. The Regulator is valued but not fully understood: Awareness and trust are partial, with gaps around role, 

process, and protections limiting engagement



Appendix
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Appendix - I

Q.8a/b: Unconditional UTPs

Payment later than 30 days after the end of an agreed delivery period for perishable agricultural and food products

Payment later than 60 days after the end of an agreed delivery period for  non-perishable agricultural and food products

Cancellations of orders for perishable agricultural and food products with less than 30 days’ notice

Unilateral contract changes by the buyer relating to any of the following: 

(a) the frequency, method, place, timing or volume of the supply or delivery of agricultural and food products,

(b) the quality standard,

(c) the terms of payment or the price

Requirement for supplier to make a payment not related to the sale of the agricultural and food products of the supplier

Requirement for supplier to pay for the loss or deterioration of their product where it is not caused by the negligence or fault of the supplier

Refusal of written confirmation of a supply agreement by the buyer, despite request of the supplier

Any unlawful acquisition, use or disclosure of trade secrets by the buyer

Commercial retaliation or threat of such by the buyer against the supplier because the latter are exercising their contractual or legal rights including filing a complaint with the Agri-Food Regulator

Requirement for compensation to the buyer for the cost of examining customer complaints where there has been no negligence or fault by the supplier

Don’t know

None of these

Please see below full list of answer options for Q.8a/b.
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Appendix - II
Please see below full list of answer options for Q.9a/b.

Q.9a/b: Conditional UTPs

Has a buyer returned unsold products to you without paying for those unsold products or without paying for the disposal of those products where this has not been clearly agreed between you 

beforehand?

Has a buyer required payment from you as a condition for stocking, displaying or listing your agricultural and food products or of making such products available on the market where this has not 

been clearly agreed between you beforehand?

Has a buyer required you to bear all or part of the cost of any discounts on agricultural and food products that are sold by the buyer as part of a promotion where this has not been clearly agreed 

between you beforehand?

Has a buyer required you to pay for the marketing of agricultural and food products by the buyer where this has not been clearly agreed between you beforehand?

Has a buyer required you to pay for the advertising of agricultural and food products by the buyer where this has not been clearly agreed between you beforehand?

Has a buyer charged you for staff for fitting out premises used for the sale of your products where this has not been clearly agreed between you beforehand?

Don’t know

None of these
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Appendix - III
Please see below full list of answer options for Q.15/16.

Q.15/16: Issues Experienced

Supply related issues

Excessive requests for changes to supply agreements

Duration of supply agreement/contract

Product shrinkage related issues 

Product waste related issues

Payments/Invoicing

Inadequate/Burdensome process in place to challenge and resolve invoice discrepancies

Delays or non-payment when there are delivery disputes 

Payments requested from suppliers

Requests for payments (including free stock) to keep your existing business with a buyer (pay to stay)  

Requests for payments (including free stock) relating to product position in store  

Forecasts and Promotions  

Incurring significant costs because of inaccurate forecasting by a buyer where you are not aligned with the buyers’ forecast 

Not being permitted to input into forecasting process

Overbuying at promotional price and subsequently selling at full price  

Other

Issues related to cost price increase (CPI) requests

Issues related to cost price decrease (CPD) requests made by your buyer

Dispute resolution process too lengthy or cumbersome

De-listing (including significant reduction in volume) without reasonable notice

Other issue or for additional detail on any issues experienced (Please Specify) 

Don’t know

None of these
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