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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
 

• FMCG supply chains are central to the EU economy, supporting €276bn in intra-EU trade, 
€182bn in exports, €99bn in annual investment and 4.8 million jobs. They also purchase around 
70% of farmers’ output, meaning downstream trading conditions directly shape upstream income 
stability, resilience and investment. 
 
• Unfair trading practices (UTPs) remain widespread and impact the EU’s competitiveness. 
AIM’s 2023 survey of 439 FMCG suppliers found that 71% were confronted with at least one UTP, 
yet only 23% feel able to act. As with all suppliers in the chain, fear of retaliation — including 
threatened or effective delisting and other commercial sanctions — remains the primary deterrent. 
 
• Turnover thresholds should be removed: an unfair trading practice is unfair, no matter what 
the size of the supplier. The vulnerability stems from an imbalance of bargaining power because of 
economic dependence and control of access to consumers, not from supplier size. Threshold 
removal would simplify the framework, reduce enforcement complexity, close predictable 
loopholes and provide consistent protection across the Single Market. 
 
• Scope should extend beyond agri-food to cover consumer goods traded through the same 
grocery channels. An unfair trading practice is unfair, no matter the type of product. It is the practice 
that should be illegal for all. Limiting protection to one segment risks displacement of pressure 
across categories; adding Article 114 TFEU as a complementary legal basis to the existing Article 
43(2) would better reflect the Single Market dimension and support more uniform protection while 
preserving strong safeguards for farmers. 
 
• Buyer concentration creates structural bargaining asymmetry, increasingly amplified by 
European retail alliances (ERAs). Retailers affiliated with just five ERAs now represent 
approximately 60% of EU grocery sales — nearly double the estimated footprint in 2015 (31%). 
ERAs’ competitive significance cannot be reduced to the share of volumes formally negotiated 
centrally: even where only a portion is negotiated centrally, alliance-level outcomes increasingly act 
as benchmarks anchoring national negotiations and reinforcing cross-market leverage. 
 
• To reflect today’s market reality, the list of prohibited practices should be updated with 
clearer prohibitions on commercial coercion and retaliation (and the threat thereof), weaponised 
delisting and order stops during contract term, unfair penalties and unilateral deductions, 
imposed “service” fees or access conditions, and self-preferencing linked to coercive leverage. 
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1. Introduction: why this revision matters for Europe 
 
Europe’s agri-food and fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG)1 value chains are under growing strain — from 
climate volatility and geopolitical shocks to persistent bargaining power asymmetries. In this context, the 
revision of the Unfair Trading Practices (UTP) Directive is not a technical update: it is a competitiveness and 
Single Market issue. Ensuring fair and predictable trading conditions is essential to sustain investment, 
resilience and value creation across the chain — from farmers and manufacturers to retailers and consumers. 
 
Fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) supply chains are among the EU’s most economically and socially 
significant ecosystems. They underpin everyday consumption, support millions of jobs, and connect farmers, 
manufacturers, distributors and retailers across all Member States. FMCG products account for 22% of 
household spending on food and drink, while household consumption overall represents 51% of EU GDP. 
Industrially, FMCG is the EU’s third-largest manufacturing sector by sold production value and generates 
€276 billion annually in intra-EU trade,2 underlining its central importance to the Single Market. FMCG 
supply chains also deliver €182 billion in EU exports, contributing substantially to Europe’s external 
competitiveness. The sector invests €99 billion annually in research, development and industrial assets and 
comprises over 300,000 businesses, supporting 4.8 million jobs across the EU. FMCG is also the largest EU 
manufacturing industry in terms of employees’ salaries, ranking first by total wage expenditure. 
 
Upstream, FMCG supply chains are a critical outlet for European agriculture: around 70% of farmers’ output 
is purchased through FMCG value chains.3 Indeed, the agri-food chain is not a set of isolated segments; it is 
an interdependent ecosystem in which downstream trading conditions shape upstream resilience and 
investment. As Christiane Lambert noted, “there can be no strong agriculture without a strong industry; there 
can be no strong industry without a strong agriculture.”4 
 

 
 

Trading conditions downstream therefore directly affect income stability, resilience and investment capacity 
upstream. Given this scale, the effectiveness of the UTP framework is directly relevant to the Commission’s 
broader economic and competitiveness agenda. 
 
The UTP Directive has been an important step in addressing bargaining power imbalances. However, market 
developments, including buyer concentration and the growing role of retail alliances, underscore the need 

 
1 FMCG = Packaged food, beverages, home care, personal care, tissue/hygiene, pet 
2 Euromonitor, 2022, based on Eurostat using HS codes, Trade by commodity. 
3 Wageningen University & Research, Fact Sheet, “The EU food and drink industry use of domestic raw material” 
4 Christiane Lambert, president of the FICT (meat producer association in France), quoted in LSA magazine, 27 November 

2024 

https://edepot.wur.nl/463407
https://www.lsa-conso.fr/christiane-lambert-presidente-de-la-fict-il-ne-peut-pas-y-avoir-d-industrie-forte-sans-agriculture-forte,458241
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to strengthen the framework’s effectiveness and consistency across Member States. 
 
Weaknesses in the UTP framework do not merely affect individual supplier-buyer relationships; they have 
systemic implications for legal certainty, market integration, competitiveness and investment incentives. 
Closing structural loopholes and reducing fragmentation would strengthen predictability for operators, 
support investment and innovation, and contribute to fairer outcomes across FMCG supply chains.  
 
Despite the application of the current framework since 2021, unfair trading practices remain widespread. 
AIM’s 2023 survey of 439 FMCG suppliers found that 71% were confronted with at least one unfair trading 
practice, while only 23% report feeling able to act when confronted with such practices, primarily due to fear 
of retaliation.5  

 
 
The Commission’s December 2025 evaluation corroborates this diagnosis, identifying fear of retaliation, 
buyer concentration and fragmented national implementation as core obstacles to effectiveness.6 
 

2. Imbalance of bargaining power and control of market access 
 
Economic dependence on a limited number of buyers holding strong bargaining power is a defining feature 
of FMCG markets. Survey evidence indicates that suppliers’ top three customers account for approximately 
58% of national sales on average across food, beverages and non-food consumer goods.7 In such conditions, 
contractual “freedom” is often formal rather than real: the supplier’s ability to refuse unfair terms is 
constrained by the commercial consequences of losing access to dominant retail channels. 
 
This dependence is reinforced where retailers compete directly with suppliers through private labels and can 
influence substitution through listing, shelf placement and promotional visibility — making “market 
access” inseparable from the retailer’s own commercial incentives. 
 
In retail markets characterised by high concentration and increasing vertical integration, bargaining power 
tends to lie with retailers, even when negotiating with large manufacturers. Two structural features are 
particularly relevant: 
 

• Negotiated exposure is market-specific, not global. The commercial leverage exercised by a retailer 
(or retail alliance) relates to the turnover generated in the countries and banners where it operates, 

 
5 AIM, 2023 Consumer Goods Barometer 
6 European Commission, 1 December 2025, Evaluation of the Unfair Trading Practices Directive 
7 AIM, 2023 Consumer Goods Barometer 

https://aim.be/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/AIM-Consumer-Goods-Industry-Barometer-2023.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=comnat:COM_2025_0728_FIN
https://aim.be/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/AIM-Consumer-Goods-Industry-Barometer-2023.pdf
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which may represent a substantial share of a supplier’s sales even where the supplier is large globally.  
 

• Retaliation is credible because delisting can be targeted. Even when a supplier owns strong brands, 
strong buyers can apply pressure through partial delisting, reduced shelf space, weaker positioning, 
reduced promotion, or the removal of secondary brands/SKUs. As consumers frequently substitute 
to close alternatives, the supplier bears a disproportionate share of the lost volume and brand 
momentum, while the retailer can often preserve category sales through substitution. This makes 
the threat of delisting or commercial downgrading an effective lever in negotiations. 

 
The dependence on buyers with strong bargaining power is reinforced by the structure of retail markets, 
since retailers control access to the market and therefore to consumers. In many national FMCG markets, 
the top three individual brands each represent only a small share of total sales, while leading retailers can 
account for a very large share of the market. In 2024, the top three FMCG brands in retailers’ total sales 
represented around 4% in Germany, 5% in France and 6% in the Netherlands, while the suppliers’ sales 
concentration in their top three retail customers represented no less than around 63% in Germany, 64% in 
France and 58% in the Netherlands.8  
 

 
 
Retail markets in the European Union are already highly concentrated at national level, with retailers acting 
as gatekeepers to consumers. Although the top three FMCG brands represent only 4–6% of retailers' 
purchases and the top three retailers account for over 60% of suppliers’ sales in most national FMCG markets, 
it is crucial for suppliers to stock these retailers’ shelves if they want to reach shoppers. A supplier that cannot 
secure or maintain access to those shelves cannot compete effectively in that market, regardless of brand 
strength or innovation capacity. 
 
This structural concentration creates inherent bargaining asymmetry: suppliers are dependent on a limited 
number of actors controlling access to shelf space and shopper reach. Survey evidence confirms that 
suppliers’ top three customers account, on average, for a substantial share of national turnover, reinforcing 
the commercial significance of retail concentration. 
 

3. Retail alliances: concentration of buying power beyond borders 
 
Over the past decade, this existing imbalance has been significantly amplified by the rapid expansion of 
European Retail Alliances (ERAs) — buying alliances or services groups through which market-leading 
retailers pool volumes, centralise negotiations and coordinate commercial strategies across borders and, 

 
8 Euromonitor; Annual reports; Kantar Worldpanel. 
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increasingly, across product categories. 
 
Publicly available data indicate that only a portion of volumes — depending on the alliance and retailer, 
estimated in a range of approximately 10–30% — are directly negotiated through alliance structures. 
However, the competitive significance of ERAs cannot be reduced to their centrally negotiated purchasing 
share. Their economic impact stems from the aggregation of retailer market shares, the coordination of 
commercial benchmarks, and the credible multi-market exposure faced by suppliers. Even where a limited 
proportion of volumes is “centrally negotiated”, alliance-level coordination increasingly shapes commercial 
expectations, negotiation leverage and downstream conditions across multiple national markets. In practice, 
engagement at alliance level often conditions continued access to major retail groups; commercial 
outcomes reached centrally function as benchmarks for subsequent national negotiations; and alignment 
mechanisms between alliance members reinforce collective expectations across markets.  
 
Accordingly, disengagement from alliance-linked negotiations is rarely commercially viable for suppliers 
seeking to secure or maintain access to retailers representing a substantial share of EU grocery sales. In 
practice, ERAs create a lock-in dynamic: even “locally negotiated” volumes are negotiated in the shadow of 
aggregated, cross-market leverage and the prospect of multi-market consequences. 
 
ERAs are therefore not merely “joint purchasing” arrangements. They are cross-border groupings that 
coordinate negotiations with multinational suppliers and can shape not only trading terms but also key 
conditions of market access — such as promotional exposure, visibility and the commercial support required 
to invest in innovation and sustainability. While ERAs may claim scale efficiencies, their unchecked growth 
can also squeeze manufacturers’ margins and investment capacity, with downstream implications for 
product quality, variety and consumer choice. 
 
3.1 Scale and systemic footprint 
 
The combined market presence of retailers affiliated with ERAs has nearly doubled over the past decade, 
rising from around 31% of grocery sales in 2015 to 38% in 2019, and reaching 59% by 2024. This rapid shift 
in bargaining structures and cross-border effects strengthens the case for revising the UTP framework. 
 

 
 
A limited number of alliances now aggregate the purchasing power of retailers with combined turnover in 
the hundreds of billions of euros. The five largest ERAs alone account for approximately €580 billion of the 
EU’s total retailer footprint (see Annex I), underlining their systemic economic weight.  
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In this context, bargaining power is determined less by the share of centrally negotiated invoices than by 
credible multi-market exposure and the availability of targeted pressure tools (partial delisting, reduced 
visibility, and withdrawal of promotional support), especially in categories where substitution and private 
label competition limit the retailer’s downside. This increases the commercial risk of resisting unfair demands 
and reinforces the fear of retaliation reported by suppliers. 
 
Whereas national concentration already creates dependence, ERAs multiply that effect across markets, and 
even large suppliers can face significant power imbalances since vulnerability is driven by economic 
dependency, not absolute company size — a single alliance (or key retailer) may represent a material (20-
30%) share of a supplier’s turnover in key countries, while any individual supplier typically represents only a 
small fraction (1%-1.5%) of a retailer’s overall sales across its outlets and banners. 
 
This asymmetry is reinforced by category substitutability and private label competition: retailers can apply 
targeted pressure (e.g., partial delisting, visibility or promotion withdrawal) with limited downside, while 
suppliers bear disproportionate losses. This makes retaliation threats credible and helps explain persistent 
fear of challenging unfair practices. 
 
As ERAs bring together retailers active in multiple major national markets, suppliers face the additional risk that 
an adverse outcome in an alliance-level negotiation triggers parallel delisting decisions or commercial 
downgrading across several Member States.9 For manufacturers, the prospect of losing access to a material 
share of multiple key markets at the same time is a powerful deterrent against challenging unfair practices.  
 
The policy question is therefore not the arithmetic of centralised volumes, but how alliance-aggregated market 
power conditions access to the Single Market in practice. 
 

 
9 See Annex III below. 
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3.2 Two ERA models: services alliances and purchasing alliances 

 
 
In practice, ERAs can be grouped into two broad models (as illustrated by the above graph): 

• Service-based alliances. These alliances offer centrally marketed “services” to suppliers (e.g. data, 
marketing, administrative packages, retail media, visibility or “access” offers). While some services 
may have a genuine multi-country dimension, others are effectively local in nature and may be 
presented on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. This model can function as a channel for value extraction, 
especially where signature or payment is required as a precondition to commercial discussions, or 
where fees are disproportionate to the service actually provided. 

• Joint purchasing alliances. These alliances coordinate purchasing approaches among members, and 
can centralise or align negotiations with suppliers across multiple Member States. Even where 
suppliers already trade with each alliance member and there is no “incremental” physical volume 
created, the alliance model can increase leverage by aligning rebate expectations and commercial 
benchmarks across members, raising the stakes of a single negotiation and exposing suppliers to 
multi-market consequences. 

 
The distinction matters because both models can function as leverage channels, and both raise enforcement 
questions in cross-border settings. Service-based models may obscure value extraction through “fees” that 
operate as access conditions, while joint purchasing models may concentrate bargaining power and transmit 
common expectations across markets. In both cases, the relevant question for the UTP framework is whether 
the arrangement shifts risk and cost onto suppliers or enables coercion/retaliation. 
 
3.3 ERAs as multi-function platforms (and why this matters) 
 
Beyond these two models, ERAs increasingly operate as multi-function platforms. Beyond joint purchasing 
of branded goods, they may also (i) coordinate private label sourcing (including specifications and tenders), 
(ii) sell commercial “services” (e.g., access/visibility packages, retail media, category and shopper insights, 
performance data), (iii) act as data aggregation hubs (including benchmarking and supplier scorecards), and 
(iv) serve as platforms for coordinated negotiation campaigns, including delisting strategies. This 
accumulation of roles blurs traditional market boundaries, intensifies conflicts of interest, and expands the 
channels through which pressure can be applied to suppliers. 
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A further structural amplifier is the high turnover of members and key staff across alliances (“musical chairs”). 
Frequent movement of staff and leadership between alliances can increase the risk of sensitive supplier 
information and negotiation playbooks leaking across direct competitors, facilitate tacit coordination, and 
erode supplier trust in confidentiality — making suppliers more reluctant to share information needed for 
long-term investment and innovation planning. 
 
3.4 Spillovers across the supply chain 
 
While ERAs typically conduct negotiations with larger manufacturers, their effects propagate across the value 
chain: 

• Upstream spillovers: negotiations conducted by manufacturers in food categories transmit pressure 
to primary producers, affecting income stability and investment capacity upstream. 

• Downstream spillovers to SMEs: conditions obtained from large FMCG suppliers can become 
reference points (“market benchmarks” or “market drift”) that feed into local demands imposed on 
smaller suppliers, amplifying pressure beyond the companies directly negotiating at alliance level. 

• Cross-category spillovers: where alliances optimise commercial outcomes across the full basket, 
pressure applied in one category can feed into margin-recovery strategies and demands elsewhere. 

 
3.5 Transnational structure and incentives for forum shopping 
 
ERAs are inherently transnational in structure and effect. Negotiations may be conducted in one jurisdiction 
while their commercial consequences extend across several Member States. In practice, some alliances have 
established operational centres in jurisdictions where national implementation remains close to the 
minimum EU framework (including the EU-level turnover threshold) or where protection is narrower; others 
are headquartered outside the EU, including in Switzerland, where no local UTP rules apply. This creates 
incentives for regulatory arbitrage: alliances can structure negotiations where coverage is narrower while 
the commercial impact is felt across the wider Single Market, resulting in de facto forum shopping in a 
fragmented regulatory landscape. 
 
3.6 Institutional recognition: Commission evaluation and enforcement authority experience 
 
The Commission’s December 2025 evaluation recognises key elements of this problem, highlighting that 
differences in national implementing choices and enforcement practices have led to diverging interpretations 
and legal uncertainty in cross-border situations. It also notes that existing cooperation mechanisms do not 
always provide a sufficient basis to address cross-border cases effectively, particularly where the exchange 
of confidential information is required. 
 
National enforcement authorities have increasingly flagged these challenges in practice. In 2023, several 
authorities explicitly raised issues relating to purchasing alliances and cross-border enforcement, including: 

• The Italian authority (ICQRF) conducted a “cognitive analysis of so-called international purchasing 
contracts” and concluded that they “have inflationary repercussions because (of the) additional level 
of bargaining(, which) raises the level of consumer prices”, and contacted counterparts in other 
Member States to assess joint action at EU level. 

• The French authority (DGCCRF) noted that “international purchasing groups based abroad are 
sometimes the source of practices that contravene French provisions.” 

• The German authority (BLE) reported that European enforcement discussions focused on “practically 
dealing with turnover thresholds and difficulties in calculating turnover, cross-border enforcement 
of the UTP Directive, cooperation in investigations and the exchange of information, dealing with 
purchasing alliances.” 

• The Belgian authority clarified that enforcement coordination meetings placed specific focus on 
“alliances in the retail sector” and differing interpretations of national legislation. 

 

https://www.masaf.gov.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeAttachment.php/L/IT/D/1%252Fb%252Fb%252FD.98efa7642157ee1560bc/P/BLOB%3AID%3D22176/E/pdf?mode=inline
https://www.economie.gouv.fr/files/files/directions_services/dgccrf/dgccrf/rapports_activite/2023/bilan_activit%C3%A9-DGCCRF_2023.pdf?v=1739804990
https://www.ble.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/EN/Market-Organisation/Activity-Report-UTP_2023.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1
https://economie.fgov.be/en/file/7468731/download?token=ueA00Ehi
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In addition, both the Italian10 and French11 authorities have initiated further investigative activity relating to 
ERA structures and practices, underscoring that purchasing alliances remain under active regulatory scrutiny. 
 

4. Private labels, self-preferencing and the multi-role power of retailers 
and retail alliances 

 
Retailers and retail alliances are no longer “only” buyers of branded goods. They increasingly play a multi-
role function across the FMCG value chain: gatekeepers to consumer access, competitors to branded 
manufacturers through private labels, and sellers of commercial services and data (including retail media, 
insights and visibility). This accumulation of roles creates structural conflicts of interest and reinforces 
bargaining asymmetry in ways that the UTP framework should explicitly recognise. 
 
Private label is also structurally significant in scale. NielsenIQ surveyed 17 markets for PLMA’s 2025 Private 
Label Market Report and noted an increase for retail brands in 12 out of the 17 countries, with a global share 
reaching 38.8%.12  
 

 
 
This matters because private label is not only a product strategy; it is also a bargaining strategy that can affect 
the entire commercial relationship with branded goods manufacturers. 
 
4.1 Private label as a competitive strategy — and a leverage strategy 
 
Private label (PL) is often presented as a tool for competition with discounters and a driver of consumer 
value. However, PL also functions as a strategic lever in retailer–supplier negotiations. Because retailers 
control shelf access, visibility and promotional intensity, they can influence relative demand between 

 
10 AGCM, 14 January 2026, “The Italian Competition Authority launches market investigation into large-scale retail 

distribution and the agri-food supply chain” 
11 Autorité de la concurrence, 9 January 2026, “Purchasing groups: the Autorité de la concurrence launches, for the first 

time, a competitive assessment of the AURA and CONCORDIS buying alliances” 
12 PLMA, Private Label Share Consolidates Its Strong Position in Europe 

https://en.agcm.it/en/media/press-releases/2026/1/IC58
https://en.agcm.it/en/media/press-releases/2026/1/IC58
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/en/press-release/purchasing-groups-autorite-de-la-concurrence-launches-first-time-competitive
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/en/press-release/purchasing-groups-autorite-de-la-concurrence-launches-first-time-competitive
https://plmainternational.com/private-label-today
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branded products and PL. When combined with concentrated retail markets and alliance-level coordination, 
this leverage can be amplified across markets. 
 
A key dynamic is the “margin game”: retailers can choose to run very low margins on selected branded  
products (including temporary loss-leading) to drive store traffic, while compensating through higher margins 
elsewhere across the basket. In practice, retailers can also widen the perceived “price distance” between 
branded products and PL by maintaining branded prices at higher levels while positioning comparable PL at 
lower prices, increasing PL attractiveness and strengthening the retailer’s ability to extract value from the 
category.  
 
These pricing and visibility strategies spill over into the negotiation relationship. They can translate into 
additional pressure on branded suppliers to fund promotions, grant rebates, accept “fees” or absorb 
deductions — not because of genuine efficiency gains, but to protect shelf presence and avoid displacement 
towards PL. 
 
4.2 Self-preferencing and parasitic copying risks in the offline world 
 
Self-preferencing concerns are increasingly recognised in digital contexts, but the offline reality is that 
retailers can also influence competition outcomes through listing, shelf placement, promotional calendars, 
and category management practices. Where a retailer both sells the branded product and competes against 
it with PL, the incentive to privilege PL can be structural. This can take the form of: 

• steering consumers toward PL through placement and visibility; 
• conditioning branded visibility/promotion on financial concessions; 
• accelerating “me-too” PL development that tracks the success signals of branded innovation 

(“parasitic copying”), especially where retailers have privileged access to category performance 
information. 

 
These risks become more acute where alliances or alliance-linked service platforms aggregate strategies, 
performance benchmarks and “best practices” across multiple retailers. 
 
4.3 Private label sourcing is “outsourced” — but the power and incentives remain retailer-side 
 
Private label production is frequently outsourced to manufacturers, meaning the product competes on shelf 
as a retailer brand while manufacturing is carried out by third parties. Even if a large share of PL is outsourced 
(often cited as being very high), this does not remove the structural conflict; it can intensify it. The retailer 
still controls (i) product specification and tendering, (ii) the allocation of shelf space and promotional support, 
and (iii) the strategic choice of when and how PL competes with branded products. In this context, 
“outsourcing” changes who produces the product, but it does not change who sets the competitive 
conditions in the market. 
 
Evidence from national enforcement also shows that private label supplier ecosystems can be dependency-
heavy and vulnerable to abrupt disruption. French competition authority decisions 20-D-13 and 20-D-22 
emphasised that private label supplier ecosystems are fragile and more easily disrupted because they 
disproportionately involve smaller entities. The authority found that SMEs and micro-enterprises account for 
a significant share of MDD suppliers, both nationally (77% of SKUs and 72% of value) and within the alliances 
themselves (supplying over 50% of volumes in 20-D-13 and even more in 20-D-22). 13 Both decisions 
underline that SMEs and micro-enterprises are not just passive suppliers, but contribute significantly to 

 
13 French competition authority, 22 October 2020, "Decision 20-D-13 regarding practices implemented in the major food 

retailer sector by the Auchan, Casino, Metro and Schiever groups", §§ 91 and 97, and 17 December 2020, "Décision 20-

D-22 relative à des pratiques mises en œuvre dans le secteur de la grande distribution à dominante alimentaire par les 

groupes Carrefour et Tesco", §§ 72 and 78. 

https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-10/20d13.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-10/20d13.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
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product innovation and category growth, especially within the private label segment.14 Due to the high 
dependency of small suppliers, the Authority imposed a volume cap on the alliances’ share of MDD 
procurement for certain categories (e.g., cheese, tomato products and baby items), setting it at no more than 
15% of the French market in both cases. It also imposed a non-discrimination clause in Carrefour/Tesco.15 
 
4.4 Alliances amplify PL leverage and transmit pressure across the relationship 
 
Retail alliances amplify these dynamics in two ways. First, alliance-level negotiation and coordinated 
commercial expectations can raise the stakes of “one” negotiation and increase the risk that resisting 
demands may have multi-market consequences. Second, alliances increasingly coordinate not only branded 
purchasing, but also PL sourcing, service packages and data offerings, blurring lines between purchasing 
cooperation, service selling and strategic market influence. 
 
This multi-role structure means that what appears as a “commercial term” may in reality be the product of 
coercive leverage linked to market access, visibility, and the implicit threat of displacement towards PL. 
 
4.5 Implications for UTP policy 
 
To remain operational in today’s market reality, the revised UTP framework should ensure that prohibited 
practices and enforcement tools capture: 

• coercion/retaliation that operates through shelf access, visibility, order stops and delisting threats; 
• imposed “services” and market-access conditions that function as value extraction; 
• unilateral deductions/penalties and retroactive adjustments that transfer risk upstream; 
• practices that systematically privilege PL to the detriment of fair competition and consumer choice, 

particularly where linked to coercive demands; 
• and alliance-level structures that transmit these pressures across borders and across categories. 

 

5. Cross-border enforcement and anti-circumvention: closing the forum-
shopping loophole 
 
Recent marketplace shifts and successive crises have exposed supply-chain vulnerabilities and strengthened 
the case for fairer and more uniform rules across the agri-food and consumer goods sectors. While the UTP 
Directive has demonstrated its value, the patchwork of national implementations still enables forum 
shopping and contributes to under-enforcement in cross-border settings. 
 
European retail alliances operate transnationally and increasingly centralise commercial negotiations across 
multiple Member States. This creates a practical enforcement challenge: unfair practices can be designed, 
negotiated, invoiced or contractually “anchored” in one jurisdiction, while their commercial effects 
materialise across several national markets. AIM has previously highlighted — also in submissions on 
cooperation and enforcement initiatives — that retailers are able to, and in practice do, engage in forum 
shopping within the EU. Effective enforcement therefore requires a framework that follows the effects of 
the practice, not merely the formal seat of an alliance entity or the chosen contract law. 
 
In practice, a number of unfair commercial practices linked to European retail alliances risk escaping effective 
scrutiny for two cumulative reasons. First, certain practices often affect or target large suppliers, who remain 

 
14 French competition authority, 22 October 2020, "Decision 20-D-13 regarding practices implemented in the major food 

retailer sector by the Auchan, Casino, Metro and Schiever groups", § 99, and 17 December 2020, "Décision 20-D-22 

relative à des pratiques mises en œuvre dans le secteur de la grande distribution à dominante alimentaire par les 

groupes Carrefour et Tesco", § 80. 
15 French competition authority, 17 December 2020, "Décision 20-D-22 relative à des pratiques mises en œuvre dans le 

secteur de la grande distribution à dominante alimentaire par les groupes Carrefour et Tesco", § 96. 

https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-10/20d13.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-10/20d13.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/integral_texts/2020-12/20d22.pdf
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outside the scope of protection in some Member States due to national transposition choices. Second, 
alliances may be organised from, or contracts structured under, jurisdictions that reduce the likelihood of 
meaningful enforcement — either because no comparable UTP regime applies (e.g., arrangements anchored 
outside the EU), or because the applicable national regime does not effectively cover large suppliers (e.g., 
Belgium or the Netherlands). This creates predictable incentives to locate alliance structures and contracting 
choices where enforcement exposure is lowest, while commercial effects extend across the Single Market. 
 
A more harmonised and robust enforcement environment would level the playing field, promote innovation 
and foster consumer choice. Through consistent application of UTP rules, brand manufacturers — from SMEs 
to large multinationals — can focus on delivering quality, value and sustainability across the Single Market. 
To achieve this, the framework would benefit from stronger mechanisms to ensure that enforcement can 
address cross-border structures, including where negotiations, contracting, invoicing, or “on-top” conditions 
are channelled through transnational arrangements. 
 
The UTP Cross-border Enforcement Regulation is a welcome and necessary step: strengthened procedural 
cooperation and improved coordination among enforcement authorities should support the handling of 
complex cases. However, enhanced cooperation alone cannot remove the structural incentives that drive 
forum shopping. Regulatory arbitrage stems primarily from differences in substantive scope and coverage 
of the underlying Directive — particularly turnover thresholds and product scope — rather than from 
coordination gaps alone. As long as protection varies across jurisdictions and categories, alliances will retain 
incentives to structure negotiations where coverage is narrower, while the commercial impact is felt across 
the Single Market. Accordingly, improving cooperation can strengthen enforcement, but only revision of the 
Directive — including removal of turnover thresholds and harmonisation of scope at EU level — can close 
the substantive loopholes that enable regulatory arbitrage — which is not limited to the supply agreement, 
as value extraction can be shifted into ancillary service contracts, data packages or private-label sourcing 
structures, making effects-based enforcement all the more essential. 
 
5.1 Anti-circumvention and choice of law 
 
The current Directive already provides a basis to prevent circumvention through contractual choice of law. 
In line with Article 9 of the Rome I Regulation, and as expressly confirmed by Article 3(4) of the UTP Directive, 
national provisions implementing the prohibitions in Article 3(1) and (2) constitute overriding mandatory 
provisions. They therefore apply to situations falling within the scope of those prohibitions, irrespective of 
the law otherwise applicable to the supply agreement (including where a contract designates non-EU law). 
As regards territorial scope, the Directive applies, inter alia, where either the supplier or the buyer, or both, 
are established in the Union, and “supplier” and “buyer” are defined irrespective of place of establishment. 
Accordingly, once a relationship falls within the Directive’s scope, Article 3(4) of the Directive should switch 
on the relevant national prohibitions regardless of the contractual governing law. This approach is 
consistent with the EU conflict-of-laws system’s general anti-circumvention logic in market-regulatory fields, 
including the “market affected” connecting factor for restrictions of competition under Article 6(3) of the 
Rome II Regulation. 
 
The revised UTP Directive should expressly endorse and operationalise this anti-circumvention framework 
by clarifying scope and cross-border application in clear and usable terms, reducing residual uncertainty and 
strengthening effective enforcement across the Single Market. Similar proposals have been made by the 
Monopolkommission in its recent report on competition in food markets.16 
 
5.2 Enforcement tools to address retaliation and enable effective cases 
 
As fear of retaliation remains the primary reason suppliers do not take action, the revision should strengthen 

 
16 Monopolkommission, 2025, “Wettbewerb in der Lebensmittellieferkette” 

https://www.monopolkommission.de/images/PDF/SG/SG%20LLK%202025/Sondergutachten%20Lebensmittellieferkette_Monopolkommission.pdf
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practical safeguards and investigative capacity, including: 
• stronger confidentiality safeguards and secure whistleblowing channels; 
• effective interim measures (where available in national systems) to prevent retaliatory delisting or 

commercial downgrading during investigations; 
• a stronger emphasis on ex officio market-inquiry style investigations, supported by dedicated 

enforcement teams and sufficient resources; 
• reinforced coordination and information-sharing across Member States (including standardised 

procedures for complaints, investigations, data collection and reporting), and practical guidance for 
stakeholders and enforcement authorities to ensure consistent application; 

• a mechanism to capture emerging UTPs and discourage circumvention, so that the framework 
remains futureproof. 

 
Retail concentration creates the structural imbalance; retail alliances amplify and extend it across borders 
and categories. Addressing this reality requires both effective cross-border cooperation and — critically — 
EU-level harmonisation of the underlying rules to eliminate the substantive incentives for forum shopping. 
 

6. Removing turnover thresholds: closing loopholes, simplifying 
enforcement, strengthening competitiveness 
 
6.1 Why turnover is a poor proxy for bargaining power 
 
Turnover thresholds assume that supplier size is a reliable proxy for bargaining power. In today’s consumer 
goods markets, that assumption does not hold. Survey evidence indicates that suppliers of different sizes 
report comparable levels of dependence on a small number of customers and similar exposure to unfair 
trading practices. Economic vulnerability is driven less by aggregate turnover than by dependence on 
concentrated buyers controlling access to consumers (see Sections 2–3). 
 
This structural reality is further amplified by the growth of retail alliances. Where negotiations are conducted 
at alliance level, buying power is aggregated across multiple retailers and multiple markets. A supplier with 
substantial EU-wide turnover may still be economically dependent in key national markets if access to 
consumers is mediated by a small number of retailers acting through an alliance. In such circumstances, 
overall turnover does not translate into effective negotiating leverage. 
 
Alliances increasingly operate across multiple commercial roles, not only coordinating branded purchasing 
but also enabling private-label sourcing, service offerings and data-related commercial strategies — blurring 
traditional market lines and reinforcing bargaining asymmetry across borders.  
 
Against that background, turnover thresholds are poorly suited to markets characterised by intense brand 
competition and substitutability within categories, and by cross-border buyer power exercised through 
alliances. Thresholds can exclude economically dependent suppliers from protection while leaving the 
underlying drivers of buyer power untouched. They also create predictable regulatory gaps: where scope 
differs between Member States, or where suppliers above a certain turnover fall outside protection, 
negotiations and contractual arrangements can be structured to minimise exposure to UTP rules. 
 
6.2 Thresholds fragment the landscape and complicate enforcement 
 
Turnover thresholds contribute to regulatory fragmentation and interact unpredictably with national 
transpositions, producing divergent compliance realities across the Single Market. The Commission’s 2025 
evaluation notes practical challenges in calculating and applying turnover thresholds, particularly in cross-
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border situations, and reflects stakeholder concerns about complexity and effectiveness. 17 In response, 14 
Member States have, in practice, moved away from the Directive’s turnover-based architecture, either by 
removing size-gating altogether or by creating regimes where size no longer meaningfully determines 
protection for key practices.18 
 
Member States went beyond the Directive’s turnover ladder precisely to avoid a structural blind spot: where 
large processors or cooperatives fall outside scope, they can become de facto “buffers” absorbing buyer 
pressure formally — while the economic impact is then transmitted upstream to farmers through lower input 
prices or tighter conditions. Threshold removal (or meaningful extension) is therefore not only a fairness 
measure for large suppliers; it is also an enforcement necessity to capture the real pass-through dynamics 
in the agri-food chain. 
 
6.3 A more policy-relevant typology of national regimes 
 
AIM’s approach to assessing national transposition is intentionally pragmatic: the key question for suppliers 
is whether they are meaningfully protected in practice beyond the Directive’s turnover ladder, and (where 
relevant) whether protection extends beyond agri-food to non-food consumer goods. 
 
By contrast, the Commission’s typology (as reflected in SWD(2024) 106 final and SWD(2025) 405 final) groups 
Member States into four categories: 
 

• 6 Member States: transposed regardless of business size (CY, EE, ES, FR, IT, SK) 
• 6 Member States: followed the Directive (BG, IE, LU, MT, NL, RO) 
• 2 Member States: followed an approach based on that of the Directive (PL, SI) 
• 13 Member States: enlarged the scope on business size to varying degrees (AT, EL, BE, CZ, DE, DK, FI, 

HR, HU, LT, LV, PT, SE) 
 
While the first three categories are relatively clear, the fourth category (“enlarged scope”) is inherently broad 
and risks being misleading as a policy indicator. It bundles together fundamentally different regimes — from 
marginal or targeted extensions that leave the Directive’s €350m architecture largely intact, to hybrid or 
quasi-threshold-free models in which protection for key practices is effectively not structured around 
turnover thresholds. As the following comparison table illustrates, “beyond the thresholds” can mean 
anything from limited adjustments to meaningful removal of size-gating in practice. 
 
Against that backdrop, the binary framing “no turnover thresholds” versus “beyond the thresholds” is over-
simplified. A more policy-relevant presentation — reflecting the compliance landscape faced by suppliers 
and avoiding misleading aggregation — would distinguish between: 

1. Regimes that are genuinely threshold-free in practice; 
2. Regimes that retain the Directive’s turnover architecture, possibly with limited adjustments; and 
3. Hybrid regimes that remove size-gating for certain practices or under specific triggers. 

 
This distinction matters because, if the objective is to tackle unfair trading practices and strengthen fair 
trading conditions in the Single Market, protection should not turn on an artificial turnover threshold. UTPs 

 
17 European Commission, 1 December 2025, Report on the evaluation of Directive (EU) 2019/633 on unfair trading 

practices in business-to-business relationships in the agricultural and food supply chain, COM(2025) 728 final; see the 

sections on turnover thresholds and divergent national implementation choices. 
18 Fourteen Member States have removed or effectively neutralised the €350 million supplier turnover threshold in their 

national UTP regimes, namely: Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, 

Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden. While the specific approaches may differ, they no longer rely on the original 

graduated turnover bands set out in Directive (EU) 2019/633. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0728
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0728
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can affect any supplier, including larger brand manufacturers, and enforcement should not be constrained 
by size-based gatekeeping where economic dependence and exposure exist. 
 

Member 
State 

AIM typology DG AGRI typology Consistency / remarks 

Austria EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

Scope was "barely" enlarged (suppliers protected up to 1bn turnover) 
by a 4-year sunset clause that expired on 31 December 2025 

Belgium EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

Scope "barely" enlarged (targeted exception for recognised 
POs/coops) 

Bulgaria EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

  

Croatia All sizes – Food only Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

€2 million turnover buyer threshold 

Cyprus All sizes – Food only 
No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size) 

  

Czechia All sizes – Food only 
Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

€2 million turnover buyer threshold + buyer turnover > supplier 
turnover 

Denmark All sizes – Food only 
Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

No turnover threshold except for payment terms 

Estonia All sizes – Food only 
No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size) 

  

Finland EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

Scope "barely" enlarged (supplier turnover vs retailer) 

France All sizes, all products No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size) 

Protection limited to food suppliers for short-notice cancellation of 
perishable food orders, misuse of trade secrets or refusal to confirm 
contract in writing. 

Germany EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

Scope "barely" enlarged (product carve-outs; protection if DE turnover 
<4bn for some products) 

Greece EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

Scope "barely" enlarged (turnover-band applicability model) 

Hungary All sizes – Food only 
Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

No turnover threshold + expanded list of prohibitions 

Ireland All sizes – Food only 
Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

The regime changed recently 

Italy All sizes – Food only 
No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size)   

Latvia All sizes, all products 
Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

€2 million turnover buyer threshold + protection for non-food suppliers 
dealing with retailers 

Lithuania EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) Scope "barely" enlarged 

Luxembourg EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds)   

Malta EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds)   

Netherlands EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

  

Poland EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

Stricter conditions on cancellations 

Portugal All sizes, all products Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

No turnover threshold except for payment terms + protection for non-
food suppliers for key practices 

Romania EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

  

Slovakia All sizes – Food only 
No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size) 

  

Slovenia EU threshold scope 
(<=350m) / per Directive 

Directive threshold logic 
(turnover thresholds) 

Stricter rules for weaker suppliers 

Spain All sizes – Food only 
No turnover thresholds (applies 
regardless of business size) 

  

Sweden All sizes – Food only 
Enlarged scope (beyond 
Directive thresholds) 

€2 million turnover buyer threshold 

 
6.4 Closing loopholes exploited through cross-border structures 
 
The risk is not theoretical. As set out above, retail alliances increasingly operate transnationally, and 
divergences in national coverage create incentives to anchor negotiations or contracting structures in 
jurisdictions where protection is narrower. Several major alliances are based in countries where large 
suppliers are not protected under UTP legislation or where size-gating remains decisive e.g., Eurelec, 
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Coopernic and Concordis in Belgium, and Everest and Vasco in the Netherlands), or outside the EU where no 
equivalent UTP regime applies (e.g., Epic Partners, AgeCore, EMD and CWT in Switzerland). In practice, this 
enables choice-of-law and jurisdictional structuring that reduces the likelihood of effective scrutiny while 
commercial effects extend across multiple Member States. 
 
6.5 Why removing thresholds is simplification and competitiveness policy 
 
In a market where the affiliated retailers of just five retail alliances collectively account for around 60% of 
grocery sales, and where alliance-level coordination influences negotiations across multiple markets, size-
based thresholds do not simplify; they complicate.  
 
In concentrated retail markets, bargaining power is defined by credible multi-market exposure and the 
aggregation of retailer market shares, not solely by the accounting share of centrally negotiated invoices. 
 
Removing thresholds would replace a complex, size-gated system with a clearer, conduct-based framework 
focused on unfair practices themselves. It would reduce fragmentation, close predictable loopholes, and 
improve legal certainty across borders. Put simply: a UTP is a UTP; what is prohibited should apply 
irrespective of supplier size. 
 
Removing thresholds would also support competitiveness. Where alliances can exercise aggregated buyer 
power across markets, economically dependent suppliers face sustained margin pressure regardless of 
turnover. Ensuring that protection applies wherever economic dependence and exposure exist would reduce 
unfair value extraction, support reinvestment, and strengthen resilience and innovation across FMCG 
supply chains. 
 
For these reasons, removing turnover thresholds is not merely an extension of scope. In markets shaped by 
retail alliances, it is a necessary structural correction to align the framework with commercial reality and 
ensure that protection is determined by conduct and dependence — not by formal size criteria. 
 

7. Scope, displacement and Single Market coherence 
 
Limiting UTP protections to agri-food does not neutralise buyer power within that segment. This is fully 
consistent with the Directive’s own logic. Recital 7 expressly recognises that the impact of unfair trading 
practices on primary producers can be indirect, “through a cascading of the consequences of the unfair 
trading practices occurring in the agricultural and food supply chain in a manner that negatively affects the 
primary producers in that chain.” This recognition supports an approach that targets the mechanisms of 
imbalance and displacement — not a narrow segmentation that allows pressure to be shifted elsewhere. 
 
Where retailers and retail alliances negotiate and optimise conditions across the entire grocery basket, 
pressure constrained in regulated categories can be displaced to unregulated ones. Unfair practices and 
coercive commercial tactics have similar distortive effects whether they target food products or other 
consumer goods (e.g., detergents, cosmetics, paper), and they ultimately weaken investment incentives and 
resilience across the EU value chain. 
 
Retail alliances design and execute commercial strategies across food and non-food products together, 
optimising overall margins and purchasing conditions at portfolio level. If constraints apply only to agri-food, 
alliances can compensate through increased pressure in non-food categories — via bundled conditions, 
portfolio-wide rebates, listing and promotion terms, and margin-recovery strategies. This cross-category 
leverage can then feed back into agri-food negotiations, as overall targets are pursued across the full basket. 
In practice, higher rebate expectations and margin compression in some categories can also intensify pricing 
pressure and encourage margin recapture elsewhere, reinforcing the bargaining imbalance rather than 
reducing it. 
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As a result, an agri-food-only scope risks displacing rather than eliminating unfair pressure, with continued 
adverse effects on upstream agri-food suppliers. Survey evidence indicates that patterns of dependency and 
exposure to unfair practices are structurally similar across food and non-food categories.19 
 
From a Commission perspective, this displacement effect undermines Single Market objectives. Divergent 
national choices on product scope create category-based enforcement gaps and legal uncertainty for cross-
border trading relationships. The Commission’s 2025 evaluation highlights inconsistent enforcement and 
legal uncertainty in cross-border cases resulting from fragmented national implementation.20 
 
Expanding scope beyond agri-food would therefore serve a simplification and coherence objective: it would 
reduce fragmentation, close category-based loopholes, and improve legal certainty for operators active 
across Member States. This can be achieved by adding Article 114 TFEU as a complementary legal basis, 
reflecting the Single Market dimension of UTP-related distortions in FMCG trading relationships while fully 
preserving and strengthening protections for farmers. Several Member States have already extended 
national UTP rules beyond agricultural and food products (e.g. France, Latvia and Portugal). Expanding scope 
at EU level would align the framework with commercial reality: a UTP is a UTP, and prohibited conduct should 
not depend on product category. 
 

8. Competitiveness, investment and returns on capital 
 
The consequences of unfair trading practices extend beyond fairness and affect competitiveness. Available 
data on return on capital employed (ROCE) indicate that EU FMCG manufacturers generate significantly lower 
returns than US FMCG manufacturers21 and lower returns than large EU retailers.22 Sustained pressure on 
upstream margins and heightened commercial risk reduce manufacturers’ capacity and incentives to invest. 
 
Given the scale of FMCG value chains — supporting 4.8 million jobs, generating €99 billion in annual 
investment, and underpinning both EU exports and intra-EU trade — under-investment has systemic 
implications for productivity, innovation and resilience. A coherent, threshold-free, cross-category 
framework would support the Commission’s competitiveness objectives by reducing fragmentation, 
improving predictability and enabling reinvestment across the value chain. 
 
8.1 How UTP-driven pressure reduces innovation and investment 
 
Innovation in FMCG is typically a high fixed-cost, high-failure-rate portfolio. Significant upfront costs (R&D, 
formulation and testing, regulatory compliance, packaging/tooling, sustainability redesigns, marketing and 
retail execution) are incurred before revenue, and payback is uncertain: many launches fail and even 
successful launches require time, distribution and visibility to scale. In this context, when very powerful 
buyers impose unfair conditions — especially where buying power is coordinated — UTPs can translate into: 

• Reduced free cash flow for investment. Where trading terms shift value upstream to downstream 
through additional fees, forced discounts, unilateral deductions, retroactive claims or payment 
delays, manufacturers’ discretionary investment budgets (NPD/renovation, consumer research, 
capability upgrades) are often the first to be constrained. 

 
19 AIM, 2023 Consumer Goods Barometer 
20 European Commission, 1 December 2025, Report on the evaluation of Directive (EU) 2019/633 on unfair trading 

practices in business-to-business relationships in the agricultural and food supply chain, COM(2025) 728 final 
21 10% for the EU and 18% for the US, averaged over 2019-24. Includes Top 12 FMCGs with headquarters in the US; and 

top 17 FMCGs headquartered in the EU (not UK). Source: Demand Signals; European Restructuring Index; Eurofound; 

Eurostat; OECD. 
22 12% for retailers, 10% for FMCGs. Based on 12 retailers that are part of a service of Retail Alliances, e.g., Carrefour, 

EDEKA, Rewe, Kaufland. Source: Euromonitor, Capital IQ. 

https://aim.be/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/AIM-Consumer-Goods-Industry-Barometer-2023.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0728
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0728
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• Higher volatility and a higher “risk premium”. UTPs do not only compress margins; they can make 
revenues less predictable through last-minute delisting threats, unilateral contract changes or 
retrospective adjustments. When cash flows become less reliable, firms rationally reduce risk 
exposure: fewer launches, a bias toward safer line extensions, and lower appetite for more ambitious 
innovation. 

• Distribution and shelf access as an “innovation tax”. New products require distribution, visibility 
and time to build. Where access to shelf space, promotion or continuity is made contingent on 
additional payments or coercive conditions, the expected cost of launching rises and the probability 
of success falls — reducing the number of viable innovation “bets”, as Circana describes in its Europe 
innovation reporting.23 

 
Where retailers can shift demand toward higher-margin private label through pricing and visibility strategies, 
branded innovation faces a higher “risk premium” and weaker payback prospects — reinforcing the 
investment-suppressing effects of unfair demands. 
 
8.2 Market signals consistent with reduced innovation output 
 
Recent market data provide indicative signals of reduced innovation output in Europe. Two datasets from 
Circana (EU6 scope) show a marked decline in new product activity and performance: 

• 2021 → 2022: new products launched declined from 172,997 to 144,432 (-16.5%). Circana links the 
decline to trading conditions and reports companies prioritising core ranges, with lower confidence 
in achieving the premium often needed for successful launches. 

• 2023 → 2024: in its Europe’s Innovation Pacesetters 2025 analysis (75,000+ launches/renovations in 
2024), Circana reports that innovations fell 20% versus 2023, sales from new products fell 17% 
(€28.9bn → €24.1bn), and only 5.2% of CPG products were classified as “innovations” (down from 
6.2%). 

 
These developments are not attributable to UTPs alone: inflation, input costs and demand uncertainty also 
weigh on innovation. However, the UTP/bargaining-imbalance channel is a plausible contributing mechanism 
because it directly constrains both the funding and the risk appetite required for NPD and renovation. 
 
Fairness is therefore not merely a social objective: it is a competitiveness and innovation enabler. As 
coordinated purchasing and retail alliances reshape bargaining dynamics, the Commission should ensure that 
unfair practices by strong buyers do not raise the risk premium for innovation and reduce investment 
resources, leading to fewer launches, less ambitious innovation and ultimately reduced consumer choice and 
dynamism in the Single Market. 
 

9. Clarifying and expanding prohibited practices to reflect market reality 
 
9.1 Why the practice list needs updating 
 
In addition to structural reforms (scope, thresholds and cross-border enforcement), the framework should 
be updated to reflect how unfair practices manifest in practice. The Commission’s evaluation identifies 
practices that may circumvent the framework or shift disproportionate risks and costs onto suppliers. The 
revised Directive should therefore clarify and extend the list of prohibited practices to cover recurrent 
patterns observed in negotiations between buyers and suppliers. A detailed list of proposed additional 
practices and clarifications is provided in Annex II. 
 

 
23 Circana, Europe’s Innovation Pacesetters 2025. 
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9.2 Commercial coercion and retaliation 
 
Fear of retaliation is a central deterrent to enforcement, and coercion by definition distorts free negotiation. 
Therefore commercial coercion and retaliation should be explicitly prohibited. 
 
The Commission frames the UTP framework as a response to bargaining-power imbalances in the agri-food 
chain. Yet the Directive’s current treatment of “commercial retaliation” is too narrow to address the main 
way retaliation operates in practice. While the Directive and its explanatory materials explicitly recognise 
classic retaliatory tactics such as delisting, reducing quantities or withdrawing services, the binding 
prohibition is effectively triggered only where retaliation follows the exercise of rights by the supplier (e.g., 
lodging a complaint or invoking contractual/legal rights).  
 
As a result, the rule functions as an “anti-complaint retaliation” tool, rather than as an effective safeguard 
against weaponised delisting and other coercive pressure used to force concessions during negotiations. To 
be operational, the revised Directive should explicitly prohibit commercial coercion and retaliation, and the 
threat thereof, not only where a supplier has asserted rights, but also where such threats or measures are 
used as leverage to obtain unjustified or disproportionate advantages. 
 
The Directive should clearly capture threats and retaliatory measures (including delisting threats, partial 
delisting, order stops, downgrading of shelf space/visibility, or withdrawal of promotional support) and not 
only retaliation following the exercise of legal or contractual rights (e.g., complaining to an authority, 
requesting contract confirmation, disputing deductions, or enforcing agreed terms).  
 
The prohibition should also clarify the line between legitimate commercial decisions and coercion: while non-
renewal at contract expiry is legitimate, withdrawing products from shelves (including partial delisting or 
order stops) during the term of an existing supply agreement as a means of exerting pressure in ongoing 
negotiations should be prohibited, except where objectively justified (e.g., safety/legal compliance) and 
subject to documented notice requirements. 
 
9.3 Risk- and cost-shifting practices requiring explicit prohibition or clarification 
 
To encompass actual and emerging UTPs, the Directive should also explicitly prohibit or clarify practices that 
shift risk and cost to suppliers without control, transparency or proportionate consideration, including in 
particular: 

• Unilateral and retroactive changes / unilateral deductions: unilateral changes to agreed terms, 
retroactive claims, automatic self-deductions, and deductions not linked to proven loss or agreed 
procedures. 

• Unfair “penalty” regimes and logistics sanctions: penalties imposed without demonstrated damage, 
disproportionate penalty schemes, and the automatic deduction of penalties from invoices without 
due process. 

• Unpaid returns and unauthorised sales: returns without payment or without clear prior agreement, 
and unauthorised sales practices that shift commercial risk to suppliers. 

• Imposed promotional and market-access costs: imposed promotional contributions, listing-related 
fees or “service fees” as a condition for access, where costs are not proportionate to a genuine 
service provided or are imposed on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. 

• Significant imbalance and abrupt termination: obligations creating significant contractual 
imbalance, and abrupt termination of commercial relations (including delisting or order stops) 
without reasonable notice, particularly where it disrupts production planning and increases waste. 

• Self-preferencing linked to coercion: prohibit practices where a retailer leverages its gatekeeper 
position to systematically privilege private label (listing, placement, promotional support) as part of 
coercive bargaining tactics or retaliation against branded suppliers. 
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9.4 Retailer self-preferencing and private label leverage 
 
Retailer self-preferencing and private label leverage also merits explicit consideration. Where retailers 
compete directly with suppliers through private label portfolios, practices that systematically favour private 
label to the detriment of competing products — especially when combined with coercive demands — can 
distort competition and reduce consumer choice. In addition, where suppliers share data or insights (e.g., 
consumer research) in the context of trading relationships, safeguards are needed to prevent misuse in ways 
that reinforce retailer market power through coercion, undermine fair negotiation and intensify pressure on 
suppliers (including through threats of delisting or increased investment demands). The French authority 20-
D-13 and 20-D-22 reference above serve as clear evidence that the PL ecosystem is sensitive and 
dependency-heavy. Romanian and Spanish national legislations also testify to this.24 
 
9.5 Recurring “pressure points” to address explicitly 
 
Finally, the revised Directive should also expressly address several recurring “pressure points” that are 
currently treated inconsistently across Member States or are too easily presented as voluntary. In particular, 
it should: 

• Clarify that UTP rules apply to the full commercial package surrounding supply, including 
referencing, listing, marketing and “services” sold in connection with access — so that value 
extraction cannot be shifted from the supply agreement into ancillary service contracts or bundled 
conditions. Unfair trading practices can occur at any stage of the commercial relationship — before, 
during or after a sales transaction — including at the pre-contract/negotiation stage (e.g., threats, 
conditionality for market access, or coercive “sign-first” requirements), and the revised Directive 
should make this explicit. 

• Prohibit “sign-first” and baseline-setting tactics that undermine genuine negotiation — such as 
requiring suppliers to sign a purchasing/service agreement before discussions, or refusing to use the 
supplier’s terms and conditions as a meaningful starting point for negotiations where this is used to 
impose one-sided templates without scope to negotiate. 

• Streamline and harden the grey list by converting key high-risk practices into black prohibitions (or 
clarifying strict conditions for validity), especially where “agreement” is nominal, and consent is 
structurally compromised by dependency and fear of retaliation. 

• Strengthen redress by enabling an effective right to action for damage compensation (directly or via 
representative actions), complementing public enforcement and making remedies credible where 
retaliation risks suppress complaints. 

 
9.6 Safeguards against coercion into systematic below-cost selling 
 
Regarding the issue of sales below production costs, AIM believes that the Directive should prevent a “race 
to the bottom” while preserving legitimate pricing flexibility. Rather than an EU-wide blanket ban on below-
cost selling, the priority should be to stop systematic coercion into below-cost sales driven by bargaining 
power asymmetries. The revised Directive should therefore (i) strengthen explicit anti-retaliation rules and 

 
24 See “Article 3 — Prohibition of unfair commercial practices” of Romanian LAW No. 81 of April 11, 2022: The buyer is 

prohibited from the following: (...) 21. to list and display on the shelf only the buyer's own brand, so that the offer 

includes at least one private brand of a competing manufacturer in the respective product category; 22. to apply 

different commercial conditions for manufacturers' private label products compared to the retailer's own brand 

products, for listing/display on the shelf. Spain also adopted relevant provisions in Ley 12/2013 (food supply chain law) 

with its Article 14 “Brand management / Gestión de marcas”: while it does not appear to impose the same bright-line 

shelf-exclusivity rule as Romania, it requires that category management criteria be predetermined and that operators 

manage brands (own and third-party) avoiding unfair treatment, including exploitation of economic dependence, and 

avoiding practices contrary to competition/unfair competition rules; it also prohibits taking undue advantage of others’ 

business initiative and conduct creating confusion/association through packaging/presentation/advertising. 

https://legislatie.just.ro/Public/DetaliiDocument/253842


 
 
 

    23 
 

confidentiality safeguards, (ii) enable effective ex officio enforcement to detect systemic patterns of 
coercion, and (iii) ensure that interim protections can prevent delisting/order stops used as leverage. At the 
same time, the framework should preserve legitimate business flexibility where below-cost sales are a 
voluntary, time-limited commercial decision by farmers rather than the product of coercion. 
 

10. Conclusion 
 
Supplier evidence, market data and the Commission’s own evaluation point to the same diagnosis: unfair 
trading practices remain widespread; fear of retaliation continues to suppress complaints; and fragmented 
national implementation enables circumvention — particularly in cross-border settings. At the same time, 
the rapid expansion and increasing prominence of European retail alliances over recent years has materially 
changed bargaining dynamics, centralising negotiations and amplifying buyer power across markets and 
categories. A revised Directive must reflect this commercial reality. 
 
Against that backdrop, two structural reforms are essential.  
 

• Removing turnover thresholds would align protection with economic dependence rather than 
formal size criteria, simplify application, and reduce enforcement gaps.  

 

• Expanding scope beyond agri-food would prevent displacement of pressure into unregulated 
grocery categories and strengthen Single Market coherence. Together, these measures would reduce 
fragmentation, close predictable loopholes, and support the Commission’s competitiveness agenda 
by improving legal certainty and enabling reinvestment across the value chain. 

 
Updating and clarifying the list of prohibited practices — including explicit prohibitions on coercion and 
retaliation — would then reinforce this foundation. However, such updates cannot substitute for the 
structural corrections required to make the framework effective in concentrated, alliance-driven FMCG 
markets. 
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Annex I – ERA membership and economic footprint 
 
ERAs have a significant economic footprint, with the five most prominent ERAs (Epic Partners, EMD, Coopernic, AgeCore 
and Concordis) accounting for around EUR 580 billion — 60% of the EU’s total retail footprint. The table below details 
the membership of these five key ERAs and a few others, and highlights in yellow the markets in which members of the 
same alliance are competitors. 
 

European Retail 
Alliance 

Economic 
Footprint 

Market Presence 

EPIC Partners ~ €240 B - AURA (24/09/2024 - present) – BE, FR, HU, IT, LU, PL, PT, RO & ES 
- Edeka (founder - present) – DE 
- Esselunga (05/10/2022 – 06/03/2025) – IT 
- ICA (founder - 2024) – EE, LV, LT, SE 
- Jerónimo Martins (founder - present) – PL, PT (& CO) 
- Jumbo (28/09/2023 – 06/10/2025) – BE, NL 
- Magnit (founder - suspended in February 2022) – RU 
- Migros (founder - present) – CH 
- PicNic (founder - present) – FR, DE, NL 
- Système U (04/10/2022 - 23/09/2024) – FR 

EMD ~ €210 B - Asda (2016 - fin 2017) 
- Axfood Sverige ( - XX) 
- BIM ( - XX) 
- Casino (1/1/2011 - 4/2018) 
- Colruyt (30/06/2023 - present) - BE, LU 
- Dagab (Axfood) (1995 - present) - SE 
- Dagrofa (2002 - present) - DK 
- Delhaize (2001 - 2008) 
- Delvita ( - XX) 
- EMC Distribution ( - XX) 
- EMD (CZ) ( - XX) 
- ESD Italia (2003 - present) - IT 
- Esselunga (2001 - 2008) 
- Euromadi (founder - present) - ES 
- Euromadiport (2007 - present) - PT 
- Globus (2017 - present) – CZ, DE 
- Homeplus (2019 - XX) 
- Honiker ( - XX) 
- ICA ( - XX) 
- Jerónimo Martins ( - XX) 
- Kaufland (2016 - present) - DE 
- Leclerc ( - 2000) 
- Lenta (19/11/2017 - XX) 
- Lotte ( - present) - SK 
- Markant AT (founder - present) - AT 
- Markant CZ (2000 - present) - CZ 
- Markant SK (2000 - present) - SK 
- Markant DE (founder - present) - DE 
- Markant CH (2010 - present) - CH 
- Mercator (2008 - 2010) 
- Musgrave (1992 - 31/12/2015) 
- Nisa Today's ( - XX) 
- ORA ( - XX) 
- Progressive Entreprises ( - present) - NZ 
- Selex ( - XX) 
- Supergros (2002 - XX) 
- Superunie (2006 - present) - NL 
- Système U ( - 2008) 
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European Retail 
Alliance 

Economic 
Footprint 

Market Presence 

- Tuko (2002 - XX) 
- Unil-NorgesGruppen (2007 - present) - NO 
- Woolworths (2017 - present) - AU 

Coopernic ~ €180 B - Ahold-Delhaize (01/01/2015 - present) – BE, CZ, GR, NL, RO 
- Colruyt (15/02/2006 - 31/12/2013) – BE, FR 
- Conad (founder - 31/12/2013) – IT, MT 
- Coop CH (15/02/2006 - 31/12/2013) – CH 
- Coop IT (01/01/2015 - present) – IT 
- Leclerc (founder - present) – ES, FR, PL, PT, SL 
- Rewe (15/02/2006 - 31/12/2013 + 08/06/2015 - present) – AT, BU, CR, CZ, 
DE, IT, HU, LV, LT, RO, SK 

Everest ~ €170 B - AURA (24/09/2024 - present) – BE, FR, HU, LU, PL, PT, RO and ES 
- Edeka (founder - present) – DE 
- Jumbo (28/09/2023 - present) – NL, BE 
- PicNic (founder - present) – DE, FR, NL 
- Système U (04/10/2022 - 23/09/2024) – FR 

Eurelec ~ €165 B - Ahold-Delhaize (29/09/2023 - present) – BE, CZ, GR, NL, RO 
- Leclerc (founder - present) – ES, FR, PL, PT, SL 
- Rewe (founder - present) – AT, BU, CR, CZ, DE, HU, IT, LV, LT, RO, SK 

Concordis ~ €120 B - Carrefour (founder - present) – BE, FR, IT, PL, RO, ES 
- Système U (founder - present) – FR 
- RTG (founder - present) – DE 

AgeCore ~ €100 B - Colruyt (founder - present) – BE, LU 
- Conad (founder - present) – IT, MT 
- Coop CH (founder - present) – CH 
- Edeka (founder - 31/10/2020) – DE 
- Eroski (founder - present) – ES 
- Intermarché (founder - 03/2021) – BE, FR, PL, PT 
- Kaufland (23/07/2024 - present) – DE & more 

Vasco Trading ~ €50 B - Colruyt (founder - present) – BE, LU 
- Coop CH (founder - present) – CH 
- Superunie (founder - present) – NL 
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Annex II – Proposed amendments to the Directive 
 

# Amendment Description Justification 

#1 
Removal of turnover 
thresholds 

Eliminate turnover thresholds for suppliers so 
that protections apply irrespective of supplier 
size. 

Ensures uniform protection against 
unfair practices based on economic 
dependence rather than formal size 
criteria, reduces fragmentation and 
closes regulatory gaps. 

#2 
Extension to consumer 
products 

Extend the scope of the Directive to cover 
consumer products alongside agricultural and 
food products, addressing broader market 
practices and extending protections across 
supply chains. 

Ensures harmonised protection 
across grocery supply chains, 
prevents circumvention through 
product classification, and reduces 
fragmentation within the Single 
Market. 

#3 
Prohibition of self-
preferencing 

Prohibit buyers from treating their own private 
label products more favourably than competing 
branded products (including unequal visibility, 
discriminatory terms, exclusive placements, 
misuse of data or copycat packaging). 

Prevents market distortion and 
discriminatory conduct; aligns with 
principles reflected in EU digital 
and competition law frameworks. 

#4 
Prohibition of commercial 
coercion 

Prohibit buyers' threats or acts of commercial 
retaliation (including delisting, boycotts or 
unjustified penalties) against suppliers for 
exercising contractual or legal rights or refusing 
unjustified or disproportionate demands. 

Protects contractual freedom, 
prevents coercive practices and 
ensures fair risk-sharing in 
commercial relationships. 

#5 
Prohibition of unpaid 
returns (from grey to black) 

Prohibit buyers from returning unsold products 
to suppliers without payment for the products or 
their disposal. 

Provides legal certainty and 
eliminates ambiguity surrounding 
cost allocation. 

#6 
Prohibition of imposed 
promotional discount costs 
(from grey to black) 

Prohibit buyers from requiring suppliers to bear 
all or part of the cost of discounts applied by the 
buyer as part of a promotion. 

Prevents unilateral shifting of 
commercial risk and ensures 
transparent allocation of 
promotional costs. 

#7 
Prohibition of unfair 
imbalances 

Prohibit buyers from imposing contractual 
obligations that create a significant imbalance in 
the rights and obligations of the parties. 

Aligns with established civil and 
commercial law principles across 
Member States and ensures 
proportionality and fairness in 
contract terms. 

#8 
Prohibition of unjustified 
logistic penalties 

Prohibit buyers from imposing logistics penalties 
without proof of damage or deducting such 
penalties from invoices without justification. 

Prevents disproportionate financial 
burdens and ensures penalties 
reflect actual, evidenced harm. 

#9 
Prohibition of abrupt 
termination 

Prohibit buyers from unilaterally and abruptly 
terminating established commercial 
relationships without reasonable prior notice, 
including partial termination or de-listing 
without justification. 

Ensures predictability, 
proportionality and resilience in 
supply chain relationships. 

#10 
Prohibition of unauthorised 
sales 

Prohibit buyers from participating in off-network 
resale that violates selective or exclusive 
distribution agreements exempted under EU 
competition law. 

Protects legitimate distribution 
systems and intellectual property 
rights, consistent with CJEU 
jurisprudence. 

#11 
Prohibition of refusal to use 
a supplier’s T&C’s as 
negotiation baseline 

Prohibit buyers from refusing to consider the 
supplier’s general terms and conditions as the 
starting point for negotiations where available. 

Ensures balanced negotiations and 
recognition of suppliers’ 
contractual framework. 

#12 
Prohibition of unauthorised 
deductions 

Prohibit buyers from unilaterally deducting 
logistics penalties, marketing allowances or 
discounts from supplier payments without prior 
express approval. 

Ensures transparency and protects 
suppliers from unilateral financial 
adjustments. 

#13 
Clarification and 
streamlining of grey 
practices 

Require that payments for promotional, 
marketing and advertising services be mutually 
agreed, transparent, cost-oriented, non-
discriminatory and actually provided. Prohibit 
buyers from requiring that services other than 
marketing services be tied to the sale of 
suppliers' products. 

Strengthens legal certainty, 
reduces ambiguity and prevents 
misuse of conditional “grey” 
practices. 
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# Amendment Description Justification 

#14 
Extension to supply, 
referencing & marketing 

Extend the scope of the Directive to cover the 
unfair trading practices of buyers that arise in 
connection with the referencing, sale, supply or 
marketing of products. 

Prevents exploitation of loopholes 
in referencing and marketing 
relationships and ensures 
comprehensive protection across 
the full commercial relationship. 

#15 
Extraterritoriality of UTP 
laws 

Clarify that the Directive applies to transactions 
involving non-EU entities where products are 
intended for any EU market. 

Aligns with EU competition law 
principles (effects doctrine) and 
prevents circumvention through 
cross-border structuring or forum 
shopping. 

#16 
Right to action for damage 
compensation 

Recognise the right of affected parties to seek 
compensation before national courts for harm 
caused by unfair trading practices. 

Ensures effective remedies and 
complements public enforcement. 

#17 
Secure whistleblowing 
mechanism 

Establish confidential reporting mechanisms and 
enhanced protection for complainants. 

Encourages reporting of unfair 
practices and strengthens 
enforcement effectiveness. 

#18 
Enhanced enforcement 
coordination 

Establish coordinated mechanisms among 
national enforcement authorities, including 
structured cooperation, reporting and 
transparency requirements. 

Improves consistency of 
enforcement across Member States 
and strengthens Single Market 
coherence. 

#19 
Unfair trading practice 
enforcement guidelines 

Provide EU-level guidelines setting out 
enforcement practices, procedural standards 
and interpretative guidance. 

Enhances legal certainty, 
predictability and uniform 
application across Member States. 
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Annex III – Non-exhaustive list of product delisting events in the EU in 
2024 and 2025 
 
November 2025 to January 2026 – Edeka delists AB InBev (LINK / LINK) 

 

November 2025 – Leclerc delists Lindt (LINK) 

 

July to December 2025 – Jumbo delists JDE Peet’s (LINK) 

 

July 2025 – Everest delists JDE Peet’s (LINK) 

 

July 2025 – Epic Partners (incl. Edeka) delists Coca-Cola (LINK) 

 

Since March 2025 – Jumbo delists Heineken (LINK / LINK) 

 

March/April 2025 – Colruyt delists Procter & Gamble (Pampers) (LINK / LINK) 

 

March 2025 – Kaufland delists Heineken (LINK) 

 

21 January 2025 to 17 March 2025 – Albert Heijn delists JDE Peet’s (LINK / LINK) 

 

21 January 2025 – Albert Heijn delists Kraft Heinz and Mondelez (LINK) 

 

December 2024 to February 2025 – Colruyt delists JDE Peet’s (LINK / LINK) 

 

15/11/2024 – Edeka (EPIC) delists AB InBev (LINK) 

 

July 2024 to February 2025 – Jumbo delists Perfetti van Melle (LINK / LINK) 

 

May 2024 – Rewe & Penny delist Mondelez (LINK) 

 

May 2024 – Jumbo delists Kraft Heinz (LINK / LINK) 

 

January to March 2024 – Carrefour delists PepsiCo (LINK / LINK / LINK / LINK / LINK) 

 

Early 2024 to 8 June 2024 – Kaufland delists Dr. Oetker + Zott (LINK) 

 

2024 – Jumbo delists dozens of manufacturers (including Danone, Nestlé, Dr. Oetker, Jacobs Douwe 

Egberts, Mondelez, Unilever, AB InBev, Bonduelle, Alpro, Haribo, Kellanova, Beiersdorf, Kimberly-Clark 

and Iglo) (LINK / LINK / LINK / LINK / LINK) 

  

https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/dispute-between-edeka-and-ab-inbev-over-more-expensive-beer/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/edeka-and-ab-inbev-reach-agreement/
https://www.ladepeche.fr/2025/11/11/pourquoi-vous-ne-trouverez-pas-de-chocolats-lindt-dans-les-magasins-leclerc-cette-annee-13045629.php
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/jde-peets-douwe-egberts-returns-to-jumbo/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/everest-stops-buying-jde-peets-products-after-another-price-hike/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/negotiations-between-coca-cola-and-epic-partners-have-stalled/
https://www.retaildetail.be/nl/news/food/heineken-en-jumbo-ruzien-voor-de-rechtbank/
https://www.distrifood.nl/188035/jumbo-boycot-deel-assortiment-heineken
https://www.retaildetail.be/fr/news/food/pampers-a-nouveau-disponible-chez-colruyt-mais-nettement-plus-cher/
https://www.retaildetail.be/fr/news/food/voila-la-prochaine-dispute-sur-les-prix-pas-de-pampers-chez-colruyt/
https://www.lebensmittelzeitung.net/handel/nachrichten/getraenkeabteilung-heineken-fehlt-bei-kaufland-im-regal-183203
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/empty-shelves-at-albert-heijn-as-delistings-escalate/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/jde-peets-reaches-agreement-with-delhaize-and-albert-heijn/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/empty-shelves-at-albert-heijn-as-delistings-escalate/
https://www.retaildetail.be/fr/news/food/colruyt-et-douwe-egberts-concluent-un-accord/
https://www.retaildetail.be/fr/news/food/colruyt-en-conflit-avec-douwe-egberts-en-raison-des-prix-eleves-du-cafe/
https://www.inside.beer/news/detail/germany-ab-inbev-and-edeka-settle-dispute-products-returning-to-shelves
https://www.distrifood.nl/186272/jumbo-boycot-klene-en-mentos-na-maanden-voorbij
https://www.distrifood.nl/179386/jumbo-ziet-boycots-weer-toenemen-nu-douwe-egberts-nestle-en-klene
https://www.focus.de/finanzen/news/auslistungen-rewe-streitet-mit-milka-supermarkt-riese-nimmt-produkte-aus-den-filialen_id_259908701.html
https://www.retaildetail.be/nl/news/food/jumbo-ligt-in-de-clinch-met-kraft-heinz/
https://www.distrifood.nl/177733/jumbo-boycot-wederom-producten-nu-van-kraft-heinz
https://www.just-food.com/news/carrefour-poland-becomes-fifth-european-network-to-boycott-pepsico/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2024/jan/04/carrefour-pulls-pepsico-products-four-eu-countries-price-hikes
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/carrefour-removes-pepsico-from-shelves/
https://www.lesoir.be/578756/article/2024-04-03/plusieurs-marques-de-retour-dans-les-rayons-de-carrefour-apres-trois-mois
https://www.lebensmittelzeitung.net/handel/nachrichten/in-vier-laendern-carrefour-nimmt-pepsico-produkte-aus-den-regalen-175375
https://www.hna.de/verbraucher/supermarkt-kaufland-streit-mit-bekannten-marken-produkte-rueckkehr-93117410.html
https://www.retaildetail.be/nl/news/food/vier-van-de-tien-boycots-van-de-baan-bij-jumbo/
https://www.distrifood.nl/177025/doorbraak-na-boycots-jumbo-deal-met-vier-grote-leveranciers
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/annual-negotiations-jumbo-clashes-with-haribo-and-coca-cola/
https://www.retaildetail.eu/news/food/jumbo-reaches-deal-with-four-major-suppliers-continues-other-boycotts/
https://www.distrifood.nl/179386/jumbo-ziet-boycots-weer-toenemen-nu-douwe-egberts-nestle-en-klene
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About AIM 
 
AIM (Association des Industries de Marque) is the European Brands Association, which represents manufacturers of 
branded consumer goods in Europe on key issues that affect their ability to design, distribute and market their brands.   
  
AIM comprises 2500 businesses ranging from SMEs to multinationals, directly or indirectly through its corporate and 
national association members. Our members are united in their purpose to build strong, evocative brands, placing the 
consumer at the heart of everything they do.  
  
AIM’s mission is to create for brands an environment of fair and vigorous competition, fostering innovation and 
guaranteeing maximum value to consumers now and for generations to come.  Building sustainable and trusted brands 
drives the investment, creativity and innovation needed to meet and exceed consumer expectations.  
  
AIM’s corporate members  
AB InBev • Arla Foods • Bacardi Limited • Barilla  • BIC • Bolton Group • Carlsberg Group • Chanel • The Coca-Cola 
Company • Colgate-Palmolive • Coty • Danone • Diageo • Dr. Oetker • Essity •  Essilor International • Estée Lauder • 
Ferrero • Freudenberg/Vileda • Groupe Lactalis • Haleon • Heineken • Henkel • HP Inc. • 
JDE  • Kenvue • Kellanova • The Kraft Heinz Company • Lavazza Group • The LEGO Group • Lindt & Sprüngli • L’Oréal • 
LVMH • Mars Inc. •  McCormick • Mondelēz • Nestlé • Nike • Nomad Foods Europe • Orkla • PepsiCo • Perfetti Van 
Melle • Pernod Ricard • Philips • Procter & Gamble • Puma • Reckitt  • Red Bull •Savencia Fromage & Dairy • SC 
Johnson • Sigma  • Signify • Sofidel • The Magnum Ice Cream Company • Unilever  

  
AIM’s national association members  
Austria Markenartikelverband • Belgilux BABM • Czech Republic CSZV • Denmark MLDK • Finland FFDIF • ESVEP – 
Greek Association of Branded Products Manufacturers • France ILEC • Germany Markenverband • Ireland Food & Drink 
Federation • Italy Centromarca • Netherlands FNLI • Norway DLF • Portugal Centromarca • Spain Promarca • Slovakia 
SZZV • Sweden DLF • Switzerland Promarca • United Kingdom British Brands Group  
   
  
 

EU Transparency register ID no.: 1074382679-01 

https://transparency-register.europa.eu/search-register-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=1074382679-01

