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FOOD SECTOR
TOTALCLARITY

FENCE-SIT

DATA SETS

WORTH BILLIONS

❖ The food sector is huge and growing,
presenting considerable opportunities for
the prosperity of Birmingham and its citizens.
MORE

❖ It is therefore important that policy decisionmakers, business people and entrepreneurs
understand where these opportunities are.

BUT

❖ There are possible downsides when getting
decisions wrong, notably locally borne public
health and NHS costs. There are also other
potential costs, including social unrest, from
decisions that inadvertently exacerbate food
insecurity.

LOST?
WAY
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In September 2014, the Birmingham Food Council Board asked Nick Hughes to to pull
together key statistics to build a picture of the importance of food to the Birmingham
economy and to explore to what extent food features in local decision-making.
We were especially struck by two aspects of what he uncovered: First, it appeared food and
food issues rarely appear on the agenda when key decisions were made. Secondly, this was
despite there being huge opportunities as well as tensions in Birmingham’s food sector.
We drew up an interim report and discussion document in December 2014, inviting people to
comment on both the information we’d collected and our (very!) brief outline of some of
tensions and associated issues we’d noticed. This second report is written in the light of what
respondents and others have said since.
Thanks are due to many people in addition to Nick Hughes who, in one way or another and
sometimes without knowing it, enabled this report to be a far better document than it would
otherwise have been. They include:
✦

People consulted for our interim report: Rebecca Bannister and Neil Rami of
Marketing Birmingham, James Betjemann of Birmingham City Council Planning and
Regeneration, John Lamb of the Birmingham Chamber of Commerce, Andy Phillips
of the WM Regional Observatory (now at Marketing Birmingham) and Richard Riley
of University College Birmingham.

✦

People who kindly responded to the interim report via on-line comment or private
correspondence: James Hale, Valeria De Laurenttiis, Joanne Leach and Susan Lee of
the Liveable Cities team at the University of Birmingham, Professor John Hilbourne,
Professor Lisa Jack of Portsmouth Business School, Jason Lowther, Head of Corporate
Strategy at Birmingham City Council and Eleanor McGee of Birmingham Community
Healthcare NHS Trust.

✦

Others who have patiently borne with my often confused thinking about food issues and
Birmingham and thereby have made me think more clearly: Martine Barons, Rosemary
Collier and Ben Richardson from the Warwick Food GRP, Catherine Brown and
Angela Towers of the Food Standards Agency, Alison Comley of Bristol City Council,
Bob Fox of the Nationwide Caterers Association, Roberta Friedman of the UConn
Rudd Center, Lee Gregory of the School of Social Policy at the University of
Birmingham, Kawther Hashem of Queen Mary University London, , Linda Hindle of
Public Health England, Parveen Mehta of Minor Weir and Willis, Jenny Morris, Head
of TiFSiP and Leah Riley Brown also of TiFSiP, Adrian Phillips, Director of
Birmingham Public Health, Keith Richards of Warwick University, Caireen Roberts of
NatCen, Madeleine Smith and Lisa Winnall from the Food Safety Group at the
University of Birmingham along with many hapless employees and customers in
supermarkets, cafes, restaurants and other food outlets who’ve humoured me by joining
in a conversation.

What follows is not endorsed by any one of them; indeed, some may well feel we haven’t taken
sufficient account of their perspective in this follow-on report.
An exploration of the tensions, trade-offs and opportunities the food sector plays in any city
inevitably provokes discussion, debate and, often, disagreement. There is no Answer. So
continuing the urgent if sometimes uncomfortable conversation about the role of food in
Birmingham’s economy is the purpose of this second report on the matter.

September 2015

!

September 2015!

!

!

Food & the city economy: Tensions, trade-offs & opportunities

EXEC SUMMARY

!

September 2015!

!

!

Food & the city economy: Tensions, trade-offs & opportunities

Executive summary
The chief contribution of this Report is to give those with responsibility for
making socio-economic decisions that affect food and drink companies two
additional thinking tools, the PMCC framework and the CHESS matrix which
they may find useful.
We believe they present a novel approach to considering food issues in any
urban environment and so have applicability beyond this city. For Birmingham
citizens, we use them here to address some local issues which they may wish to
think further about, perhaps using the tools we’ve put forward.
It is possible that variations of these two thinking tools may have applicability in
supporting socio-economic decision-making in other contexts.
We’re social creatures. The food we eat to survive and the social settings of when, where and
with whom we eat have a profound impact on our physical and mental wellbeing individually
and collectively. Thus the impact of businesses and organisations in the food sector permeate
through our local economy and the individual lives of all Birmingham citizens in radically
different, multi-connected, far-reaching, often immeasurable ways.
In Part I (pp 1-3) we introduce the PMCC framework enabling us to ‘see’ these permutations through a
‘lens’ of four overlapping categories of organisations involved in shaping the food sector
economy: PRODUCERS, MULTIPLIERS, CONTROLLERS & CONSUMERS.
This categorisation enables socio-economic decision-makers to better understand the full
range and diversity of businesses and other organisations in the food economy of
Birmingham, and how each can add or detract from the economic prosperity and wellbeing
of the city and its people.
In Part II (pp3-6) we introduce the CHESS matrix as a way of exploring qualitative as well as
quantitative factors that decision-makers balance, even if unknowingly. It itemises five key
factors, Conviviality & sociality; Health & wellbeing of citizens; Economic prosperity; Safety, integrity
& assurance and Security of food supplies presented as a useful mnemonic, CHESS.
In Part III (pp7-13) we give two real-world case studies. Digbeth Dining Club is a Birmingham start-up
company that has already resulted in ~30 other start-up businesses since 2012. The other is
Coca-Cola with whom Birmingham City Council struck a controversial deal in 2014;
Annex A (page 21) has background research on the company and its effect on us and the city.
In Part IV (pp14-20) we explain how, in the light of using these two thinking tools, decision-makers
including those at Birmingham City Council can ‘see’ the opportunity the city has to be a
global leader in tackling the economic and social challenges within the food sector.
This will require acceptance of the key principles as set out in by UN-FAO World Food
Summit 2012 regarding food access and choice as well as obligations and requirements under
UK national bodies such as Parliament, Ofcom, the FSA, Public Health England, Defra
(including recommendations set out by the Elliott Review) and taking cognisance of research
literature on the health and social impacts as well as economic impact of poor diet.
Acceptance of these key principles, obligations and requirements means a radical strategic
change to socio-political decision-making in the city; Annex B (page 29) has a summary table
of tactical changes that could be made today.
We think this will lead to a happier, healthier population, an enhancement of Birmingham’s
reputation as a great place to live and work and increased economic prosperity for us all.
!
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PART I:!The PMCC framework
Food is qualitatively different from other products we buy.
Food, one way or another, is a routine and necessary part
of our daily life from our birth to our death.
We all eat; if we don’t, we die within a few weeks. We all
need water; without it, we die within days. We are what
we eat; if we eat badly, our health and wellbeing suffers,
sometimes dreadfully. Eating, too, is social glue; scoffing
good food in good company is one of life’s great pleasures adding to the sociality and
conviviality of the city, and our sheer joy in being alive.
Food is therefore much more than a business matter; the economics of the food sector in all
its guises seep into every aspect of everyone’s life, for good or ill.
Our interim report published in December 2014 indicated the sheer size of the food sector
and its economic impact on the city. It also highlighted the requirement for more robust and
more sophisticated socio-political decision-making regarding the development of the food
sector in Birmingham.

1.1! Food and the city economy: A new landscape
During the consultation period for this second report, we realised that the traditional ways of
looking at the economy of business sectors were inadequate when considering the food sector.
Hence we devised the PMCC framework for decision-makers to ‘see’ the value of the food
sector landscape through a ‘lens’ of four categories of organisation:1
PRODUCERS (including purveyors), MULTIPLIERS, CONTROLLERS and CONSUMERS

1

! We’re indebted to Professor John Hilbourne for the suggestion to use these four categories in our framework.
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✦

PRODUCERS (including purveyors): ranging from growers in the wider region to those
adding value between harvest anywhere in the world and point of sale here in the city

✦

MULTIPLIERS: organisations who ‘multiply’ the value of the food sector; e.g. researchers,
planners, entrepreneurs, professional services, goods & information distribution networks

✦

CONTROLLERS: e.g. Parliament, the Food Standards Agency, local Councils, regulatory
bodies, planners, trade associations, environmental health services

✦

CONSUMERS: both as individuals and collectively

This PMCC framework enables us to see the economic prosperity of the food sector involves
far more than producer companies; i.e. growers, processors and retailers. It also allows us to
tease out some of the tensions around purely economic arguments for business development.
There are, for example, considerable costs caused by the impact of some food producer
products on the health of consumers that have a consequent knock-on economic burden,
locally borne, on medical, dental and health services. 2
e

1.2! The PMCC framework: The consumer quadrant
Here we begin to unravel the nature of some of the tensions from the CONSUMER perspective.
(In Part IV, we explore the other three quadrants in too.)
1.2.1! The consumer quadrant: An economic context
Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (Defra) statistics inform us that some
£3.37bn-worth of food and drink is consumed by Birmingham citizens. 3 These stats also tell
us that 57% of UK consumer spend is ‘household expenditure’ and 43% is ‘catering
services’; i.e. meals provided by third parties. This indicates that of our £3.37bn total spend,
£1.92bn is by households while our spend on catering services is £1.45bn.
This is big business. Our food consumption alone is a major contributor to the economic
prosperity of the city.
Yet some of this prosperity is generated by profitable companies, from local SMEs to global
corporate giants, who take cheap raw materials such as fats and sugars, add value through
processing, packaging and marketing before selling them to consumers via distribution
systems and retail outlets, all of whom gain economic benefit. 4
But what’s the true cost of all this economic activity if we take into consideration the knockon economic impact locally of responding to morbidities and other health problems resulting
from a significant proportion of our population consuming a high calorie, low nutrient diet?

2

! The costs are both direct costs (£4.2bn in 2007) and considerably higher indirect costs, estimated to be £27bn per year in 2015. See Public Health
England Economics of obesity. See also this McKinsey paper (November 2014) How the world could better fight obesity which reports 30% of the global
population is classified as obese at a cost of $2.0tr, close to the $2.1tr costs of smoking and $2.1tr of armed violence, war and terrorism. The OECD
2014 Obesity Update reports similar findings.

3

! This is a figure extrapolated from the Defra Food Statistics Pocketbook 2014, in which it is said the total UK consumer spending on food, drink and
catering services was £196bn in 2013. Assuming the UK population is 64M, spend per head averages £3063. Assuming Birmingham’s population is
1.1M, the total spend in the city is ~£3.37bn. In fact, of course, such a simplistic calculation takes no account of visitor or commuter spend, nor that of
Birmingham citizens outside the city boundaries — the assumption here is that they balance.

4!

As illustration, Willenhall-based FTSE 250 company Poundland’s 2012-13 annual accounts reported their ‘ambient foods’, that is confectionary, crisps
and drinks comprised 14% of their floorspace and brought in 28% of their profits; see page 11 of our 2014 report on food and the city economy.
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1.2.2! The consumer quadrant: A public health context
Calories are a necessary (though not sufficient) part of our diet. The recommended average
daily intake is 2000kcal. Yet the national average consumption is 3440kcal; i.e. some 70%
higher than needed. 5
No surprise then that a significant proportion of the population is overweight or obese.6
Obesity and other forms of malnutrition disproportionately affect people living on low
budgets not least because a healthy diet costs more than an unhealthy one. 7 8
This global problem is starkly evident in Birmingham. With 37% of Birmingham children
living in poverty, this is an economic challenge as well as a social one — and inevitably too a
pressing concern to Birmingham Public Health.9
Hence the urgent importance that socio-political decision-makers here have a clear
understanding of the knock-on economic effects and qualitative impacts as well as short-term
quantitative trade-offs in policy decisions about the food sector.
e

1.3! Decision trade-offs: Qualitative factors as well as economic prosperity
Economic prosperity is a core factor in socio-political decision making. But it’s not the only
one. Given that there are economic consequences of a population on poor diets, there are
economic as well as other consequences of poor decision-making.
We decided therefore to focus on other factors that qualitatively affect the food sector, all of
which have knock-on economic consequences though sometimes not directly or measurably.
eee

PART II:! The CHESS matrix
The purpose of the CHESS matrix is to encourage debate
and discussion around economic decision-making; i.e it’s
a tool to help people think about matters differently, not a
method of calculation.

2.1! The CHESS matrix factors
We chose five factors, the central one being economic
prosperity and the other four being more qualitative
factors. Together they form the mnemonic CHESS:

5!

The ChartsBin visualisation on global calorie intake by country is here. According to this chart, the average calorie intake in the UK is 3440 kcal.

6!

The Centre for Obesity Research at the University of Birmingham reports 25% of the population in the city is obese, the third highest rate in the UK,
and that 40% of our children aged 11 are overweight or obese, nearly 60% in Edgbaston. s.a. Public Health England’s 2015 Birmingham Health Profile.

7!

See, for example, slides 6 & 7 from Nicole Damon’s presentation at the Warwick GRP seminar Evidence-based decision support for food security held in
April 2015 which you can download from here. Also Journal of Epidemiology & Public Heath (2014) What is the cost of a healthy diet? Using diet data
from the UK Women’s Cohort Study; s.a. PLoS blogpost (June 2015) How much does a healthy diet actually cost? about this Leeds study and another one
by researchers at Harvard.

8!

There is a wealth of literature on not just the finances of eating a healthy diet, but also the difficulties of so doing. Put in simplistic terms, it takes time
as well as money. It also takes access to healthy food stuffs, impossible in some wards.These, and other matters relating to food insecurity, and in
particular food insecurity in Birmingham, are the subject of another strand of our activities, information about which can be found here.

9!

See Cllr John Cotton’s article in the Guardian in June 2014: Why are 84,000 children in Birmingham living in poverty?
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CHESS — conviviality & sociality
CHESS — health & wellbeing of citizens
CHESS — economic prosperity
CHESS — [food] safety, integrity & assurance
CHESS — security of food supplies within the city

We begin with a brief explanation of the five factors under two headings and their use, taking
into account the scaling system we’re suggesting:
➡ Food and the economics of the private and public sectors (Economy, Fiscals).
➡ Other important factors that money can’t buy but make our world a better place
(The Commons). 10
e

2.2! Economy, Fiscals
Our central factor, ‘economic prosperity’, takes account of both private
companies, and Government, LEP and local authority fiscal incentives and
infrastructure investment.
If you want to use this chart or something similar, the decision of what
to include or exclude is up to you; e.g. you could separate out different
economic and fiscal contributions and costs to Birmingham.
With all the factors, we’ve used an arbitrary scale from -5 to +5:
We chose a scale that’s easy for human cognition to grasp, yet one which
is sufficiently discriminatory for the discussion we wish to encourage.
For some discussions, it might well be helpful to have a different scale
and/or a score related to specific quantitative data for some decisions.
For all the factors, we’ve used two colours in two shades. If the column
(above) represents a planning decision for X-Co to move into the city, the
colour coding indicates the following:

‣ dark blue is a positive score, indicating

that X-Co will bring prosperity ‘worth’
+3 to the city.

‣ pale blue indicates the potential of a
further benefit of +2 that X-Co is
likely to bring.

‣ red is a negative score, a cost to the

city, perhaps as X-Co engages in
polluting, unsafe, unhealthy or illegal
practices.

‣ pale red indicates the potential for costs
in the future.

e

2.3! The Commons
We’ve clustered the four other factors under the term The Commons as their effects generate
a shared qualitative change the city. Although often with an economic tag — sometimes huge
sums of money — their more obvious value comprises a shared social good.

10

As, for example, given in Michael J Sandel’s What money can’t buy: The moral limits of markets
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Their scores for actual or potential impact is, as with the ‘economic prosperity’ factor above,
represented in the matrix in dark and pale shades.
Conviviality & sociality — bonding & social ritual

We’re social animals and eating good food in good company is a deep pleasure for all but the
hermit or misanthrope. Food also plays a profound part in social rituals, bonding us to each
other and our communities. Is, however, the effect measurable?
Quite possibly it is at a national level, although garnering useful data collection locally would
be problematic.11 Our argument here, though, is that the friendliness, sociability and
conviviality of our citizenry has positive impact — albeit sometimes tangentially — on all
aspects of our lives together as a population. It also adds greatly to the Birmingham brand.
Health and wellbeing

The food we eat has a profound effect on our physical and mental wellbeing, as documented
in a wealth of medical and public health literature. As said earlier, a nutritionally poor diet
and/or over-consumption of some foodstuffs leads to morbidities and health problems that
have huge economic as well as social costs. In particular, a poor diet in childhood has a
lifetime effect with all the associated human as well as economic costs stretching over decades.
Food safety, integrity and assurance

The UK has one of the safest food supplies in the world. To keep it this way requires
constant vigilance as the recent horsemeat scandal has shown. The means to keep it safe and
legal is itself an economically significant sub-sector of the food industry. 12
Moreover, if lapses happen, they can be very costly. For example, food poisoning makes
demands on hospital and/or clinical care services where costs are borne locally. A few people
may well die. Just occasionally, there are food poisoning outbreaks which can have a
devastating impact on brand trust of the businesses involved — and the brand and reputation
of the city — as well as being a major threat to public health.
Food security within the city boundaries

Food security, or more accurately food insecurity among some of our city communities, is a
matter of urgent and pressing concern. 13 We did consider including global food security and
sustainability but felt it inappropriate here.14
e

11

!The ONS have begun to collect data on well-being. NatCen, who carry out the regular National Diet and Nutrition Survey, could obtain more
targeted data on various and carefully defined social impacts of mealtimes.

12!

13

A recent Food Standards Agency Birmingham City Delivery and Compliance Audit reported how stretched the system is here: see http://
www.birminghamfoodcouncil.org/food-standards-agency-birmingham-city-council-audit-report/

!The Birmingham Food Council is mid-way through a project on food insecurity issues, exploring what changes, if any, in infrastructure or other activity
at a city level can meet the challenge of providing all citizens with access and choice of sufficient and nutritious food; more about it is here.

14!

This is not to say that sustainability issues aren’t important, and that they shouldn’t be considered at a city level. It’s a matter we return to in Part IV.
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2.4! An example of the CHESS matrix
2.4.1! Fine dining in Birmingham

For the purpose of discussing the use of the
CHESS matrix, we’ve given factor scores to fine
dining venues in the city, including our
Michelin-starred restaurants and other venues
referred to in Marketing Birmingham
literature.
In this analysis, Birmingham’s fine dining scene contributes to the economic prosperity of
the city. Increasing numbers of visitors here, the growing popularity of fine dining and of
eating out shows there is potential for expansion.
In terms of conviviality, fine dining makes a positive contribution, but with a potential slight
downside, given here because of its exclusivity by price and location — which begs the
question if there could be greater economic value were there access to fine dining by a wider
population, perhaps achievable through better transport links, more imaginative delivery
systems, et al.
Fine dining contributes to the health and well-being of citizens. But again, there is a
potential downside; fine dining often means customers eat rich foodstuffs which, if
consumed frequently, can lead to weight and other health problems.
In terms of food safety, integrity and assurance, there is always the potential in all food
businesses for adulteration and for poor food hygiene, which emphasises the need for
vigilance and upkeep to maintain high standards. Leading chefs usually source their food
carefully so in terms of food adulteration, there is less potential for food crime in fine dining
outlets. In terms of food safety, most of our leading restaurants have the highest of food
hygiene standards. Most, but not all — hence the negative score.15
As many chefs seek to source locally to ensure quality, this has a knock-on impact for small
producers. Supporting a variety of food producers in the city and our surrounding rural
shires can only contribute to food security supplies within the city. And yet there is a
downside; to ensure only the finest parts of the finest and finest-looking of foodstuffs end up
on the plate, there is likely to be more food waste than with other meal preparation.
2.4.2! Discussion of this example
This example demonstrates that using the CHESS matrix highlights new issues and
opportunities, notably in this instance food waste issues, and the need to take action to raise
food hygiene ratings among some of our outlets. With regard to the latter, once the highest of
food standards are achieved, they could be used in the promotion and marketing of fine
dining establishments in the city. It could also help mitigate against possible food poisoning
outbreaks which would inevitably tarnish the reputation of Birmingham.
eee

15!

e.g. Although three of our four Michelin-starred restaurants have the highest 5-rating, one was given a Food Hygiene Rating of 1 in March 2015.
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PART III:! Two CHESS case studies & their contexts
Food is the most basic of resources necessary for human
life. Thus the food sector in all its guises is ubiquitous in
every society. Even inhabitants in Birmingham’s ‘food
deserts’ never experience anything like a medieval
famine. Far from it. All our neighbourhoods have shops
selling foodstuffs, although in some wards it’s difficult if
not impossible to buy nutritious food.
In times of labour surplus, the attractiveness of the food
sector to budding entrepreneurs is high. No surprise then that the food sector is a major
part of the entrepreneurial start-up scene here with ~500 new food businesses per year in
Birmingham.16 Our first case study is an example of one of these entrepreneurs in action.
e

3.1! Digbeth Dining Club
The Digbeth Dining Club, our first CHESS matrix case study, is an award-winning company
set up by young entrepreneur Jack Brabant in 2012, with advice from the Nationwide
Caterers Association (NCASS) whose HQ is in Kings Norton. The Digbeth Dining Club
organises a weekly streetfood event every Friday evening at Spotlight in Lower Trinity Street,
plus other events in other locations including festivals.
3.1.1! The PMCC framework
In the PMCC framework, the
Digbeth Dining Club is:
A ‘MULTIPLIER’ as it has provided
a platform and the stimulus
for . . .
✦ 30+ SME PRODUCERS in the
city, mostly start-ups. All have
relevant safety training and
accreditation, achieved
through . . . .
✦ CONTROLLER NCASS
membership and associated
advice, training, etc so that . . .
✦ It can ensure the provision of safe, tasty, healthy meals for 1-3K CONSUMERS per Friday
evening event at a cost of £5-£6/meal and meals to many thousands more at other events
and locations.
✦

16!

Private conversation with an Environmental Health Officer.
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3.1.2! The CHESS matrix
In terms of the CHESS factors:
Economic prosperity
The Digbeth Dining Club is a
viable, sustainable business for a
local entrepreneur and his codirector. Its multiplier effects
are in its generation of start-up
enterprises and in other copycat streetfood events. A
conservative estimate is that the
company itself and its
multiplier effects is currently
contributing ~£1.8M per year
to the city economy.17
In addition, there is the stimulant impact of Digbeth Dining Club activities for other
streetfood activities in the city such as Brum Yum Yum, Taste & Liquor and Kings HEATh.
Moreover, the Digbeth vendors have had an effect on the menus in other food outlets in the
city (e.g. pubs in Moseley and Kings Heath) in response to new consumer demand.
There is the potential of increasing the economic value of the Digbeth Dining Club to the
city in the next few years through organic expansion including replication of its business
model to other localities, through possible takeovers or other formers of partnerships, and in
stimulating copy-organisations within the city and beyond.
In addition, in times of low-paid or scarce work, streetfood has the potential to develop
more entrepreneurs, and be a route to better paid, more reliable work for employees.
Conviviality & sociality
Tens of thousands of people have thronged to these friendly, vibrant events. Good
streetfood, as other cities have learned, can regenerate otherwise unfrequented, even derelict
places, and turn them into lively convivial places to meet up with friends, and make new
friendships.
Health & wellbeing
The food provided is healthy as well as tasty. This business model suggests potential in
procuring, preparing and selling healthy fast food across the city, including current ‘food
deserts’.
Less scrupulous and less talented street-food producers without the organisation and management provided
by the Digbeth Dining Club might start providing high-calorie-low-nutrient meals for undiscerning customers.

Food safety, integrity & assurance
Both Digbeth Dining Club and their producers have high standards of management. All
producers have the highest accredited hygiene (i.e. a score of 5) and safety ratings. They seek
to know personally the provenance of their food supplies and buy locally where possible.
Without top-notch management under the vigilant codes of practice from the FSA and Birmingham
Environmental Services, there is the potential of food adulteration and poor food hygiene in any food outlet.

17 ! To

arrive this figure, we’ve assumed weekly sales of 1200 meals @ £6/head. A steady-state situation translates into £360K/year sales value from the
Friday evening events alone. We can add a conservative estimate for additional £10/head bar sales, which gives a further £624K. In addition, the
company has already generated ~30 start-ups since it began three years ago; if we assume the total revenue by each vendor is national average wage
of £26,500 for all the events where they trade in a year, then the multiplier effect of their annual revenue is £795,000. In addition to these sums, there
is also the effect of local procurement on other food businesses in the city, and the stimulant impact outlined above.
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Security of food supplies [within the city boundaries]
The events are providing consumers with great food in neglected areas where there are few
food outlets, as well as contributing to the sustainability of local food businesses by
continually seeking to source local foodstuffs.
The systems created have might well have the potential to provide regular, cheap, hot meals
in areas where food insecurity is high.
3.1.2 ! Discussion
The PMCC framework enables the MULTIPLIER role of the Digbeth Dining Club to be
seen, and thereby its economic value to the city is seen as far more than its own turnover.
In particular, the company adds value to CONTROLLERS in the city (e.g. Environmental
Services, NCASS) among others, and in being an enabler for numerous PRODUCER
business start-ups.
The CHESS matrix illustrates the strengths of the Digbeth Dining Club itself and the
possible potential for value-for-money healthy hot food takeaways in parts of the city that
are poorly served by healthy food outlets. It also outlines potential weaknesses for this type
of business which companies and new entrepreneurs need to be aware about.
These two thinking tools also enable us to see the economic potential for street food in the
city, both in terms of its value to the businesses involved, and the important role
Birmingham City Council could take in terms of, for example, planning, licensing, food
safety and the city reputation and brand.
e

3.2! Coca-Cola ParkLives
The Digbeth Dining Club made for a straightforward case study. But sometimes when
analysing a big corporation where their impact is likely to be considerable or there are
reasons to believe it may have negative consequences, it’s necessary to dig a little deeper into
relevant aspects of the case.
Our second CHESS case study, Coca-Cola ParkLives, is a good example of a case where
background research is important; our research is in Annex A to this report.
In 2014, Coca-Cola gave £20M from their $4bn/year marketing budget to three local
authorities, Birmingham, Newham and Newcastle to run various activity health programmes,
called ParkLives over the summer holidays for six years in exchange for the company
promoting their products on council property in association with these activities.18
Most local authorities refused to be associated with the project. But, as can be seen in this
press release, there was effusive support from senior officials from three local authorities who
agreed to be the pilot projects, including Birmingham’s Deputy Leader Councillor Ian Ward.

18!

Our understanding is that this £20M has been divvied up equally between the three councils (although Newham population is only ~308K and
Newcastle’s 280K). If this is correct, then Birmingham is receiving £1.1M/year for six years. The programme is managed by Birmingham City Council
Wellbeing Service.
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3.2.1 ! The PMCC framework
Unlike Digbeth Dining Club, Coca-Cola
isn’t a local company.
Its global HQ is in Atlanta in the United
States. All UK Coca-Cola bottling plants
and distribution centres are owned by
Coca-Cola Enterprises UK, which has
its HQ in Uxbridge. None of their
plants or distribution centres is in
Birmingham.
Hence, in terms of the PMCC
framework, Coca-Cola presents a much
simpler picture than the Digbeth Dining
Club. It is a PRODUCER selling to CONSUMERS; it has no multiplier or controller role.
The City Council is the CONTROLLER of the contract. They have effectively sold advertising
space to Coca-Cola, rights to promote their brand and their message on our city parks and
open spaces. This endeavour complements Coca-Cola advertising elsewhere in the city and
beyond. The city itself has, in effect, become a part of its global marketing exercise.19
It should be noted that Coca-Cola ParkLives is not the only commercial arrangement the
City Council has with the company. In at least one other contract with Coca-Cola, however,
the buyer-seller roles are reversed with Birmingham City Council as the buyer. 20
3.2.2 ! The CHESS matrix
In terms of the CHESS factors:
Economic prosperity
If the original figure of £20M for
the programme is correct and
divvied up equally between the
three local authorities, as is our
understanding, then pro-rata CocaCola is providing sponsorship of ~
£6.67M over six years to
Birmingham City Council; i.e.
£1.11M per year. 21
The thin red line represents the on-costs from the effect of this deal on the morale and commitment by
many working in at the City Council, in Birmingham Public Health and the NHS. 22
The potential for this sponsorship deal having a negative economic impact is real, and stems from damage to
the City Council’s reputation (arguably already accruing) and long-term health costs. Moreover, if Birmingham
wants its ‘food culture’ to be a positive force for the city brand, then this deal makes it much more difficult.
19!

Last week, I received a flyer through my letterbox for the programme, apparently this year in 74 of the city parks. Presumably so did many if not all
other Birmingham citizens. Both the flyer and parks carry the Coca-Cola logo. I’ve also noticed large adverts at many on our bus stands.

20!

See, for example, this OJEU contract signed in February 2014 for ‘automatic goods vending machines’ with the ‘goods’ being ‘snacks, confectionery,
potato crisps, vending machine ingredients, soft drinks’. The Coca-Cola Enterprise UK element of this had an ‘initial estimated total value’ of £355,120
excluding VAT.

21!

If correct and the sum has been divvied up equally among the three locations, then it’s interesting to note that the annual economic prosperity £-value
of Digbeth Dining Club is over 60% bigger than the amount Coca-Cola is paying the City Council for the ParkLives deal.

22!

Many people working within the NHS and Birmingham Public Health have told me how shocked, upset, discouraged and demotivated they felt with
the signing of this sponsorship deal, wondering what the point was of all their hard work.
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Conviviality & sociality
Although there is undoubted fun playing games and other physical activities in a group . . .
It’s unlikely the convivial and social value over time of the Coca-Cola ParkLives project will be greater than
that of the existing City Council’s ActiveParks programme.

Health & wellbeing
Increasing physical activity is good for health but . . .
As with the sociality factor above, this initiative is unlikely to have more health benefits over time than the
activities already going on in our parks without this sponsorship deal.
This sponsorship deal advertises products which are unhealthy, and it will already have had effect, especially
when in combination with other marketing drives by Coca-Cola via all media and through the proximity of
vending machines, including those on Council premises.
The potential impact on health and wellbeing is huge, and with enormous costs to the NHS and Birmingham
Public Health; see the possible risks associated with the ingredients in their formulations listed in Annex A to
this report.
We also need take account of lost opportunity costs; e.g. through the promotion of tap-water as an excellent
way to quench thirst, and at virtually zero-cost to the consumer. 23

Food safety, integrity & assurance
There is a slim risk, as with all food or other edible products, of fake goods entering the marketplace.

Security of food supplies [within the city boundaries]
Although many people drink coke for pleasure, we all need drink water by necessity. Nonetheless, spending
money on Coca-Cola products is an unnecessary expense given that tap-water is next-to-zero cost, money
that could be spent on the necessities of life, including food.

3.2.3 ! Discussion
Birmingham, along with Newham and Newcastle were the first places to ‘pilot’ the CocaCola ParkLives project. They have been joined by three other cities since — Glasgow,
Manchester and Nottingham. As with the company’s sponsorship of the London Olympics,
acceptance of the monies involved normalise the message Coca-Cola want to send out —
that their edible products are associated with healthy life-styles. Yet this is evidently not the
case. Indeed, consuming Coca-Cola products is unhealthy, a situation exacerbated by their
psychoactive ingredients.
The PMCC framework enables us to see that Coca-Cola ParkLives is a marketing exercise
to 1.1M potential CONSUMERS by a global PRODUCER with the City Council as the
CONTROLLER of the deal. There is no MULTIPLIER or multiplier effects.
(As CONTROLLER, the City Council has statutory and other obligations that may have been
broken; see below and Annex A.)
This CHESS matrix analysis suggests that Coca-Cola ParkLives may well already be
having a net detrimental impact on the economic prosperity of the city, with further
economic costs down the line owing to the adverse health effects of the company’s
products on consumers.
The analysis also suggests a negative impact with regard to all the other factors; i.e. not
only is it financially costly, no element of the deal is in the interests of Birmingham City
Council or its citizens — or the councils of Newham, Newcastle, Glasgow, Manchester
and Nottingham and their citizens.
In particular, Coca-Cola products damage the health and wellbeing of Birmingham
citizens who consume their products.
23

I’ve just checked my water bill! The cost of tap-water is £1.53/1000 litres. The NHS recommends that women drink 1.6 litres/day, a man two litres —
call it an average of 1.8 litres per man, woman and child. That’s 657 litres in a year; i.e. the cost of tap-water over the year to quench thirst is £1.01.
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There are many other highly profitable companies other than Coca-Cola manufacturing high
calorie foodstuffs with little or zero nutritional value. It is worthwhile undertaking the kind
background research we’ve done on on each of them if and when the City Council or the
LEP is considering either commercial activities with them or seeking their partnership in any
aspect of city life — including economic development.
These global corporations carry clout, and not only on political leaders but also on allegedly
independent academic research.24 Matters are muddied still further by the charitable
donations by these companies, of particular concern when their ‘philanthropy’ is conditional
on their brand and logo being used in association with healthy eating and healthy lifestyles.
A rule-of-thumb check for decision makers: Food stuffs are VAT zero-rated except for
beverages (so include Coca-Cola), confectionery, savoury snack products and ice-cream.
➡ In the interests of Birmingham citizens, the reputation of the city and for avoidance of
any potential legal concerns, it would be advisable for Birmingham City Council to
reconsider existing and avoid future commercial relationships with food and drinks
companies whose products carry standard rate VAT.

e

3.3! Corporate philanthropy in Coketown (Atlanta) & Bournville (Birmingham)
Many large corporations have a history of philanthropy. Coca-Cola is no exception,
especially when it comes to donations to organisations in its home town of Atlanta, referred
to by many as Coketown. 25
For example, in 1979 they gave $105M, then the largest gift to any university, to Emory
University, and they also gave the land for the Center for Disease Control which is based in
Atlanta. And, of course, they employ many people in the city.
3.3.1! In terms of the PMCC framework . . .
In terms of the PMCC framework, and from the perspective of Coketown, Coca-Cola is as
MULTIPLIER more than a PRODUCER. There is an ambiguity in the relationship between the
company and the city; its products do harm, but its contribution to the economic prosperity
of their home city historically seems far more positive than negative. But at what real price?
Here in Birmingham, we have a similar sense of ambiguity in our relationship with the
Bournville plant. There is no getting away from the fact that the Cadbury Bournville plant
has always produced confectionery, edible products of high calorific content with low or zero
nutritional value. Yet Cadbury’s has been one of our great institutions, and its beneficial
social impact considerable.
Indeed, the governance and work practices of the Bournville factory — and the creation of
Bournville itself — were exemplary; it is no accident that Sir Adrian led the much-admired
1992 Cadbury Report. And the social impact of the Cadbury fortunes lives on in numerous
charities that still benefit the city and beyond.
24!!See Sarah Boseley in the Guardian here; also her book The shape we’re in; Anahad O’Connor in the New York Times Coca-Cola funds scientists who
shift blame for obesity awy from bad diets ; also two BMJ articles: Jonathan Gornall’s Sugar’s web of influence and Margaret McCartney’s article Is CocaCola’s anti-obesity scheme the real thing? specifically about the Birmingham Coca-Cola deal.
25!

Coketown is the name Charles Dickens gave to the town in his novel Hard Times. Although a mill town, Dickens’ Coketown has as much of
Birmingham and the Black Country as Lancashire, no doubt because the author often came to Birmingham, and was an early President of the
Birmingham and Midland Institute (BMI).
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Are things somehow different since the controversial Kraft takeover of the Cadbury empire
which, incidentally, included their takeover of the Cadbury Foundation? 26
Does Mondelez, the confectionery spin-off from the Kraft grocery business, have a MULTIPLIER
role in the city, as well as that of a PRODUCER?
In some ways, yes. Bournville still employs 1000 people even after the recent redundancies,
and the global company has invested £75M in upgrading the factory. Their charitable arm,
the global Mondelez Foundation is active too in the city. But, unlike the Cadbury trusts, the
Mondelez Foundation globally only funds projects and programmes to do with ‘healthy
eating’ — which would appear to include ‘mindful snacking’ of their products.
The Mondelez Foundation has committed £3.1M over five years for the Health for Life
programme in Birmingham South delivered by Birmingham Health Education Services (now
a charitable company called S4E).
Part of this £3.1M is the donation of $1.8M over five years to The Conservation Volunteers
(TCV) for their Health for Life programme in south Birmingham. TCV currently employs
six people on this project, their salaries and office space paid for by the Mondelez
sponsorship. 27
3.3.3! Discussion
There are similar concerns about the Mondelez monies being spent in association with
healthy eating as with the Coca-Cola ParkLives programme.
Despite Mondelez’ MULTIPLIER role in the city, we still need ask questions such as:
Is it acceptable that Mondelez have their brand in front of their target audience of
60,000 primary school children, 50,000 families in Birmingham South through the
Health for Life programme and so in the same context as healthy eating programmes?
Is it indeed a legitimate use of charitable funds?
And in relation to the wider Birmingham South Health for Life programme in primary
schools funded by the Mondelez Foundation: 28
Are Birmingham City Council’s statutory duties under the Health and Social Care Act
of 2012 to improve the health of residents in conflict with them accepting monies from
the Mondelez Foundation — or, indeed, from Coca-Cola?

26

See Colin Mayer’s excellent analysis of the Kraft takeover in Firm commitment: Why the corporation is failing us and how to restore trust in it (2013) in
which he explains that the UK is the only country in the world where such behaviour would have been allowed to happen, impossible even in the US.

27!

In response to the BMA’s recent call for a sugar tax, Julie Hopes, TCV’s Chief Executive, argued in a letter to the Guardian on 14th July 2015 that more
effective than a sugar tax is getting people involved in ‘healthy outdoor exercise where they can learn about food [ ] is a more effective way of tackling
Britain’s expanding waistline’, the argument that Mondelez, Coca-Cola and the other sugar companies put forward; see also Annex A to this report.

28!

A CCG was offered sponsorship of some of their work from a food and drinks company whose products carried standard-rate VAT and, after due
consideration, decided it was an unwise course to pursue. (Private conversation with a partner in a national law firm who heads their healthcare
team.)
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PART IV:!What next
Both national governments and local authorities have
largely withdrawn from the role of ensuring all their
citizens have access and choice of safe, nutritious food.
And, on the face of it, this withdrawal has arguably been
for good reason. Famine no longer stalks most minds.
Since the early 1950s, few have gone hungry here. In
today’s world, shop shelves have plentiful supplies of
foodstuffs from all over the world.
We require big organisations to feed city populations and that means supermarkets or their
like and large-scale supply systems. Big business, global corporations, large scale farming and
the agri-businesses that support it all play a part in ensuring billions of us are fed globally, in
addition to the million or so of us here in Birmingham.
Yet we need to be more discriminating than to suppose that all big food and drink businesses
benefit us. They don’t. Hence our current systems are showing signs of strain, and right here
in Birmingham too. For example:
✦

Obesity, and the costly morbidities associated with it, are dramatically rising; we have
one of the highest obesity rates in the UK.

✦

The systems that ensure food safety are carried out by cash-strapped local authorities,
particularly acute here in Birmingham where our Environmental Services have only
eleven FTE officers serving a population of 1.1M,29 and Birmingham City Labs has had
investment withdrawn and no longer employs a Public Analyst.

✦

A growing number of our citizens are using food banks.

4.1! Reputation and brand
Undoubtedly food in its many guises has great marketing potential for any city. 30 Yet food has
barely featured in the marketing of Birmingham but for the odd mention of fine dining or
the outline of a ‘Food Hub Zone’ in the Big City Plan.
4.1.1! Decision-making that has cost the city dear
Moreover, because food and the issues around it haven’t been on the radar of the City
Council, some decisions have been made at great cost to the city both economically and
socially, and with negative impact on the city’s reputation and brand.
4.1.2! A new way forward
Yet because of this recent history, a change in tack would have great impact in itself and let
Birmingham join others at the forefront of tackling the big food issues we all face.
Birmingham City Council has signed up to a Food Charter. In essence, the aim of this Food
Charter is that of the Birmingham Food Council itself:
We aim for all our children to enjoy safe, tasty, healthy meals . . .
and eat them in good company.

29!

30

A concern raised in the FSA’S recent Birmingham City Council audit report: http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring/2015/
auditreports/birmingham-city-council/birmingham-city-delivery-and-compliance-audit

!e.g. Both London and Bristol market their food sector well, Bristol as the UK ‘Food City’ with food festivals, etc and London’s gourmet entrepreneurs in
its restaurants, cafes, food markets, streetfood and small-scale producers alongside Capital Growth and Boris’ investment in the London Food Board.
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It’s vital, therefore, that socio-economic decision-makers at the City Council, the LEP and
the proposed West Midlands Combined Authority recognise that all their decisions need to be
taken in the light of this fundamental aim which carries due regard to their obligations to us
all. Moreover, when Birmingham starts on the path to achieve this aim, the city’s reputation
and brand will be considerably enhanced, as will the economic prosperity of its citizens.
So what are the first steps along this path? What should decision-makers stop doing, start
doing and continue doing? 31
e

4.2! PMCC revisited
It’s helpful to revisit to the PMCC
framework to ‘see’ where possible
opportunities lie.
The main power and influence of
the City Council, the Local
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) and
the West Midlands Combined
Authority (WMCA) is in two of
these four quadrants; they are
CONTROLLERS with their role in
protecting CONSUMERS.
It’s early days yet, but arguably
the WMCA also has a MULTIPLIER role with regard to our transport infrastructure. 32
As CONTROLLERS, their key decisions are in licensing, spatial planning & planning
permissions and in fulfilling their obligations under various regulations, including the urgent
requirement to raise food safety and integrity standards in the city.

4.2.1! Birmingham City Council: their role as controllers
Birmingham City Council CONTROLLER opportunities include:
Allocating sufficient resources for Environmental Services to fulfil their legal and
professional obligations regarding food hygiene or, if this is financially impossible for the
City Council alone, to take a lead role in the high-level discussion and negotiation among
other local authorities, the FSA, Trading Standards Institute, the Association of Public
Analysts et al as to how this can be achieved.
Ensuring all Council catering premises have a food hygiene rating of 4 or 5, with a view to
all of them having a 5-rating within two years.
Marketing Birmingham and the City Council only promoting food outlets that have a food
hygiene rating of 4 or 5, with a view to all promoted outlets having a 5-rating within two
years.

31!

Annex B is a summary table of the items itemised in the following sections under the headings of ‘stop’, ‘start’ and ‘continue’.

32!

Various City Council strategic reports have mentioned the city being in the middle of the UK transport infrastructure as an important ‘multiplier’ asset.
Not so. The city’s clogged roads mean distribution centres are actually on the periphery of the conurbation where rapid transport is possible.
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Regarding food hygiene ratings on other premises, encouraging the highest of standards: 33
➡ all Birmingham food outlets follow the legal requirement in Wales (and in other countries)
to display their Food Hygiene Rating
➡ restaurants and cafes display their Food Hygiene Rating on menus.
Building on the success of the Elliott Review Birmingham by joining or even leading the
national debate on the local authority role in meeting the recommendations set out in the
2014 Elliott Review into the integrity and assurance of food supply networks.
Using their licensing powers to expand the mobile catering industry, notably streetfood.
The drive to create new employment opportunities — and via new mechanisms; e.g.
changes in licensing would create hundreds of food SMEs across the city and provide a
much-needed boost to the local food economy, creating employment, supporting
entrepreneurship, and reducing some of the problems associated with food deserts through
replication of projects such as Box Chicken. 34
4.2.2! Birmingham City Council: their obligations to consumers — and the opportunities provided
The City Council also has obligations to ensure the health and wellbeing of their citizens; i.e.
their duties to CONSUMERS. This requires acceptance of a set of strategic principles and legal
obligations with regard to associating themselves with food and food products that are both
safe and nutritious, and actively dissociating themselves with food products that aren’t.
Although in the short-term, this might result in the loss of cash-revenue, the net economic
impact will be positive because there are significant opportunities for growing the economic
prosperity of the city through taking practical steps to enable all citizens to have access and
choice for safe and nutritious food. Indeed, the obligations as well as opportunities the City
Council have in this regard could be achieved if they:
The Health for Life activities in Birmingham South by:
➡ extending them into all city neighbourhoods
➡ exploring other funding models from charities and trusts and, if commercial sponsorship is
required, drawing up careful selection criteria and precise terms of engagement, or
perhaps by joining Public Health England’s Change for Life programme.35
The ActiveParks programme in our city parks and open spaces by:
➡ continuing the collaboration with Birmingham Open Spaces Forum and others
➡ exploring other funding models from charities and trusts and, if commercial sponsorship is
required, drawing up careful selection criteria and precise terms of engagement.
All commercial and sponsorship contracts with beverage and confectionery producers and
suppliers (i.e. those companies whose edible products have standard rate VAT).
All vending machines selling beverages and confectionery from all Council premises.

33!

The Birmingham Food Council are beginning a project to raise food hygiene ratings in the city this summer. In the first instance, we are delighted —
and relieved — to report that all the city’s hospitals have the highest 5-rating. This is not so in all care home, nurseries and schools. We’ve identified
these with low ratings and are writing to each of them, telling them what they can do to improve and cc-ing the letter to the relevant local and
national bodies. We’ve also set in place a system to monitor their responses and, in the light of what we learn, will turn our attention to other food
outlets.

34!

Encouraging healthy street food is less of a challenge than might be supposed given the professional expertise already in the city, increasingly discerning
customers . . . and a City Council re-aligned to its core responsibility of safeguarding its citizen consumers with regard to the food sector in tackling —
and being seen to tackle — the negative impact of some global companies, notably beverage and confectionery producers.

35!

Public Health England’s Change for Life programme is paid for by ‘partners’, two of whom are Pepsico and Mars. Arguably, the same arguments against
the Birmingham funding can be leveled against PHE, although PHE have set specific ‘terms of engagement’.
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All advertising of beverage and confectioner producers and purveyors including the use of
corporate logos on all Council properties, including parks and schools.
The Coca-Cola ParkLives programme and remove all Coca-Cola advertising from Council
properties, including our parks and playgrounds, taking as an exemplar the 2007 Ofcom
rules on television advertising of food and drink products to children.36
Begin negotiations with Centro authorities for the removal of such advertising from their
properties, include bus shelters, again using the Ofcom rules as an exemplar.
Only permit charitable donations from the Mondelez Foundation that are completely
independent of all health and wellbeing organisations (e.g. Birmingham Public Health,
Education Services) and/or activities of our citizens associated with healthy life-styles or, if
they are associated with any health and wellbeing education or activity, the donations are
made anonymously.
e

4.3! Food Hub Zone
Various plans published by the City Council, including the Big City Plan, refer to a ‘Food
Hub Zone’.
Referring to the old IMI Witton site as a ‘Food Hub Zone’. As it is, the site is largely on
irrelevant to the food sector, but for a slimmed-down Wholesale Markets to be relocated to
there.37 Not only has the site poor transport links but also the City Council has no control
over what other companies could be located there as the land belongs to the IM Group. 38
Holding the idea that the city could have a Food Zone or some other entity focussed on
nutritious food and:
➡ setting up a public discussion with key potential players about its nature and purpose
➡ and identifying a suitable location or locations, while
➡ beginning discussions with the WMCA about the possibility and feasibility of having
several Food Zones across the conurbation with economically sustainable links with
growers across the wider region.
e

4.4! Real food . . . & Ambridge
4.4.1! ‘Real food’ producers and retailers
The food journalist and author Michael Pollan succinctly sums up a healthy diet in a mere
seven words: Eat food, not too much, mostly plants. So how can we achieve this seemingly
simple mantra for all citizens?

36!

http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/binaries/consultations/foodads_new/statement/statement.pdf

37!

The City Council is hoping for commercial development on the Markets current site and its immediate environs, ironically renamed Birmingham
Smithfield and owned by MIPIM

38!

I received the following by email from a senior strategist at the City Council about what we said in our interim report: “The presentation of the Food
Hub at Witton is confused. The Economic Zones prospectus identifies opportunities suitable for the growth sectors and encourages the private sector to bring
forward proposals at these locations. The former IMI Witton site is not in BCC control so we cannot say who can and cannot locate there if planning
requirements are met, there is not a planning designation for food manufacturing. Site owners are happy to be associated with the zone concept if it brings in
more enquiries but would not want to be limited to it.”
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Birmingham has a great if largely unsung real food heritage, particularly in its diversity of
culinary influences. It also has a growing number of gourmet food outlets ranging from the
streetfood mentioned in Part III to our Michelin-starred restaurants.
Celebrating our relatively new niche companies that play a part on the national stage such as
East End Foods, Wing Yip and Minor Weir and Willis.
Celebrating the city’s non-commercial food sector organisations; e.g. Birmingham
Environmental Services, UoB’s Food Safety Group, University College Birmingham and
NCASS.
A conversation (perhaps through the WMCA) about how we can celebrate and promote
non-commercial food sector organisations in the wider region; e.g. Harper Adams
University, Warwick University’s Food GRP, Stoneleigh itself and organisations based there
such as the National Farmers Union (NFU) and the Agriculture & Horticulture
Development Board (AHDB).
Finding ways to encourage start-ups and SMEs who produce and/or sell healthy food, i.e.
‘real food’ to an increasingly discerning population. These could include the best of the
many fruit and veg sellers in several of our Middle Ring areas such as Balsall Heath and
along the Soho Road, also privately-owned businesses serving great food; i.e. our great
independent catering companies, restaurants, coffee houses, specialist bars, streetfood
vendors and niche producers and distributors (of food information as well as food goods).
Advertising our gourmet food outlets in all their guises (though with the caveat about food
hygiene ratings mentioned in 4.2.1).
Advertising niche restaurants including our curry houses (though with the caveats about
food hygiene ratings mentioned in 4.2.1).
4.4.2! Ambridge: The rural shires around the city . . .
Several factors are causing disquiet about our food supply network leading many to think that
‘local’ food is a good way to mitigate against the risks they perceive. These factors include:
Growing concern about the small number of large global companies that control the
networks that supply us with the food we eat.39
The unsustainable intensification of many current agricultural practices. 40
Concerns about food provenance felt particularly acutely since the 2007-08 food price
crisis and the consequent social unrest overseas and the 2012 horsemeat scandal here.
But whether or not ‘local’ food can really make a difference is a moot point. Could
Herefordshire beef, Cotswold sheep, Vale of Evesham fruit and vegetables and the arable
lands of Shropshire and Warwickshire supply us with enough food for the 2.5M of us in the
West Midlands conurbation?
The short answer is no. Nowhere near enough.41
But growers in our rural neighbourhood could supply us with much more than they do, if
given appropriate fiscal and market incentives along with storage and distribution centres and
more efficient local transport links. Such supplies, if feasible and profitable, would benefit the

39!

For an insightful account of the world food economy, see Jennifer Clapp’s book simply called Food.

40!

See the April 2015 Warwick GRP Food seminar Evidence-based decision-support for food security, in particular the presentation by John Ingram, a soil
scientist who leads the ECI Food Systems Programme at the University of Oxford and Solutions for sustainable agriculture and food systems (UN, 2013)

41!

For an account of what it takes to feed the city, see Part II (pp15-26) of the Birmingham 2050 Scenarios Report.
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local economy as well as playing a part, albeit perhaps a small one, in mitigating against some
of the risks inherent in the current global supply network.
Indeed, our recent report into community food growing, indicates the wealth of growing
activity within the city boundaries. Although the sum total of produce has a miniscule impact
on feeding the population as a whole, it can have significant social and education impact, as
well as provisioning healthy produce for individual families in a good growing year.
Birmingham City Council, perhaps as part of the new West Midlands Combined
Authority, to carry out a feasibility study 42 to develop a profitable local food supply system
over, say, a 20-year timeframe with advice from key people from organisations such as:
➡ Harper Adams University and the Warwick GRP Food programme.
➡ Stoneleigh-based organisations, in particular the National Farmers’ Union and the
Agricultural and Horticultural Development Board.
➡ Large West Midlands-based food companies producing and/or distributing safe,
healthy foodstuffs.
➡ Chatham House. 43
e

4.5! Realism: One million plus
Can the citizens of Birmingham have access and choice to a far healthier diet than today’s,
and one which benefits the local economy far more than our current consumption? Whatever
the answer is to those important questions, there two inescapable facts.
The first is the sheer scale of what it takes to feed all of us in Birmingham. This scale is
difficult to comprehend. The reason why is not only because supermarkets and food
distribution networks are between us and the growing of crops and animals, it’s also because
the human mind has problems with big numbers and vast geographies.
Yet a glimmer of understanding of this scale issue is necessary to begin to appreciate what it
takes to feed us all day in, day out. The trick is to begin with something familiar. For example,
a label on a tin of baked beans. Here as with many processed foodstuffs, we’re given
nutritional information about what’s inside the package — the guideline daily amounts
(GDA, sometimes called a ‘reference intake’ or RI) which, in the diagram below is given for
both the individual and for the city of Birmingham as a whole:

42!

The Birmingham Food Council would be delighted to facilitate this using our local, UK and global network of researchers and others.

43!

See the Chatham House Research Paper (2015) Reviewing interventions for healthy and sustainable diets.

page 19

September 2015!

!

!

Food & the city economy: Tensions, trade-offs & opportunities

If we take the GDA for one person and multiply it by the number of people living in the city,
we then have a figure for how much the city needs of that particular nutrient in the city’s
food supply. To make the arithmetic easy, I’ve taken the Birmingham population to be one
million. (There are actually 1.1M of us and the population is growing.)
Just to get over the scale of what’s required, consider calories.
The label states the individual GDA is 2000kcal per day. Multiply 2000 by one million and
we learn that the million of so citizens of Birmingham should be chomping their way
through two billion calories a day, or nearly three-quarters of a trillion a year — although as
pointed out earlier, it’s actually some 70% higher than this, around 3.5 billion a day or 1.3
trillion calories a year.
A 2050 perspective leads to a second inescapable fact.
Birmingham is a small city in global terms. So now think of London, Manila, Tokyo, Beijing,
Dhaka, Sao Paulo, Mexico City, Cairo, Delhi, Jakarta . . . the seven billion of us alive today
(so 14 trillion calories a day) and the 10 billion or more people that, barring cataclysm of some
kind, will be on the planet by 2050.
There are therefore huge global pressures on our food supply networks from the sheer
numbers of us on the planet and the threats posed to harvests by climate change, as reported
in the UK-US Taskforce report Extreme weather and the resilience of the global food system.44
These global pressures may seem far removed from people living in Birmingham. Yet food
price spikes and shortages of some foodstuffs will come with increasing regularity globally
and will affect us here in this city.
How we respond to these global pressures is not a matter for this report, other than to say we
need make economic investments far more carefully and wisely than we do now.
And that we can begin now to prepare for the radical changes we will be seeing in our local
food supply networks, as indicated above as what we can STOP, START and CONTINUE — and
listed again in Annex B.
We can think long and hard — and act now about the kinds of companies and organisations
we encourage to set up here, and begin to select those that can help us spread the risks posed
to our own supplies of safe, healthy and nutritious food, and those that can enable our local
food sector economy here in Birmingham to contribute to the food security of others.

skyline of Birmingham city centre from the south by Jimmy Guano

44!

This was published on 14 August 2015. See all the annexes to the global food system report and Professor Tim Benton’s summary here. (note: Tim is
the UK’s Global Food Security Champion, advised on the Birmingham 2050 Scenarios Project and serves on our Panel of Experts.) The Reuters
report on it is here, Bloomberg’s here. This report is one element of the Climate Change Risk Assessment commissioned by the Foreign &
Commonwealth Office and carried out by the Centre for Science and Policy at the University of Cambridge.
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❖ Coca-Cola is a hugely profitable global company. Their brand
name, one of the most valuable in the world, comes from two
ingredients in their original formulation — ‘coca’ from cocaine
and ‘cola’ representing caffeine from the kola nut.
❖ In this short paper, we list the ingredients of Coca-Cola
products, all of which have adverse effects on consumers’
health and wellbeing, with significant economic and social cost
to local communities.
❖ Birmingham City Council entered a controversial contract
with Coca-Cola giving the company rights (exclusive rights?)
over six years from 2014 to advertise their products in our
parks and open spaces in association with healthy physical
activities.
❖ It could be considered wise for Birmingham City Council to
reconsider their decision to have commercial relationships
with Coca-Cola in the light of both the adverse effects their
products have on us and on the city and other concerns
associated with this specific contract.

!
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Coca-Cola & its effects on us and the city
Coca-Cola and Birmingham City Council
In 2014, Coca-Cola gave £20M from their $4bn/year
marketing budget to three local authorities, Birmingham,
Newham and Newcastle to run various activity programmes,
called ParkLives over the summer holidays for six years in
exchange for the company promoting their products on council
property in association with these activities. 1
In this press release, Coca-Cola quotes effusive support from
senior officials from all three local authorities, including
Birmingham’s Deputy Leader Councillor Ian Ward.
It’s important that Birmingham City Council, their officers and
the public understand the aspects of this contract in relation to
the effects of Coca-Cola products on us and the city.

Coca-Cola’s mission and brand
Coca-Cola is one of the largest and most profitable public
companies in the world, listed at #93 in the Forbes 2015 List
and the second largest beverage manufacturer in the same list.
It was listed as one of the top ten food and drinks companies in
the world in the 2013 Oxfam Briefing Paper Behind the brands.
The avowed mission of Robert Woodruff, Coca-Cola President
from 1923-54 and an influential director until his death in 1985,
was to place one of their products ‘Within arm’s reach of
desire’ of each person on the planet. 2
Their brand name, one of the most valuable in the world,
comes from two ingredients from their original formulation —
coca from cocaine, and ‘cola’ being caffeine from the kola-nut. 3

Coca-Cola products
In terms of nutritional value, Cola-Cola products have none, other than the
calorie content in sugars in some of the products (see table left).
All Coca-Cola ingredients are associated with adverse health conditions and four
of them (caffeine, coca-leaf extract, high fructose corn syrup and/or sugar) are
psychoactive substances that create physical dependency if not addiction.
The ingredients are: carbonated water, extract of coca leaf (de-cocaine-ised),
caffeine, phosphoric acid, caramel colouring (E150d), high-fructose corn syrup
and sugar in non-diet versions; diet products have aspartame, acesulfame K or
stevia, all artificial sweeteners. There is a de-caffeinated version. 4
All products are packaged in glass, plastic or cans, thrown away by consumers and
either left as litter or collected by municipal authorities.
Images above of Birmingham parks: Edgbaston Reservoir by Elliott, Brown,
Sutton Park by Ted and Jen & the wildflower meadow by the Friends at Perry Hall Park
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Coca-Cola & its effects on us and the city
There is a long association between Coca-Cola
and the production of cocaine. The company stopped
putting cocaine into their products some hundred years ago; it
now contains ‘extract’ from the coca-leaf, referred to inside the
company as ‘Merchandise #5’ and listed on their product
labels as ‘vegetable extract’.
Coca-Cola dominates the licensed (i.e. legitimate) purchase of
the raw coca-leaf, and might even be the sole licensed global
buyer outside the Andes. The US Food & Drug Administration
has only issued one licence to import the raw coca-leaf into the
US, and that is to the Stepan Chemical Company who process
the coca-leaf for Coca-Cola.

All Coca-Cola drinks are mostly water
by volume, the heaviest as well as the
bulkiest part of their products. CocaCola licenses other organisations across the world
to dilute their formulated syrups, and to package
the products. 5
In 2012, the global water consumption in CocaCola products exceeded that of Sweden, Denmark
and Norway combined, enough to meet the
annual cooking, cleaning and drinking water
needs of over 2 billion people, over a quarter of
the world’s population. 6
It should be remembered that water in many
parts of the world is scarce, and/or isn’t potable;
indeed the cholera epidemic in 1850s London was
caused by water contaminated by human sewage
which led to fundamental changes in our water
and waste systems. It’s likely even here in the UK
there is latent prejudice against drinking tap water
even though a year’s now safe supply is only ~£1/
person. 7

All cokes and most Coca-Cola
products are carbonated — or ‘fizzy’
to use the British term.
Despite fluoridisation of Birmingham’s water
supplies, there has been a recent and dramatic
increase in children’s tooth erosion. As well as
sugar, fizzy water causes dental decay and
contributes to other health problems too. 8

The by-product of the ‘de-cocainisation’ of the raw leaf is, of
course, cocaine. 9
In 1985 the company, seeking to dissociate itself from cocaine,
launched ‘New Coke’ which didn’t contain any cocaine
derivatives. It was a sales disaster despite huge marketing rollout, and the company swiftly returned to the coca-laced
formulation, then advertised as Coca-Cola Classic. 10

Caffeine is the world’s most widely consumed
psychoactive drug. It is legal and unregulated in most
parts of the world, including the UK. It creates physical
dependency. 11
The supply of caffeine from the West African kola nut is in
short supply. Nearly all of the caffeine in Coca-Cola products
now is processed from waste tea leaves and coffee beans, as well
as other chemical processing. 12

Phosphoric acid (E388) is added to Coca-Cola to
give a tangy, tart taste counteracting the cloying sweetness of
sugars or artificial sweeteners. It also has mild anti-microbial
properties. There is some evidence that its consumption, more
than two colas per day, can cause kidney disease. 13 It is a byproduct of several industrial processes, including the
production of detergents. 14

Image above of Woodhouse Reservoir, Derbyshire by Siobhan BrennanRaymond. Image right of Goose Lake on the Californian-Oregon border
from the NASA Earth Observatory in June 2013; this year it dried out.
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High fructose corn syrup (HFCS) & sugar
A standard 330ml can of coke contains no nutrients
other than 139kcal-worth of calories; a McDonalds
‘standard’ coke, however, is 950ml, and contains
400kcal, a fifth of our daily energy requirement. 15
There isn’t any high fructose corn syrup (HFCS) in UK
Coca-Cola. This looks likely to change in the next
couple of years. The EU’s current HFCS output quota is
700,000 tonnes, a quota being lifted in September 2017
when all production quotas will be removed.16 As the
HFCS price is much more stable than cane or beet
sugar, partly owing to US government subsidies for corn
production, its use in soft drinks is likely to increase after
the lifting of production quotas in two years’ time.
The dietary impact of sugar and HFCS is now a matter
of concern at a global level, as indicated by this recently
published paper by the Global Burden of Diseases
Nutrition and Chronic Disease Expert Group. There is
some evidence that the calories from high fructose corn
syrup, itself much sweeter than sugar from beet or cane,
is more likely to result in obesity than the consumption
of sucrose because we metabolise it differently. 17
Sugar consumption is inevitably of increasing concern
to medics and cardiovascular clinicians here in the UK.
This concern resulted in the Government and the Food
Standards Agency in 2008 asking the Scientific Advisory
Committee on Nutrition to clarify the relationship
between carbohydrates and health. On 17th July 2015,
they published their findings.
Public Health England immediately followed their
recommendations with these headlines about sugars:
1. Adults and children should get no more than 5%, down
from the previous 10% of their energy intake from ‘free’
sugars — this is equivalent to 5-7 teaspoons of sugar.
2. Sugar-sweetened beverages should be drunk as infrequently
as possible by both adults and children.

!
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Another way of looking at PHE recommendations is
this: The guideline daily amounts (GDA) or ‘reference
intake’ for calories is 2000kcal. As 100g of sugar
provides ~400kcal of energy and the recommended
intake from sugars is 5%, then we shouldn’t consume
more than 25g of free sugars per day providing us with
100kcal of energy.
A single small can of Coca-Cola provides 139kcal, 7%
of our daily energy requirement, and all from sugar.18
There is also some indication that sugar consumption is
addictive. Without doubt it creates physical dependancy;
i.e. the more you consume, the more you crave it, a
familiar sensation to us all. 19

Artificial sweeteners: Aspartame,
acesulfame K and steviol glycosides (stevia)
Asparatame, acesulfame K and steviol glycosides are
widely-used artificial sweeteners. There is evidence that
consumption of artificial sweeteners is associated with
more weight gain than even consumption of free sugars.
There are various scientific hypotheses about why. 20
Concerns regarding their carcinogenic effects have been
raised, too, though the regulatory bodies in the US and
Europe, and the NHS discredit. 21

Sulfite ammonia caramel (E150d) is a widely
used safe food colourant at certain levels, which are not
always kept to by Coca-Cola. 22

Glass, plastic or cans
Coca-Cola sells more than four billion drinks in Great
Britain every year. The glass, plastic and cans of these
4bn products are collected before being recycled or put
in landfill by local authorities. Pro rata, Birmingham
City Council is responsible for the collection and
disposal of 58.2M empty Coca-Cola bottles, plastic
containers and cans, and associated costs.

Image by Lorena
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Coca-Cola & its effects on us and the city
Birmingham City Council and Coca-Cola
All UK Coca-Cola bottling plants and distribution
centres are owned by Coca-Cola Enterprises UK, which
has its HQ in Uxbridge. None of their plants or
distribution centres is in Birmingham.
Hence, unlike any relationship the City Council may
have with Mondelez, there are no conflicts of interest
between the City Council and Coca-Cola regarding
employment.

Coca-Cola’s marketing in Birmingham, including
the ParkLives programme is part of its global
marketing strategy, worth $4bn in 2014.
Coca-Cola’s sponsorship of the the 2012 London
Olympics set a precedent. This ParkLives programme,
too, has been endorsed by a “sports scientist” Professor
Greg Whyte who apparently chairs their ‘Evaluation
Committee’ and from Seb Coe as “the Prime Minister’s
Olympic and Paralympic Legacy Ambassador”. 23
These deals come from Coca-Cola’s marketing budget
and are part of a company strategy to deflect attention
away from the unhealthy ingredients in their products by
concentrating on weight control issues being a matter of
physical exercise, not one of diet.
Last year they gave $1.5M to set up a “Global Energy
Balance Network” registered at their Atlanta HQ to
promulgate this message, and pay various academics to
give credence to its work.
Since 2008, they have also given some $4M to two of
founding academic members of the organisation, a
physical education graduate Steven Blair now at the
University of South Carolina and Gregory Hand,
another PE graduate now Professor of Epidemiology at
the University of West Virginia.
New York Times journalist Anahad O’Connor quotes
the much respected Professor Marion Nestle: The Global
Energy Balance Network is nothing but a front for Coca-Cola.
Coca-Cola’s agenda here is very clear: get these researchers to
confuse the science and deflect attention from dietary intake. 24

With Coca-Cola ParkLives, Coca-Cola GB is
effectively buying advertising space from the City
Council so that its brand and its messages on our city
parks complements its advertising not only elsewhere in
the city, but globally too. 25
!

It should be noted that Birmingham City Council has
other commercial contracts with Coca-Cola where they
are the buyer of vending machine supplies. 26
Birmingham, along with Newham and Nottingham
were the first councils to accept Coca-Cola ParkLives
money. They have been joined by three other cities since
— Glasgow, Manchester and Newcastle. As with the
company’s sponsorship of the 2012 London Olympics,
acceptance of the monies means normalising the
message Coca-Cola want to send out — that their edible
products are associated with healthy life-styles.
Yet this is evidently not the case. Indeed, consuming
Coca-Cola products is unhealthy, a situation exacerbated
by their psychoactive ingredients.

Coca-Cola ParkLives is a marketing exercise to
Birmingham citizens. As their logo is used across 74 of
our parks and presumably more in the next four years,
this begs the following questions of the City Council:
➡ What professional advice did the City Council take
regarding advertising rates? And specifically, what
advice was given concerning the parity or otherwise
of the rates between the three local authorities?
➡ Did the City Council take the Birmingham Health
and Wellbeing Strategy into account when taking the
decision to enter this contract?
➡ If so, what was the response of the Health and
Wellbeing Board, including the Director of Public
Health? If not, why not?

Coca-Cola products pose a threat to the health
and wellbeing of Birmingham citizens. Therefore:
➡ Are Birmingham City Council’s statutory duties
under the Health and Social Care Act of 2012 to
improve the health of its residents in conflict with
them using their parks (and associated publicity) to
advertise products that have such a detrimental
impact on the health of their citizens?
➡ And if so, what are the implications for Glasgow,
Manchester, Newham, Newcastle and Nottingham
Councils?
➡ If so, too, do these statutory duties extend to other
Birmingham City Council properties used as
advertising or selling space for such products?
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Coca-Cola of course aren’t the only company manufacturing high
calorie foodstuffs with little or zero nutritional value. This company and
the many other global corporations that do carry great influence on
political leaders and, as worryingly, also on some allegedly independent
academic research.
Matters are muddied still further by the charitable donations by these
companies, of particular concern when their ‘philanthropy’ is
conditional on their brand and logo being used in association with
healthy eating and healthy lifestyles.
A rule-of-thumb check for decision makers: Although most food stuffs
are VAT zero-rated, some are not. Those that aren’t include beverages
(so include Coca-Cola), confectionery, savoury snack products and icecream.

In the interests of Birmingham citizens, the reputation of the
city and for avoidance of any potential legal or other challenges
Image of Birmingham Council House & the floozie by Ian Halsley

it would be advisable for Birmingham City Council to reconsider
existing and avoid future commercial relationships with food and
drinks companies whose products carry standard rate VAT.

End notes
1! Our understanding is (a) the decision to enter this contract
with Coca-Cola was taken at Cabinet level, (b) the project is
being managed by Birmingham City Council Wellbeing Service
and (c) that this £20M has been divvied up equally between
the three councils (although Newham population is only
~308K and Newcastle’s 280K). If this is correct, then
Birmingham is receiving £1.1M/year for six years, although our
search to date of City Council committee minutes hasn’t
revealed any reference to it at all.
2! If you hit the FT paywall with this link, google ‘FT+coca+cola
+review+book‘ for a fascinating (and brief!) review of two
books, one by Bartow Elmore Citizen Coke: The Making of
Coca-cola Capitalism, the other Design to grow: How Coca-Cola
learned to combine scale and agilioty (and how you can too) by
David Butler & Linda Tischler.
3! The 2013 Bloomberg list of the Top 100 Global Brands had
Coca-Cola slip from the top spot to #3 behind Apple and
Google.
4! As Elmore recounts, Coca-Cola has faced — and usually faced
down — multiple law suits about their ingredients, both
regard to consumer health and their use of the word ‘natural’
especially about the caffeine in their products.
5! Water is both bulky and heavy to transport. Coca-Cola
therefore exports their formulations to bottling and canning
plants across the world for dilution. Water supplies in arid
countries are inevitably a business concern for Coca-Cola;
they actively seek exclusive rights to water supplies in such
areas.
6! See endnote #1 (pp316-317) in Bartow Elmore’s Citizen Coke.
7! It’s likely that Coca-Cola’s marketing is in part successful as it
plays on fear of contaminated water, still prevalent in many
parts of the world and within our folk memory.
!

8! See the advice of the British Dental Health Association. The
journalist Angela Epstein writes on this matter from time to
time; e.g. this recent article by her in the Daily Mail give a lay
account of some of the research. s.a. this Birmingham Mail
article in July 2014.
9! The Stepan Chemical Company, formerly the Maywood
Chemical Works, who process the raw coca-leaf for CocaCola, refer to it as ‘speciality chemicals’. It then sells the
cocaine on to Mallinckrodt Inc who process it at their Dublin
plant for pharmaceutical use.
10 !This may be a matter of taste, literally so. And/or does it beg
the question as to whether the extract from the coca leaf, i.e.
Merchandise #5 contains properties that create physical
dependency?
11 !There’s a somewhat fine but important distinction between
addiction and physical dependency, as explained by the USbased National Institute on Drug Abuse here. In summary,
addiction results in compulsive drug use despite harmful
consequences, whereas with physical dependency the body
adapts to the drug requiring more of it to achieve a certain
effect (tolerance) and eliciting drug-specific physical or mental
symptoms if drug use is abruptly ceased (withdrawal). Physical
dependence in and of itself doesn’t constitute addiction, but
often accompanies it.
This explains why most of us do not offer tea or coffee to
children, recognising that they are ‘adult’ drinks. Yet many
adults, including parents give Coca-Cola and other caffeinelaced food products such as chocolate in quantity to their
children, perhaps because they do not understand the reasons
for the social taboo on tea and coffee for kids; i.e. they contain
a drug with known psychoactive properties.
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See also this wikipedia entry about caffeine, also these two
papers: Health effects of energy drinks on children, adolescents
and young adults by by Seifert et al (2011) and Nawrot et al
(2003) Effects of caffeine on human health.
12 !Ironically, Coca-Cola has financially benefitted greatly from the
growing market for decaffeinated products, including their
own. Caffeine is a cheap by-product of the chemical process
of decaffeinating tea leaves and coffee beans.
13 !See Saldana et al (2007) Carbonated beverages and chronic
kidney disease. A Framlington Osteoporosis study by Tucker et
al (2006) suggests it’s likely cola intake is also associated with
lower bone mineral density (BMD) in older women.
14 !As I learned in the 1980s when I worked for the Birmingham
company Albright & Wilson who produced washing powders.
Phosphoric acid was a by-product sold on to Coca-Cola and
other drinks companies.
15 !See this presentation made by Linda Hindle at the Birmingham
Sustainability Forum when she was the city’s Consultant
Dietician. Now with Public Health England, she is on our Panel
of Experts.
16 !See EU HFCS production to increase threefold when sugar quotas
end in 2017 in Food News. This kind of business action is in
conflict with the growing number of restrictions Governments
are attempting to impose on producers of high-sugar
products; see, for example, the US Food and Drug
Adminstration’s recent proposal on sugar labelling here, and
an account of the industry fight-back in Fortune magazine
here.
17 !It’s been known for some time that the fructose in HFCS per
calorie has a bigger impact on weight gain than the same
calorific quantity of sugar. It’s likely this is because we
metabolise it differently — it isn’t digested in the gut, but goes
straight to the liver (‘complete hepatic extraction of fructose’
is the phrase often used); see for example Mayes (1993),
Tappy et al (2013) or this account of experiments in labs at
Princeton University in 2010.
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21 !See, for example, Soffritti et al (2006) about asparatame, and
Karstadt (2006) regarding acesulfame K. The NHS takes a
more sanguine view, see here.
22 !See this report Tests show carcinogen levels in Coca-Cola vary
worldside from the Center for Science in the Public Interest in
June 2012.
23 !Coca-Cola was one of the major sponsors of the 2012
London Olympics, the legacy of which was a much-vaunted
part of decision to award the Games to the capital by the
Olympic Committee in July 2005, although it has recently been
described as a ‘failure’ and a ‘millstone’.
24 !Anahad O’Connor in the New York Times Coca-Cola funds
scientists who shift blame for obesity away from bad diets. See
also See Sarah Boseley in the Guardian here; also her book
The shape we’re in, and two BMJ articles: Jonathan Gornall’s
Sugar’s web of influence and Dr Margaret McCartney’s article Is
Coca-Cola’s anti-obesity scheme the real thing? specifically about
the Birmingham Coca-Cola deal.
25 !The Coca-Cola global strategy here in Birmingham is affecting
me: Last week, I received yet another flyer through my
letterbox for the programme, apparently this year in 74 of our
city parks. Presumably so did many if not all other Birmingham
citizens. Both the flyer and parks carry the Coca-Cola logo.
I’ve also noticed large adverts on many of our bus stands.
26 !For example, this 2014 OJEU contract for ‘automatic goods
vending machines’ with the ‘goods’ being ‘snacks,
confectionery, potato crisps, vending machine ingredients, soft
drinks’. The Coca-Cola Enterprise UK element of this had an
‘initial estimated total value’ of £355,120 excluding VAT.

18 !It is quite a challenge to keep to the 5% limit even without
consuming sugary drinks, as this 2014 Guardian article by a
mother seeking to cut back on her own and her family’s sugar
consumption: Life without sugar: One family’s 30-day challenge.
19 !See this New York Times article: Sugar season. It’s everywhere.
And addictive by cardiovascular research scientist James
Dinicolantonio & family physician and public health researcher
Sean Lucan.
20 !See, for example: Yang (2010) Gaining weight by ‘going diet’?
Artificial sweeteners and the neurobiology of sugar cravings and
this Nature paper Artificial sweeteners induce glucose
intolerance by altering the gut microbiota by Suez et al (2014).
For a layperson’s digest of some of this research, see this
blogpost Could artificial sweeteners raise your blood sugar? from
WebMD.
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STOP, START & CONTINUE

summary table
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CONTINUE

All commercial and sponsorship contracts
with food and drinks companies whose
products (or most products) carry
standard-rate VAT.

Finding ways to encourage start-ups and
SMEs who produce, promote or sell
healthy foods; e.g. the many fruit and veg
shops in several Middle Ring areas, also
some privately-owned independent
catering companies.

The drive to create new employment
opportunities — some via new
mechanisms; e.g. changes in licensing
through the replication of projects such as
Box Chicken.

All vending machines selling food and
drinks products that carry standard-rate
VAT on Council properties and schools,
including those outlets run by Serco.

The City Council to use their powers to
encourage the expansion of the catering
industry selling healthy food products,
including streetfood.

Celebrating our relatively new niche
companies that play a part on the national
stage, such as East End Foods, Wing Yip
and Minor Weir and Willis.

All advertising of food and drinks
products which carry standard-rate VAT
from all Council properties, starting with
parks, schools and leisure centres
including those run by Serco, taking as an
exemplar the 2007 Ofcom rules on
television advertising of food and drink
products to children.

Build on the success of the Elliott Review
Birmingham by joining or, better still,
leading the national debate on the local
authority role in meeting the
recommendations set out in the 2014
Elliott Review into the integrity and
assurance of food supply networks.

Celebrating the city’s non-commercial
organisations with national standing; e.g.
UoB’s Food Safety Group, University
College Birmingham, the Nationwide
Caterers Association as well as regional
bodies such as Harper Adams University,
Warwick’s Food GRP, the NFU and
AHDB.

Marketing Birmingham & the City
Council promote only those food outlets
with a food hygiene rating of 4 or 5, with
a view to all promoted outlets having a 5rating within two years.

Adverting our gourmet food outlets, and
our niche restaurants in all their guises
(though with the caveat under START left
about food hygiene safety standards).

Begin negotiations with Centro for the
removal of all advertising of food and
drinks products which carry standard-rate
VAT from their property.

ActiveLives programme in Birmingham
parks and open spaces in collaboration
with BOSF, whilst exploring other
funding models.

The Coca-Cola ParkLives programme as
soon as possible.

Health for Life in Birmingham South and
expand it across the city, but with a
different funding model.
Ensure all Council catering premises have
a food hygiene rating of 4 or 5, with a
view to all of them having a 5-rating
within two years
Encourage the highest of standards by
(1) Birmingham food outlets following the
legal requirement in Wales to display their
Food Hygiene Rating &
(2) restaurants and cafes displaying their
Food Hygiene Rating on their menus.

Reference to the former IMI Witton site
as a ‘Food Hub Zone’.

!

Allocate sufficient resources for
Environmental Services to fulfil their legal
and professional obligations regarding
food hygiene or if this is financially
impossible for the City Council alone, to
take a lead role in the discussions among
other local authorities, the FSA et al as to
how this can be achieved.

Celebrating the highest of food testing
standards carried out by Birmingham
Environmental Health under the FSA
Code of Practice.

The City Council — or ideally, the new
West Midlands Combined Authority
(WMCA) to carry out a feasibility study to
develop a profitable local food supply
system over, say, a 20-year time frame.

Consider the possibility of the city having
a Food [Hub] Zone through public
discussion with potential key players about
its nature, purpose and location.
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