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AgRICuLTuRE 
Carmen Hubbard, Andrew Moxey & David Harvey 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM? 

The agricultural sector will be one of those most affected by the end of the transition period. Despite 
its minimal contribution to national wealth (less than 1% of total GDP and 1.5% of employment), 
the sector supports downstream and upstream industries, which contribute over £100 billion to 
the economy and employ around four million people. Moreover, the sector supports much of the 
social and cultural fabric of the countryside, shaping the landscape and its ecosystems. 

Under the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), British farmers benefitted from various 
types of support. Current CAP annual payments to UK farmers amount to £2.5 billion. A further 
£800 million per year is paid for environmental conservation and rural development schemes. 
Yet the CAP has often been criticised for its bureaucracy, for favouring large landowners and for 
having a detrimental effect on millions of farmers around the world due to its high import tariffs, 
and, especially in its early days, for encouraging excessive intensification and environmental 
degradation. Consequently, Brexit has been hailed as a ‘once in a life-time opportunity for British 
farmers’.  

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

UK farms currently rely on public funding for a significant proportion of their net income. The 
removal of current support, particularly direct payments, will expose many farms to extreme 
pressures and cause changes to management practices and/or a reallocation of resources (land, 
labour, capital) between enterprises and sub-sectors, and even exit from farming altogether. 

Agriculture is a devolved policy, therefore interpretations of how best to capitalise on and benefit 
from Brexit differ across different British farmers and their elected political representatives. 
London and (to a certain extent) Cardiff favour a rapid transition away from direct (area) payments 
to ‘public money for public goods’ (e.g. clean air and water quality, soil health, biodiversity and 
measures to mitigate climate change). The same enthusiasm cannot be found for these ideas in 
Belfast or Edinburgh, reflecting fundamental differences over how agriculture, food production 
and rural communities are perceived across the four nations. 

These differences were apparent in the separate policy consultations undertaken in each nation 
but have hardened more recently following a succession of UK Government pronouncements. 
These included the Agriculture Bill (now Act) and the Internal Market Bill, both of which are 
perceived as undermining devolution by imposing (either explicitly or implicitly) the will of 
London beyond England.  

Pressure from farming and other lobbies forced a degree of backtracking from the Government’s 
purist vision — and the final version of the Agriculture Act both recognised, to some extent, the 
importance of food production (and highlighted in the new Food Strategy) and concerns about 
the potential impact of trade deals on animal welfare standards. For example, the creation of 
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the Trade and Agriculture Commission, as a statutory body advising on production standards, 
and the hurried introduction of the ‘Sustainable Farming Incentive’ (which looks similar to past 
income support measures) as a stepping-stone to the introduction of the Environmental Land 
Management Scheme (ELMS). Cardiff, too, is rethinking the balance between public good and land 
management. 

The challenges of meeting Net Zero greenhouse gas (GHG) targets and addressing the biodiversity 
emergency will bear heavily on agriculture but hopes appear to be pinned on ‘win-win’ options - 
technological silver-bullets or statistical tricks - rather than an acceptance that radical change is 
required. Environmental interest groups are already loudly complaining of a lack of real ambition in 
England’s 25-year environment plan and its equivalents in Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales. 

Meanwhile, Brexit is already disrupting habitual trading patterns for farmers on either side of the 
North Channel.   

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg? 
Policy will need to be as adaptive and responsive as the Government is asking farmers to be. 
Structural adjustment can be managed, at both policy and farm levels. But it needs and deserves 
public assistance to be as smooth as possible. 

Although the Government’s position is to maintain overall funding levels, at least for the duration 
of this Parliament, this may change beyond that as public spending pressures grow. At the ground 
level, farmers’ incomes will change, dramatically in the case of beef and sheep farmers, who are 
heavily reliant on direct payments. For example, the NFU estimates that, by 2024, livestock 
farmers will lose between 60 and 80% of their income following the reduction in CAP direct 
support.  

Farmers will have to adapt to the new Environmental Land Management Scheme, which is less 
than fully specified at present. This will generate significant and uneven structural adjustment, 
which will also inevitably lead to unforeseen and unwanted side effects, which policy makers will 
need to respond to. 

The freshly unveiled roadmap map for sustainable farming (The Path for Sustainable Farming) 
aims to encourage English farmers to produce food more sustainably while protecting the 
environment, enhancing animal welfare and mitigating climate change. However, how these goals 
will be achieved remains to be seen, as details about how and whom will be rewarded are still 
unclear.

Additionally, the policy differences across nations, particularly the rapid elimination (in England) 
or maintenance (in Scotland) of direct payments, will also raise frictions about fairness and market 
competition in the internal UK market. The consequences for farmers, food supplies, land use, the 
countryside, and wider rural communities and for us all as food consumers, are largely unknown. 

For consumers, so far, food security has not been a problem in the UK and will not become an 
issue as long as imports are readily available. But importing food, particularly from countries 
where food and animal standards maybe lower than in the UK, has been, and will remain, a cause 
for concern. According to the Agriculture Act 2020, the Government has to report on our food 
security to Parliament every three years (with the first report expected at the end of 2021).  

https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-matt-lucas-video-mocking-boris-johnsons-speech-to-the-nation-goes-viral-11986438
https://news.sky.com/story/general-election-trust-might-be-the-ballots-defining-factor-11882748
https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/no-10s-no-deal-dilemma
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Brexit may well be a ‘once in a life-time opportunity for British farmers’. But, by the same token, 
it is also a threat to established management practices and farm business. There is no doubt that 
some, perhaps many, of these practices were best fitted to a poorly conceived and ill-directed CAP, 
even after successive reforms. But the radical changes envisaged in the emerging UK and regional 

policies risk making similar mistakes unless we are careful. 

CLIMATE CHANgE 
Paul Tobin 

WHERE WE HAvE COME FROM? 

The UK became the first state in the world to create a Climate Change Act back in 2008, with a 
pioneering commitment that created an independent Climate Change Committee and placed five-
yearly ‘carbon budgets’ in legislative stone. Occurring just before the global financial crisis, while 
climate change was at the top of the UK’s political agenda, the Act achieved cross-party support. 
In the following years, climate change received less Government attention. Investment was slashed 
during the austerity agenda of the early-2010s, exemplified by the 2015 decision to scrap the Zero 
Carbon Homes policy. To date, the UK has been able to meet its international climate commitments, 
particularly due to the replacement of coal in the electricity sector. However, during much of the 
2010s, momentum was lost, with no real progress in reducing emissions from buildings or transport.

WHERE WE ARE NOW? 

During the mid-to-late 2010s, the UK saw political capacity distracted by Brexit negotiations, not 
least through the merger of the Department of Energy and Climate Change with Energy and Industrial 
Strategy, to make space for the Department for Exiting the European Union. Under Theresa May, the 
bulk of climate action was symbolic. The UK Parliament followed Scotland and Wales in declaring 
a ‘climate emergency’, followed by similar declarations from local authorities throughout the UK. 
Theresa May’s 2019 commitment to become net zero by 2050 represented a tangible commitment, 
and was legislated before many other major economies. Yet, the UK is currently underperforming in 
its pursuit of that goal. In theory, Johnson’s long-awaited 10-point net zero plan should steepen the 
UK’s emissions reduction trajectory. But is it ambitious enough?

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg? 

The much-anticipated 10-Point Plan, published in November 2020, sought to paint a positive 
post-Covid-19 picture of climate-friendly economic growth. The wide-ranging proposals featured 
a variety of priority areas, such as further expansion of offshore wind, investment in new nuclear 
technologies, and ambitions for the City to become the global centre for green finance. These 
headline goals were matched by £12bn in Government funds, although only around £3bn appears to 
be additional spending. 

https://gov.wales/no-deal-action-plan
https://gov.wales/no-deal-action-plan
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/85469/1/Greenest_government_ever_or_green_crap_FINAL.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-government-overview-no-deal-preparations/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-government-overview-no-deal-preparations/
https://ukandeu.ac.uk/brexit-and-the-environment-what-can-we-expect/
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/china-coronavirus-hacking-uk-us
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/china-coronavirus-hacking-uk-us
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/huawei-uk-ban-5g
https://www.green-alliance.org.uk/net_zero_policy_tracker_press_release.php
https://www.computerweekly.com/news/252486422/Russia-Report-reveals-long-running-cyber-warfare-campaign-against-UK
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/nov/18/is-12bn-enough-to-get-uk-on-track-for-net-zero-carbon-emissions
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At first sight, the plan seemed promising. It was broadly welcomed by environmental campaigners 
who also highlighted that it was insufficient on its own. For example, Carbon Brief’s Simon Evans 
found that the new measures would only close 55% of the gap to meeting the UK’s existing carbon 
budgets, let alone suffice for the net zero target. The European Green Deal agreed by the EU is 
more comprehensive, with an upgraded emissions target of a 55% reduction on 1990 levels by 2030 
agreed in December.  Days earlier though, Johnson had already elevated the UK’s 2030 climate 
commitment from a reduction of around 53-57% to one of 68%, compared to a 1990 baseline. The 
UK’s 68% reduction pledge is a signal of leadership in the run-up to hosting November’s COP26. 
However, widespread policy action is needed now to achieve the new goal, not least so that the UK 
can maintain its commitments to climate action as agreed in the post-Brexit agreement. The EU-UK 
Trade and Cooperation Agreement makes a commitment to ‘high levels of protection’ in the fight 
against climate change, which was a slight surprise following reports that the UK had been reluctant 
for climate change to be an ‘essential element’ of the agreement during negotiations. In this post-
Brexit context, then, the UK will need to demonstrate new climate ambition in many areas.

First, the UK needs to support its 10-Point Plan with more funds and more specificity. The £220m 
committed to nuclear fusion back in October 2019 and £9m to a hydrogen research facility in 
November 2020 show that the UK can invest where it sees potential, but more straightforward 
solutions to climate change are available. The UK aims to produce 40GW of offshore wind by 2030. 
From a climate perspective, the entire electricity sector needs to be decarbonised as soon as possible, 
necessitating a move away from gas as well as coal, which in turn requires a detailed roadmap. The 
construction of the world’s largest offshore wind project on Dogger Bank is promising but needs to 
be one action amongst many. 

Second, more powers and resources need to be allocated to the local level after years of austerity, and 
greater attention paid to maintaining citizen engagement. We saw climate change hit the top of the 
political agenda in 2008 only to fall away again, and time is running out for such peaks and troughs 
of interest. One approach that looks to have worked well elsewhere (such as Ireland) is citizens’ 
assemblies. The UK Parliament has begun to experiment with this approach, which merits further 
initiatives as a way of bringing citizens into the decision-making process.

Finally, in November 2021, the UK will co-host with Italy the 26th United Nations ‘Conference 
of the Parties’ (COP) on climate change. The event will be the first such conference to be hosted 
on UK soil, presenting a golden opportunity to establish the UK’s post-Brexit climate credentials. 
Having been delayed due to the pandemic, the UK has enjoyed more time to prepare for a conference 
that represents the first five-yearly ‘ratchet’ of ambition since the diplomatically successful but 
climatically inadequate Paris conference in 2015. There, President Laurent Fabius was an effective 
orchestrator of collaboration, creating pressure to excel for the UK’s choice of President. In January 
2020, the UK replaced its first choice of COP26 President, Claire O’Neill, with Conservative minister 
Alok Sharma, who favours the expansion of Heathrow airport, despite its climate implications, 
emphasising the benefits to his Reading West constituency. Moreover, the UK’s decision to cut 
international development funding is contrary to the facilitation of climate action in economically 
developing states, which is a key goal following Paris 2015.

All eyes will be on the UK in November this year. If the country wishes to be seen as a leader, it will 
need to start acting like one, in practice as well as rhetoric.

https://theconversation.com/fact-check-us-what-is-the-impact-of-russian-interference-in-the-us-presidential-election-146711
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2020/nov/03/covid-related-cybercrime-drives-attacks-on-uk-to-record-number
https://www.enisa.europa.eu/topics/nis-directive
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/506/contents/made
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_20_2531
https://www.ft.com/content/0f09f819-77b3-45d8-9ba3-76a3042c240c
https://www.cpni.gov.uk/critical-national-infrastructure-0
https://www.cpni.gov.uk/critical-national-infrastructure-0
https://in.reuters.com/article/uk-britain-hydrogen/britains-national-grid-gets-funding-for-hydrogen-research-facility-idUKKBN28A167
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/888336/CCS207_CCS0320329850-001_Network_and_Information_Systems_Regulations_Post-Implementation_Review_Web.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/888336/CCS207_CCS0320329850-001_Network_and_Information_Systems_Regulations_Post-Implementation_Review_Web.pdf
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/data-protection-at-the-end-of-the-transition-period/data-protection-at-the-end-of-the-transition-period/the-gdpr/
https://ukdefencejournal.org.uk/the-five-eyes-the-intelligence-alliance-of-the-anglosphere/
https://ukcop26.org/
https://ukcop26.org/
https://www.ft.com/content/ccc68ffc-7c1e-11e9-81d2-f785092ab560
https://www.crest-approved.org/wp-content/uploads/CREST-Cyber-Threat-Intelligence.pdf
https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/
https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/
https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/


BREXIT AND BEYOND – POLICY8

COMPETITION POLICY 
Bruce Lyons & Andreas Stephan 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

Competition law is designed to prevent monopoly type outcomes that harm consumers via higher 
prices and fewer incentives for firms to innovate or improve service. It works by: (i) prohibiting 
cartels (where firms enter into a secret conspiracy to raise prices) and other agreements that reduce 
competition; (ii) by making it illegal for dominant firms (those with a very high share of the market) 
to abuse their power by preventing other businesses from challenging their monopoly influence or 
by otherwise harming consumers; (iii) preventing mergers that would otherwise significantly reduce 
competition in the market, or imposing conditions (such as requiring the merging firms to sell some 
of their operations), and (iv) investigating markets where competition is not working well. 

The European Commission deals with all anti-competitive agreements, conduct by dominant firms, 
and mergers affecting more than one member state. The UK’s Competition and Markets Authority 
(CMA) and sector regulators applied both EU and domestic rules (which essentially mirrored each 
other) in cases that principally affected only UK markets. For many years, the CMA had much 
stronger powers than its European counterparts including, for example, the power to break up firms 
as part of its market investigations. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

On 1 January the CMA became responsible for all competition cases that affect UK markets, both 
domestic and international. One implication is that businesses selling in both the UK and the 
EU must now contend with two regulatory regimes.  The CMA anticipates a 50% increase in the 
number of merger cases it will have to review and potentially an even greater increase in the number 
of anticompetitive agreement and abuse of dominance cases. The CMA’s track record in terms of 
the number and speed of non-merger decisions is poor compared with the European Commission 
and equivalents in other member states. The UK Government has increased its budget from £70m 
to £90m and allowed it to expand its staff from 640 at the end of March 2018 to 853 a year later, 
making it a little larger than its Brussels counterpart. 

The UK-EU agreement contains an obligation to maintain a competiton law regime in relation to 
anti-competitive agreements, abuse of dominance and anti-competitive mergers.  Apart from certain 
exceptions and caveats relating to specific industries, the agreement contains no detail on how these 
laws should be designed, or any detailed minimum requirements. Nor is the relevant chapter subject 
to dispute settlement, which suggests there is little to prevent the UK from diverging from EU rules 
in this area.
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WHERE ARE WE HEADINg? 

While EU law is likely to remain influential in the UK for some years to come, the interpretation 
and substance of UK competition laws may diverge from the EU. EU law relies on the case law and 
guidance of the Court of Justice of the European Union, which will continue to change over time. 
The UK will no longer be obliged to follow those changes. Additionally, the CMA is no longer a 
member of the European Competition Network (ECN), which facilitates exchanges of confidential 
information between EU regulators. The CMA will need to replicate this cooperation through bilateral 
arrangements and by strengthening agreements it already has in place with competition authorities 
around the world.

The UK is now free to make changes to its own competition laws. However, fundamental changes are 
unlikely because of wide international convergence in this area, and because significant divergence 
would create additional costs for firms wishing to trade in the UK and the EU.  A divergence in 
merger rules could discourage or delay acquisitions that bring investment to the UK. 

The scope for change in the short-term therefore lies primarily with how the CMA prioritises its 
work. Independent of direct ministerial control, it enjoys significant freedom to shape its priorities 
and focus on industries and practices that are of particular concern to UK citizens.   A return to greater 
Government control — for example by widening the ability of the Secretary of State to intervene 
on public interest grounds — has been mooted, but appears unlikely for the time being, except in 
relation to foreign takeovers that threaten national security. So the CMA’s priorities are likely to 
include the ensuring that the Covid-19 pandemic is not used as an opportunity to stifle competition 
and innovation; digital markets and the growing power of tech giants such as Amazon, Facebook 
and Google; and consideration of the extent to which competition policy should accommodate non-
competition factors such as the environment, or industrial policy. 

Digital markets are the subject of considerable debate, which has emphasised the need for 
international cooperation. The CMA has conducted an internationally influential market study into 
digital advertising and launched a digital markets taskforce.  A Digital Markets Unit will be set up 
within the CMA to enforce a new code of conduct for dominant platforms (e.g.  Google and Facebook).  

Consideration of digital markets is further advanced than how to incorporate climate change. This 
might be feasible in a competition policy framework, but any further dilution of a competition focus 
(e.g. activist industrial policy) would be challenging because the CMA does not have the authority to 
balance political priorities. The current narrow scope for public policy interventions involves decision 
making by the Secretary of State, who takes into account advice from the CMA. A separate new 
advisory role for the CMA will be to provide technical advice on potential distortions to competition 
created by devolved regulation within the UK internal market.  

Brexit means a significant repatriation of control over how markets are regulated, and an enhanced 
international role for the CMA. While this is unlikely to result in any significant changes in the core 
elements of competition policy, the CMA will have a new freedom to interpret the rules and focus 
enforcement priorities on the areas of greatest importance to the UK. 
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CONSuMER PROTECTION
Steve Weatherill 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

The EU has a chunky body of legislation addressing the protection of the consumer. It largely 
comprises harmonising rules designed to provide a common regulatory foundation for the EU’s 
internal market. It stretches from timeshares to package holidays, product liability to credit, roaming 
charges to food safety, and includes two important measures of general application, the Directive 
forbidding use of unfair terms in consumer contracts, and the Directive prohibiting use of unfair 
commercial practices in business-to-consumer transactions.  All these measures were implemented 
by the UK during its time as a member of the EU through a combination of primary and secondary 
legislation. The current pattern of consumer protection law in the UK is therefore a mix of EU and 
domestically sourced rules which would be forbiddingly difficult to disentangle, but which provides 
the starting-point for thinking about reform. 

EU action is not confined to legislation. The assumptions underpinning its internal market are 
consumer-friendly: the beneficiary of the more efficient competitive economy created at the EU level 
and replacing markets previously fragmented along national lines should be the consumer.  So the EU 
rules which prohibit obstacles to free movement of goods and services between member states are 
rules from which the consumer is intended to benefit; the EU rules which prohibit anti-competitive 
practices serve the consumer interest. These rules are generally enforced by the Commission and/ 
or traders relying on EU law in proceedings before national courts, so the consumer is engaged only 
indirectly. But since 1993, the date proclaimed for the completion of the internal market, the active 
consumer has enjoyed the right to buy goods anywhere in the EU and bring them home for personal 
consumption without the need to pay anything to reflect inter-state differences in tax or excise 
duties. The proliferation of large supermarkets in Northern France, close to the Channel Tunnel, is 
simply one high-profile consequence of the EU’s release of consumer freedom.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

On 1 January 2021, when the transition period expired, some of this changed immediately, while 
other matters are now changeable, depending on political preferences.

The immediate changes flow from the fact that no longer do the rules of the EU’s internal market 
govern trade between the UK and the EU27. Shopping in France will still be possible, but not under 
the conditions enjoyed by the British consumer until the end of 2020. The probable restoration of 
‘duty free’ shopping — whereby a limited amount of goods bought from designated outlets may be 
imported into the UK without payment of applicable duties  - will doubtless be hailed as a boon, but 
its advantages are minimal when compared with their rights during the period of UK membership 
of the  EU. 
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More generally, the advantages of frictionless trade within the EU internal market vanished at the 
beginning of 2021. EU free movement law and competition law bind the EU’s 27 member states, but 
no longer do they bind the UK. Exactly how much friction there will be at the border between the UK 
and the EU27 depends on a range of legal, political and economic choices, but the bottom line is that 
there will be more friction than before, and the combination of non-tariff barriers and physical checks 
will be costly. And just as the benefits of the internal market are ultimately felt by the consumer, 
so too the costs of leaving the internal market will be felt by the consumer, most conspicuously 
via higher prices and reduced choice. The UK has also quit the EU’s customs union, so reckon too 
with loss of the advantages secured by the EU’s many agreements with third countries. Some have 
been replaced in whole or in part by agreements struck between the UK and third countries, but not 
all, and the gaps will affect the UK market generally and the consumer within it in particular. The 
consumer in the UK is also likely to be affected by the ending of free movement and residence rights 
of EU nationals in the UK, which will have an impact on established patterns of work and provision 
of services in sectors such as hospitality, care and agriculture.

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

Much changed immediately on 1 January 2021, but much did not. The existing pattern whereby 
UK consumer protection law is composed of a rich plurality of EU-sourced initiatives as well as 
purely domestic measures endures. What changed on 1 January 2021 was that the pattern became 
changeable. The rules that exist as a necessary consequence of the UK’s membership  of the EU 
became rules which the government of the day is free to alter, extend or discard. EU membership 
mandated a protected core of consumer protection law in the UK,  but from 2021 there is only law 
open to change pursuant to domestic political fashion. The Trade and Co-operation Agreement struck 
in late December 2020 engages little with the protection of the consumer. Some specific obligations 
are accepted by both the EU and the UK as a means to encourage trust in digital trade and in the 
regulation of air transport, but, in accordance with the overall structure of the Agreement, none of 
the EU’s legislative acquis applies directly to the UK. Moreover  the non-regression norms applicable 
to aspects of labour law and environmental protection do not extend to consumer law. So room for 
the UK to diverge from EU norms is ensured. That release of regulatory freedom could in principle 
mean stronger consumer protection just as much as it could mean weaker consumer protection, but 
in practice, given the current government’s political colour, claims that the UK’s departure from the 
EU will not mean a surge of deregulation have consumer lawyers counting their spoons. It is at least 
possible that the rhetoric of reducing red tape and setting business free from regulatory shackles will 
in 2021 quickly be deployed to call into question long established techniques of consumer protection 
in the UK, whether they are EU-sourced or domestic.
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CYBER SECuRITY 
Tim Stevens

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

Recent years have underlined that cybersecurity — broadly, the protection of computer networks 
from harm — is a central concern of national policy. From Chinese cyberespionage and the furore over 
Huawei and 5G, to Russian cyber sabotage and electoral interference, and to resurgent cybercrime 
during the Covid-19 pandemic, we understand more than ever the critical importance of digital 
infrastructures to contemporary life. Criminal and strategic cyber actors capitalise on the lack of 
national borders in global information environments like the Internet. 

Alliances and partnerships are therefore critical to maintaining UK cybersecurity, including those 
with our European neighbours. As a member of the EU, the UK has been integral to developing 
EU cybersecurity policy over many years, a role from which it has benefited and which it now 
relinquishes. Brexit will not irrevocably damage either UK or EU cybersecurity, but it will reduce the 
operational effectiveness of each, introduce uncertainty into a number of areas important to security 
and policing, and exclude the UK from EU cybersecurity decision-making.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

Some recent EU cybersecurity measures will remain on the UK’s statute books. For instance, the 
EU Security of Networks and Information Systems (NIS) Directive was transposed into British law 
in May 2018 and regulates the cybersecurity readiness of the owners and operators of UK critical 
national infrastructure. This is a work in progress but early signs are that firms are responding 
positively, thereby reducing the overall cyber risk to the UK.  Similarly, the EU General Data Protection 
Regulation (GDPR), which has done so much to raise the awareness and protection of citizen and 
consumer data, will continue to be an important part of the UK data protection landscape. 

That said, the UK’s cybersecurity posture is mostly independent of EU competences, which is 
why the Government had ‘no ask’ during the cybersecurity component of negotiations. The mood 
music in Whitehall and Westminster has long been ambivalent on the benefit of continued UK-
EU cybersecurity cooperation. It will continue to benefit from other strategic partnerships, like the 
Anglophone intelligence alliance, the Five Eyes (FVEY). The overlap between cybersecurity and 
signals intelligence (SIGINT) is substantial and FVEY SIGINT agencies, like UK’S GCHQ, are key 
conduits for the exchange of cyber threat intelligence (CTI) essential to UK national cybersecurity. 
For example, the UK’s National Cyber Security Centre (NCSC) is part of GCHQ, where much of 
Britain’s cybersecurity experience and sovereign capabilities reside. CTI will also flow between FVEY 
and European partners like France and the Netherlands through the ‘Nine Eyes’ arrangement and 
with the wider SIGINT Seniors Europe (SSEUR) group. Similarly, most EU states are also members 
of NATO, which has its own cybersecurity agenda and responsibilities.

https://order-order.com/2020/12/24/exclusive-governments-own-deal-analysis-scorecard-reckons-uk-won-43-of-negotiating-issues-40-were-compromises-17-eu-wins/
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WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

Nonetheless, Brexit poses challenges to British and European cybersecurity which were not resolved 
in the Trade and Cooperation Agreement. For instance, the UK’s level of access to EU policing and 
security databases, essential to fighting cybercrime, will be seriously diminished. Together with 
the UK’s withdrawal from the European Arrest Warrant, post-Brexit cooperation on crime will be 
‘clunkier, clumsier and more expensive’, in the words of the Metropolitan Police Commissioner. UK 
negotiators’ overtures to avoid these eventualities were characterised by Germany as ‘impossible 
demands’ the EU could not meet. 

This at a time when existing mechanisms are already struggling to cope with cybercrime volume 
and diversity, a situation exacerbated by the pandemic. British citizens are more likely to fall victim 
to cybercrime than any other form of criminal activity and the new arrangement will not improve 
that situation.  So, while the UK will remain a signatory to the Budapest Convention on Cybercrime, 
Brexit means it will no longer be a formal participant in the transnational cooperation mechanisms 
it recommends.  Both parties, however, have agreed to a new Security of Information Agreement 
(SOIA) that will facilitate the exchange of classified information as appropriate.

Brexit introduces uncertainty into high-level cybersecurity decision making, as it does in other 
security fields. The UK has lost its seat on Europol’s management board — which it once led —
and thereby its ability to shape pan-European policing priorities and to lead Europol cybercrime 
operations.  It will also forfeit its position in the EU Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA), which plays 
an important role in improving member states’ cybersecurity. Some operational cooperation will 
persist, not least as the Agreement allows for re-engagement with ENISA, EU-CERT (EU Computer 
Emergency Response Team) and the NIS Cooperation Group. However, this will be on a mutually 
consensual basis and the UK will be a ‘third country’ under these arrangements and excluded from 
most, if not all, of the EU’s strategic cybersecurity decision-making.

The  UK is also now a ‘rule-taker’ on data protection if it wishes to maintain the ‘adequacy’ under 
GDPR that UK companies need to share personal data with EU firms and organisations.  An interim 
provision for data exchange has been negotiated but if the UK diverges from it, the arrangement will 
cease with immediate effect. The UK Government continues to consult on how firms wishing to 
sell into the EU Digital Single Market should meet the certification requirements of the EU Cyber 
Security Act, legislation the UK helped develop. 

A recent Harvard study ranked the UK third — after the US and China — in its index of 30 
‘comprehensive national cyber powers’. It is doubtless better placed than most countries in terms 
of national intent, capabilities and partnerships to meet the diverse challenges of cybersecurity. 
Enthusiastic noises about the UK being ’safer’ moving forward are, however, misplaced. There are 
significant operational and strategic challenges for UK cybersecurity cooperation and information-
sharing in the years ahead. The EU is also losing a highly capable member of relevant EU institutions, 
although it has been distancing itself from the UK for a while. 

The Agreement indicates a lukewarm willingness to cooperate but does little to knit the two parties 
together functionally. The UK will look to NATO, FVEY and new bi- and multi-lateral relationships 
for cybersecurity gains,  more than to the EU, albeit the participants may often be EU states. The 
hope in the cybersecurity community is that citizens, firms and national security will not be 
compromised as a result.

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-55351598
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/948107/EU_UK_Security_of_Information_Agreement_24.12.2020.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/nis-cooperation-group
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-55449080
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ENERgY
Jim Watson 

WHERE WE HAvE COME FROM?

The majority of the energy used in the UK is still supplied by fossil fuels — oil, gas and coal. That 
has started to change in the last two decades due to increasing evidence about climate change. In the 
1990s and early 2000s, UK policy was dominated by a focus on market liberalisation as a way to 
deliver affordable and reliable energy to citizens. The UK was influential in shaping several waves of 
energy liberalisation implemented by the EU. 

More recently, there has been a fundamental shift in policy priorities. The Climate Change Act 2008 
committed the UK to medium — and long-term targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
Between 1990 and 2019, UK greenhouse gas emissions fell by 45%. This reduction was mainly 
due to a shift from coal to gas in the electricity sector, energy efficiency and changes in industrial 
structure. 

These changes have been reinforced by a rapid increase in the deployment of renewable energy 
technologies. Renewables such as wind and solar now generate around a third of the electricity we 
use. Whilst the investment in renewables was driven by national policies, the EU was an important 
influence. The 2009 Renewable Energy Directive gave the UK a very ambitious target of reaching 
15% of energy consumption from renewables by 2020. Whilst this target is unlikely to be met, the 
UK will be much closer to achieving it than many believed possible when it was agreed.

Elsewhere, progress has been much slower. Fossil fuels are still dominate in other economic sectors. 
Emissions from road, rail and air transport have hardly changed in the past decade. Whilst emissions 
from homes have fallen due to energy efficiency, the UK has done far less to decarbonise heating 
than some other EU countries such as Sweden.

WHERE WE ARE NOW?

In 2019, the UK became one of the first countries to legislate a target of achieving net-zero greenhouse 
gas emissions by the middle of this century. This was followed in late 2020 by a Ten Point Plan for 
a Green Industrial Revolution and a long awaited energy White Paper. They include more ambitious 
commitments to reduce emissions across the economy. However, the mechanisms to deliver many 
of these commitments remain unclear and significant policy gaps remain. 

There are two main reasons for this flurry of activity, other than the need to meet domestic targets. 
First, the Ten Point Plan is part of a broader strategy to stimulate economic recovery from the 
impacts of Covid-19. Second, the UK Government is keen to demonstrate international leadership 
and encourage other countries to do more to reduce emissions. In 2021, the UK will be chair of the 
G7 and, more importantly, co-chair of the international climate change talks in Glasgow.

https://www.carbonbrief.org/will-the-uk-meet-its-2020-renewables-target
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-ten-point-plan-for-a-green-industrial-revolution
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-ten-point-plan-for-a-green-industrial-revolution
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-white-paper-powering-our-net-zero-future
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WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

For the time being, leaving the EU is unlikely to mean any downgrading of ambition on climate 
change. The UK-EU Agreement includes commitments not to reduce the level of environmental or 
climate protection. The UK has been one of the more positive voices at the EU table, arguing for more 
action to reduce emissions. As the more ambitious plan to phase out of petrol and diesel vehicles by 
2030 illustrates, there is also some positive competition between the UK and other countries. 

However, there are questions about whether the UK’s ambitions will be harder to deliver due to 
Brexit. For example, the decision to bring forward the phase out of petrol and diesel vehicles is partly 
driven by the increasing maturity of electric vehicles. It is also due to a desire to create more jobs 
in battery and vehicle manufacture — and to shore up the UK car industry, which could be severely 
impacted by Brexit.   

Brexit could also have an impact on the UK’s ability to deliver a larger electricity system that is both 
low carbon and reliable. To do this, a range of strategies are required — including more international 
interconnectors with other countries.  Current investment plans will double interconnector capacity 
over the next few years. International trade in electricity and gas will therefore continue to be 
important — and could increase. However, the UK-EU Agreement does not include details of future 
trading arrangements, which will be negotiated by April 2022.  Northern Ireland will continue to be 
part of the single electricity market with the Republic of Ireland.  In the meantime, there is a risk of 
an increase in prices for households and businesses. 

Leaving the EU will affect the UK’s approach to carbon pricing, which will continue to be an important 
part of the policy mix. The UK pioneered carbon trading in the late 2000s and was instrumental in 
establishing the EU-wide emissions trading scheme which is still operating today. The Agreement 
confirms that the UK will implement an independent scheme after Brexit. Whilst the government 
says this will be more stringent than the European scheme, there are few details. Furthermore, both 
the UK and EU will need to decide whether to tax imports from countries with less demanding 
policies to create a level playing field with domestic producers. 

Brexit could also impact funding for the innovation and investment that will be required for the 
energy transition. As with many other sectors, European programmes have been an important source 
of funding and international research collaboration. Given the pressures on public finances in the UK, 
important questions remain about whether the UK will be able to invest at the level required — and 
to enjoy the benefits of international collaboration.  
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ENvIRONMENT 
Charlotte Burns 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM? 

The environment was not a major topic during the Brexit referendum campaign but rapidly gained 
increased attention in the aftermath of the vote to leave the EU. Environmental campaigners were 
concerned that outside the EU the UK would be able to weaken environmental standards and would 
not implement and enforce policy effectively. There were also worries that UK environmental policy 
would become a political football with standards changing depending upon election outcomes, 
creating uncertainty for investors and undermining the decarbonisation of the UK economy. 

Theresa May’s government moved to assuage these concerns by committing to a ‘Green Brexit’ that 
would be delivered via, first, a 25-year environment plan for England setting out long term targets. 
Second, three pieces of legislation to provide legislative underpinning to those commitments and 
to replace EU frameworks — agriculture, fisheries and the environment.  And finally, a legislative 
commitment to net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. 

The 2019 General Election saw exceptionally high levels of concern for environmental issues, and 
extensive manifesto commitments from all parties. Upon becoming Prime Minister, Boris Johnson 
promised that his Government would be world-leading in its environmental ambition but for months 
that commitment took a back seat to the pandemic. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

The Environment Bill should be adopted by early 2021. It requires the Government to bring forward 
five-year environmental improvement plans and targets for air quality, water, biodiversity, and 
resource management. The Environment Minister is also required  to prepare a policy statement on 
environmental principles to inform policy, which is reinforced by the inclusion of environmental 
principles in the new Free Trade Agreement with the EU

The Environment Bill creates an Office for Environmental Protection (OEP) to oversee implementation 
and enforcement of policy. The OEP is supposed to be up and running by July 2021, with an interim 
body in place from January 2021. Dame Glenys Stacey has been announced as the inaugural chair. 
One hundred and twenty-two pieces of environmental legislation have been adopted to smooth the 
end of transition by closing potential legislative loopholes caused by the UK leaving the EU. 

In addition, the trade agreement between the EU and UK brings more regulatory certainty by including 
a principle of non-regression (stipulating that neither side should weaken existing protections either 
by rolling them back or failing to enforce them) and provides for cooperation over enforcement.  

Brexit has also provided the opportunity to rethink agriculture and fisheries as we leave the EU’s 
Common Agriculture and Fisheries Policies (CAP and CFP). The newly adopted Agriculture Act 
establishes a public money for public goods approach whereby farmers will be paid for providing 
environmental services (clear water,  protecting biodiversity,  reducing greenhouse gas emissions). 
The Fisheries Act commits the government to sustainable fisheries. Consequently, some key 
protections have been put in place to minimise disruption to environmental protection.  
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WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?  

Despite these positive steps towards establishing a domestic system of environmental governance, 
there are still a number of challenges facing the government. 

The Agriculture and Fisheries Acts have both been criticised for lacking environmental ambition. The 
National Audit Office review of progress towards achieving the ambition of the 25 year environment 
plan suggests that for many of the goals there is insufficient expertise and money to deliver on goals 
and a lack of detail as to how key targets will actually be delivered.  There are also on-going concerns 
that the OEP will not be sufficiently independent from government. 

Moreover,  the environment is a devolved policy area —   the 25 year environment plan and the 
Environment Bill are focussed largely on England. This may mean the emergence of diverging 
approaches and standards across the UK once the EU framework disappears. 

The Government has tried to address this issue via Common Frameworks negotiated between the 
UK nations and the Internal Market Bill, which establishes key principles to ensure that goods and 
services produced in one of the UK nations can be bought and sold in another. The inclusion of 
the principle of environmental non-regression in the Free Trade Agreement with the EU will also 
address the concerns of the devolved nations that Brexit could herald an environmental race to the 
bottom within the UK.  

In a further move to protect the environment, the Prime Minister announced a 10 point plan for a 
Green Industrial Revolution. A key part of the plan is the creation of 250,000 ‘green’ jobs, many of 
which are to be located in the North.  

However, whilst Mr Johnson’s plan has been broadly welcomed by environmental NGOs, familiar 
criticisms have emerged over a lack of detail, and insufficient resources to deliver upon ambitions 
which have been criticised as too meagre.  

Additionally, the vast majority of the Prime Minister’s 10-point plan speaks to the issue of climate 
rather than wider environmental issues. This emphasis on climate in the plan suggests that the 
government is less interested in the more mundane, but still important challenges, such as resource 
management, biodiversity protection and nature recovery.

The investment to underpin the green recovery also falls well short of what is required and compares 
poorly with our neighbours. The Government has committed £12 billion of investment to create and 
support green jobs whereas the French government has committed €30 billion to its green recovery 
package and Germany €50 billion. Moreover, in the 2020 Spending Review Chancellor Rishi Sunak 
committed £27 billion to a roads programme, which is not only considerably more than dedicated to 
green recovery but also potentially undermines the achievement of environmental goals.

The Government has done a lot of work to address the concerns expressed by the environmental sector 
and to put in place a green Brexit. The on-going public concern about the environment  is keeping 
this topic on the policy agenda. However, if the rhetoric around green Brexit and environmental  
leadership is to be more than greenwash the Government needs to develop clear delivery plans, 
joined up targets and provide proper investment.
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FINANCIAL SERvICES 
Sarah Hall & Martin Heneghan 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM? 

Financial services were conspicuous by their absence through much of the Brexit trade negotiations. 
This is in marked contrast to their strategic importance in the UK economy. They contribute 6.9% 
of total economic output and 3.1% of jobs. They also generate a healthy revenue stream for the 
Exchequer contributing 10.5% of total tax receipts in the year to March 2019.

The Single Market was important for UK financial services because it goes much further than is 
typical of free trade agreements in supporting cross border services trade. Financial services firms 
based in the UK used this to develop significant EU export markets using passporting arrangements. 
Passporting allows financial firms registered in the UK to access the Single Market without the need 
to obtain additional regulatory clearance and licenses in EU member states.

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

Since 1 January 2021, UK financial services firms have essentially been operating under a no trade deal 
Brexit. They have been reliant on a very limited set of equivalence decisions, rather than passporting, 
to access the Single Market. These unilateral determinations allow market access for third countries 
if regulatory standards are deemed equivalent by the EU. They were legally separate from the trade 
negotiations. 

To date, the EU has only granted time limited equivalence decisions for derivatives clearing and 
settling Irish securities. Without further equivalence decisions, UK financial services will continue 
to have a more limited single market access than their counterparts in New York and Singapore, for 
example.

Even those limited equivalence decisions do not offer the permanent access rights of passporting — 
the EU is able to revoke equivalence with 30 days’ notice. As a result, during the trade negotiations 
a number of financial services firms relocated parts of their UK operations to EU financial centres 
including Paris, Frankfurt, Amsterdam and Dublin. The rate of future relocations will be shaped 
significantly by the EU’s approach to equivalence decisions in the future — whether they grant 
equivalence to more services and how stable those decisions prove to be.

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

Whilst much has been made of securing domestic regulatory control for the UK beyond Brexit, less 
is known about how the UK proposes to use it. Early indications in the case of financial services can 
be found in the way the UK is approaching equivalence, for which it is now responsible rather than 
the EU.

The UK has adopted an outcomes-based approach, something it proposed during the 2020 trade 
negotiations but was rejected by the EU. This means that financial services activity can be deemed 



BREXIT AND BEYOND – POLICY 19

equivalent even if specific regulations diverge as long as they achieve a similar outcome. This 
represents a more flexible interpretation of equivalence than that adopted by the EU, with the aim of 
promoting London as a global financial centre. 

The UK is also seeking to promote a more predictable approach to international market access. In 
contrast to the EU’s 30-day notice period, the UK sees the withdrawal of equivalence as a ‘last 
resort’, only to be implemented with more notice in response to issues of financial stability, and 
usually with an adaptation period.

Rather than focusing on openness, the EU appears to be prioritising the development of its own 
financial markets, notably capital markets and derivatives trading. However, whilst some member 
states such as France see clear opportunities from Brexit to develop their financial services sector, 
for other states, financial services are not a post-Brexit priority.

Beyond equivalence, both parties have committed to ongoing cooperation on matters of financial 
regulation post Brexit. The framework for this is due to be agreed by March 2021 although this is 
not unique to the UK. Similar commitments are in place between the EU and the US and Japan, for 
example. This broad, non-binding commitment to regulatory cooperation is markedly different to 
the guaranteed single market access UK financial services firms held until 31 December 2020.

It is not clear what the medium- and longer-term implications of this new regulatory landscape will 
be. If the EU successfully develops financial services capabilities in areas where it has historically 
relied on London,  such as in investment services, the City could face a decline in its relative 
dominance as a European financial centre. However, the EU has already sought to replicate some of 
the financial markets that are real strengths of London, notably its capital markets, with only limited 
success. If this trend continued, it would be more likely that London would develop as an offshore 
financial services centre for Europe.

There are important policy choices for the UK in this respect. If the UK chooses to diverge in order 
to facilitate a more internationally open City, the EU is clear that this will limit single market access 
for UK financial services with fewer positive equivalence decisions being made.

Domestically,  a more internationally orientated City raises questions about how it will relate to 
other economic policy goals being prioritised post Brexit. In some policy areas links, have already 
been identified.  For example Rishi Sunak has identified global leadership in sustainable finance 
(related to the Government’s commitments on climate change) and financial technology (building 
on the UK’s existing leadership in this areas, particularly in terms of regulation) as areas of priority 
in the future development of UK financial services. 

Sunak has also rightly made clear that the future trajectory of the City is not just a London issue. 
There are significant clusters of financial services in cities and towns such as Leeds, Manchester, 
Swindon and Northampton, for example.  In Edinburgh, around 10% of jobs are in financial and related 
professional services. There is scope to extend this regional focus beyond a concern with the regional 
employment it offers. More effectively using finance to support economic growth through access 
to capital and investment, for example, will be essential in addressing the UK’s persistent regional 
inequalities. Indeed, further concentration of financial services growth in London and the South-
East will pose significant challenges to the government’s stated aim to level up the UK economy. It 
seems likely that this will prove the most stubborn economic policy making challenge facing the UK 
beyond Brexit.

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/chancellor-sets-out-ambition-for-future-of-uk-financial-services
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FISHERIES 
Bryce D. Stewart 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

Fisheries became a ‘poster child’ of Brexit,  a measure of sovereignty and ‘taking back control’ of 
our seas. Many in the industry have claimed they got a bad deal when the UK joined the EU and the 
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) came into force. Under a system called ‘Relative Stability’, quotas 
for shared fish stocks were divided between countries according to patterns of fishing in the 1970s, 
meaning approximately half of the fish caught in UK waters were taken by EU vessels. The UK 
argued for a zonal attachment system for allocating quota shares, based on where adult fish live, 
which would increase the allocation to British fishermen for certain species. However, the EU didn’t 
want to budge from the status quo and the UK had to balance its goals against the fact over half 
of the fish caught by British boats are exported to the EU, and that rapid and frictionless trade is 
essential for the survival of many British fishing businesses. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

The UK now has a trade deal with the EU, but disagreements over fisheries threatened to derail 
it. Ultimately, the UK settled for a 25% increase in the value of fish it can take in its Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ), phased in over a five and half-year period.  In return the UK will continue to 
be able to export seafood to the EU tariff free. British seafood processors and fishermen catching for 
the export market must be relieved that they will not face tariffs that might have been as high as 
23%, but they were always more worried about new non-tariff barriers at the border, such as extra 
paperwork and costs, that have come with Brexit. 

Industry groups have universally condemned the deal, with the National Federation of Fishermen’s 
Organisations calling it ‘Miniscule, marginal, paltry, pathetic’ while the Scottish Fishermen’s 
Federation said the Brexit deal falls ‘far short of commitments and promises’.  Particularly important 
for small-scale (under 10 m) British vessels, which make up over 75% of the fleet but have very 
little quota, was the hope that  the deal would secure an exclusive zone for UK boats within 12 miles 
of shore. However, much to the anger of English fishermen, foreign vessels with a track record will 
continue to have access to the 6 to 12 mile area under a grandfather clause.

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

After the adjustment period, the UK has the opportunity to enter annual negotiations on quotas and 
access. However, the trade agreement carries an assumption that the increase in the UK catch share 
value will not go beyond 25% after 2026. If there is a dispute then either side can reduce reciprocal 
fishing access and place tariffs on fish imports and on other goods, or ultimately suspend other parts 
of the trade and economic partnership. Given the painful experience of the Brexit negotiations, it 
seems unlikely the UK will risk either tariffs or indeed any threat to the wider agreement. 

https://nffo.org.uk/news/miniscule-marginal-paltry-pathetic.html#.X-dQM-jinws.twitter
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The Scottish Government has published an analysis stating that Brexit will leave its fishing industry 
worse off. However, this only covers demersal fisheries that make up one third of the Scottish 
industry. The viewpoint of the analysis is that the process of national and international quota swaps 
(e.g. through the ‘Hague Preferences’) will be less flexible than previously, but there appears to be no 
reason why a similar system couldn’t be reinstated. In fact, the most valuable quota increase secured 
by Brexit overall is for the western mackerel stock, which is predominately fished for by Scottish 
boats.

This highlights the question of how the UK quota uplift will be allocated among the devolved nations 
and to individual vessels. Although this is yet to be officially revealed, initial analysis suggests 
that much will be directed to large offshore vessels targeting species such as mackerel (above), and 
herring, hake and Dover sole in the North Sea. Once again it seems likely that inshore vessels and 
the coastal communities that they are tightly linked to them will miss out.

What about sustainability? Will the new arrangements undo the recent good progress achieved by 
the CFP, or help the UK achieve its stated aim of ‘a sustainable and profitable seafood sector and… 
a cleaner, healthier and more productive marine environment’? Having a deal will reduce the risk of 
unilateral quota setting, which has threatened the sustainability of other fisheries in the past. The 
new trade agreement between the UK and EU commits both parties to ensure that fishing activities 
for shared stocks are environmentally sustainable in the long term, and to restore populations of 
harvested species above levels that can produce maximum sustainable yield (MSY). 

The UK has also passed a Fisheries Act to prepare for its status as an independent coastal state. 
This includes encouraging objectives to take an ecosystem based approach to management, and 
to consider the effects of climate change on both the industry, and how fishing may reduce the 
resilience of ecosystems in the face of climate change. Furthermore, more control of its territorial 
waters should enable the UK to both agree and implement more effective regulations in its offshore 
marine protected areas. The UK — with the devolved governments — should be able to move faster 
on this than the EU which has been bogged down in the need to gain consensus from all affected 
member states. 

Although fisheries arrangements between the UK and EU are settled for now, rumblings will no 
doubt continue into the future. There is a dire need for a more flexible international quota sharing 
system that responds to the effects of climate change on fish stock distribution. It is also vital that 
the UK Government allocates its quota preferentially to vessels that contribute the most to the local 
economy, and that fish with the lowest environmental impact, as it committed to in its landmark 
Fisheries Act. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/589191/The_United_Kingdoms_exit_from_and_partnership_with_the_EU_Web.pdf
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HEALTH 
Ivanka Antova, Mark Flear, Tamara Hervey & Matthew Wood 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

The NHS has been under pressure to reform since its inception. Pressure comes from an aging 
population; changing disease patterns; new technologies; changing patient expectations (increased 
desire for choice and decreasing trust in professional advice) and a desire for cost containment. In 
2021, there are immediate pressures from Covid-19, and a longer term need to improve health security. 
All these challenges are exacerbated by the UK’s changing relationship with the EU.

As an EU member state, the UK enjoyed competence over many aspects of domestic health policy. 
NHS organisation and financing was a national competence. The UK could have a separate NHS for 
England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. NHS England could adopt policy measures which 
opened healthcare service supply to provision by private providers. NHS services commissioning was 
subject to EU rules on public procurement. NHS staff were subject to EU employment legislation.

Products used within the NHS were subject to EU standards designed to protect consumers, and, 
in the case of pharmaceuticals or vaccines, to EU rules on clinical trials, licensing, and marketing 
controls. EU public health law applied in the UK, setting a ‘regulatory floor’ to secure food safety, air 
and water quality, and safe waste disposal; as well as some protection from tobacco and obesogenic 
foods. There was scope for the UK to impose higher taxes and adopt more health-protecting policies. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

Our research indicates that any form of Brexit was going to be bad for the NHS. Most importantly, 
this is through the impact on the economy, and consequent reduction in available public funds. More 
specific concerns are workforce; access to medicines and equipment; research collaboration; access 
to shared health data; and general public health standards.  

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?’

The EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) means we are in a situation where Great 
Britain will enjoy the benefits, but suffer the detriments, of being a smaller, but independent, market 
on the edge of a large trading bloc. This will change how Great Britain is able to respond to health 
policy reform pressures. In England, in addition to those already mentioned, these include on-going 
structural NHS reform, under the NHS Long Term Plan, bringing in new ‘Integrated Care Systems’.

The NHS in Northern Ireland is different:  the Northern Ireland Protocol, and the Common Travel 
Area (CTA), keep NI closely integrated with the EU. They mean continuity on the island of Ireland, 
where the health sector workforce is deeply integrated: most of the non-UK health workforce in 
NI is Irish. Staffing and sharing of services across the border on the island will continue. Informal 
mechanisms, like the professional midwives associations’ Memorandum of Understanding on 
training and recognition of qualifications, will replace formal EU law. 

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2020/oct/19/utter-rubbish-theresa-may-incredulous-at-michael-goves-brexit-claims
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Regulatory standards for products in NI are expected to track EU standards, which may help secure 
ongoing access for pharmaceuticals, devices and medical equipment made for the larger EU market. 
Ongoing high levels of protection for food standards and other public health matters will be secured 
on the island. But as both NI and the Republic of Ireland are reliant on supplies of medicines, vaccines, 
devices, and equipment routed through Great Britain, there is uncertainty over East/West trade, and 
ongoing concern about supply chains. How regulatory checks will be carried out will affect supply, 
and of course costs.  There may also be impediments to the flow of NI produced products to GB, 
notwithstanding government commitments. 

For Great Britain, NHS staffing, already threatened by Covid-19, is jeopardized by new immigration 
rules, immigration policy and atmosphere. EU nationals already working in the NHS at end of 2020 
will need to secure settled status. Some specialisms have particularly relied on EU migration in the 
past. Many posts remain unfilled. The new health care visa route will help, but does not cover all roles 
in health and social care. Retention of existing staff will also be a challenge. 

Supply of medicines, vaccines, devices, equipment and consumables is a serious concern. Shortages 
have become more common since 2016. There is scant transparency over the detail of government 
planning for supply under new post-transition trading rules.  The Medicines and Healthcare products 
Regulatory Agency will continue to recognise European Medicines Agency decisions on the safety 
and efficacy of new medicines until at least 2023. The UK government will implement new routes 
for medicines approvals, in theory providing novel treatments more quickly for British patients with 
currently untreatable diseases. In practice, it is not clear that regulatory flexibility will offset the 
disincentive from loss of market scale. No mutual recognition of conformity assessment will mean 
more border checks to secure standards compliance, with inevitable delays and associated costs, 
borne by the NHS.

The UK is a world leader in biomedical research. Continued UK-based collaborative biomedical 
research with European partners will depend on whether the UK maintains access to  EU funding 
streams. EU-funded consortia will no longer allow UK-based researchers to lead projects. The UK 
has chosen to be outside the EU’s European Early Warning and Response System and joint public 
procurement processes. Collaboration will depend in practice on whether the EU recognises the UK’s 
data protection regime, where the EU-UK TCA offers a temporary agreement, pending a longer-term 
decision within 6 months.

The TCA also allows most cross-border healthcare entitlements to continue, on a different legal 
footing, and with no private enforcement rights except in domestic law. The retention of an EHIC-
equivalent is significant for travellers, especially elderly people who cannot access private health 
insurance, and those UK nationals who retire to places like Spain, often on health grounds.

EU regulatory standards for tobacco and unhealthy food will remain in the short term, but can now 
be changed with little parliamentary oversight. The ability of Scotland or Wales to go further than  
England is undermined by the UK Internal Market Bill.

But the two bigger challenges for the NHS are in the short-run recovering from the impact of 
Covid-19 which — even with the shift to remote consultations for GPs — has seen an increase in the 
backlog of hospital appointments; and increasing pressure on mental health, with particularly acute 
impacts on children and young people.  In the longer-run, unless the government decides otherwise, 
funding will be squeezed as the economic impacts of Brexit and the TCA feed through. 
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HIgHER EDuCATION 
Simon Marginson 

WHERE WE HAvE COME FROM? 

UK universities and colleges have long collaborated closely with those in other European states 
through both education and research. Many shared agendas have been established. Prior to Brexit, 
UK universities were more deeply committed to cooperating in Europe than was the country as a 
whole, as shown by the extent of research collaboration, the presence of European academics in UK 
higher education institutions and the popularity of attendance at UK universities for EU students 
participating in its Erasmus student exchange programme. 

The European jewel in UK higher education’s crown has been Horizon Europe, the €80 billion 
collaborative research programme in which UK research organisations secured the highest volume 
of grants and led the most projects of any country. Because of the UK’s success rate, it normally 
received back much more than it put into EU research funding. 

In recent years, Europe has funded more than 11% of research in the UK. Equally important has 
been the stimulus of European networks and collaboration. Horizon Europe and its predecessor 
programmes have been a major source of talent, one reason why prior to Brexit almost half the new 
academic posts in Russell Group universities were filled by non-UK EU citizens. 

Although European research engagement has varied by discipline and institution, it has been crucial 
in some disciplines - archaeology, which was 38% funded from European grants, law 26 per cent and 
chemistry 23%. In addition, there are about 140,000 EU students, supported by UK tuition loans, 
making up six per cent of students. Erasmus has brought continental European students to the UK 
and supported British students abroad, although inward movement has significantly outnumbered 
outward movement in most years. Regional UK universities have drawn on European structural funds 
in modernising their buildings and facilities, and in further support for research.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

Four years after the Brexit vote, with difficulty UK higher education institutions have adjusted 
to the expectation that formal ties will be modified or severed. International offices have stepped 
up recruitment of non-EU overseas students. Research intensive universities have focused on 
partnerships with individual European universities, research agencies and centres to sustain project 
activity and facilitate doctoral student and academic staff exchange. Relations forged during EU 
membership, especially in western Europe, provide a strong basis for continuing in the new era. 

Covid-19 has posed a more immediate set of problems. UK universities have managed better than 
expected. Although the domestic 18-year old population is near the bottom of the demographic curve, 
acceptances in the 2020-21 academic year were at record levels and the UK is the only major provider 
of international education where numbers have increased.  Although EU student acceptances for 
2020-21 were down by five per cent, non-EU overseas student were up seven per cent, mostly in the 
Russell Group. No university is in financial difficulties at present. Although these outcomes have 
been difficult to achieve, the pandemic has steeled institutions for the challenges of Brexit.
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WHERE WE ARE HEADINg? 

Academic engagement will continue after Brexit, although with changes in the forms and intensity 
of activity and a likely reduction in EU citizens entering UK institutions for work and study. The 
post-Brexit starting position in higher education and research rests in the first instance on the 
Trade and Co-operation Agreement (TCA). This is a platform for constructively building further 
collaboration with the EU and with individual member countries. 

The agreement notes that UK involvement in the Horizon research programme will continue on a 
third-party basis, subject to the UK making an adequate financial contribution. Third-party funding 
means that the UK contributes to the Horizon pot up front and depends on the quality of its research 
bids to secure the return of that money. Details of the agreement were yet to be published at the time 
of writing. 

Continued participation in Horizon is significant. Although as a non-member state the UK is unlikely 
to benefit financially in net terms to the extent that it did previously, the ongoing engagement with 
European networks and talent is crucial.

Prior to Brexit, the UK Government stated if European research funding disappeared altogether, then 
it would make up any shortfall. It is not clear if this undertaking would apply to any change in 
resources because of the move to third-party status in Horizon, nor whether it applies to European 
research funding from other routes, such as structural funds.

Although the UK science community breathed a sigh of relief at the news of the deal on Horizon, 
there was no such comfort regarding the Erasmus + programme. The UK decided not to accept the 
proposed terms for seven years in Erasmus as a non-member and will instead develop its own scheme 
for sending UK students for study periods abroad, not only in Europe but across the world. This has 
pros and cons: on one hand, the global range is exciting; on the other, there will no longer be European 
Erasmus students in UK universities.

There will be a reduction of direct engagement with Europe in another area — the number of EU 
citizen students who enrol in first degrees and Masters programmes in 2021-22. With new EU 
students moving from home country to full overseas student fees, and without the cushion of tuition 
loans, a large drop in numbers is inevitable. The intake will partly recover in future and universities 
are growing their non-EU overseas student numbers to compensate for the drop in Europeans. 

The main unknown is the extent to which the UK will continue to attract high quality academic 
and research talent from Europe after Brexit. Two recent policy changes have helped: the new Global 
Talent Visa, and the reintroduction of an internationally competitive post-study work visa, which 
provides overseas graduates time to build a career in UK. However, it may be necessary to introduce 
an immigration scheme that includes targeted incentives for Europe-origin talent.
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IMMIgRATION 
Jonathan Portes 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM

Immigration was a major factor — perhaps the major factor — in the Brexit vote. Over the past 
two decades, migration from the EU has boosted growth, helped address skill and labour shortages, 
and benefited the public finances. It also led to rapid population growth in some areas. Against a 
background of austerity and cuts to public services — and a hostile media and opportunistic 
politicians looking for convenient scapegoats — it generated significant social and political tensions, 
which provided much of the impetus behind Brexit. 

And the implications of Brexit for migration will have major consequences for the UK economy. 
Over the last two decades, the UK has become somewhat less integrated with the EU in trade terms, 
with trade with EU members now accounting for just under half of total UK trade. But migration is 
different. Over the same 20-year period, the number of UK residents born in an EU member state 
more than doubled to over 3.6 million (i.e. just over five per cent), and about one in five EU citizens 
who have migrated within the EU live in the UK.   

These statistics reflect a number of factors: the UK’s decision to open its labour market to new 
member states in 2004; its relatively flexible and dynamic labour market (particularly after the 
eurozone crisis); and, of course, the appeal of London, the status of English as the world language, 
and the UK’s world-class universities. While movement the other way has not expanded as fast, 
about a million Britons — slightly under two per cent of the population — now live in EU member 
states.   

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

The Brexit referendum marked a turning point; in the year immediately prior to the vote,  net migration 
of EU citizens to the UK reached 200,000. Before the Covid-19 crisis, it had fallen to perhaps a 
quarter of that figure, reflecting both economic trends (in particular more buoyant labour markets 
in some eastern and southern EU members states) and legal and psychological factors relating to 
uncertainty about the future rights of EU citizens residing in the UK, and the general political and 
social climate, with the UK no longer considered a hospitable destination for EU migrants. The 
pandemic has hugely accelerated this trend. Official statistics suggest that more than half a million 
EU-born people of working age have left the UK since March 2020. 

However, it still seems likely that the vast majority of those who have moved here in the last 20 years 
will remain. The Withdrawal Agreement mandates that EU citizens currently residing in the UK will 
— regardless of whether there is a deal on the future UK-EU relationship, or not — broadly retain 
their existing rights. So far, nearly four million EU citizens have registered for the EU Settlement 
Scheme, suggesting that most want the option of remaining in the UK. 
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WHERE ARE WE gOINg?

From 1 January 2021, new migrants from both EU and non-EU countries (with the exception of Irish 
citizens, who will retain their existing rights), will need to qualify under the UK’s new ‘points-based’ 
immigration system. Most of those migrating to the UK to work will need to secure a job requiring 
skills, and pay salaries above certain thresholds. Those migrating for family reasons must qualify 
under the UK’s existing rules — which are extremely restrictive compared to most EU member 
states.  

The UK’s new system will, therefore, represent a significant tightening of controls on EU migration. 
Migrants coming to work in lower-skilled and paid occupations will in principle no longer be able 
to gain entry, while those who do qualify will need to pay hefty fees and have their prospective 
employers apply on their behalf. Even then, they will have, as is the case for non-EU migrants at 
present, significantly fewer rights (e.g. in accessing the welfare  system). 

UK citizens seeking to move to the EU will lose their automatic right to reside as EU nationals, 
and they will be treated as third-country nationals, like other non-EU citizens. Migration of third- 
country nationals is largely a competence of individual member states, with some minimum 
standards set at the EU level.  That means that it will, in general, be easier for UK citizens to move 
to Sweden for work purposes than it will be for them to move to Italy, although still considerably 
harder than it is now for UK citizens moving to either country. It also means that having migrated in 
the first place, their rights to move between EU countries, or to work across borders, will be severely 
curtailed.  

The UK economy is already in the process of adapting to this new reality, leading to pressures in areas 
like social care, construction and farming. Nevertheless, Brexit will not mean the end of migration 
between the UK and EU. Indeed, since the Brexit vote, UK public opinion has become more pro-
migration, opening political space for a more liberal policy than appeared likely two years ago. The 
ousting of Theresa May, the most restrictionist Prime Minister in recent UK history, reinforces this, 
as does the desire of the devolved administrations, particularly Scotland, to maintain migration flows.  

Moreover the pandemic has highlighted the fact that economic value, as measured by market wages, 
is not necessarily a good reflection of wider social value, as reflected by public opinion. Care workers, 
bus drivers and supermarket staff all fulfil essential functions, and it is far from obvious that the 
UK public will support an immigration system that excludes such workers — especially if it means 
lower quality public services, higher taxes, or both.  And while in the short-term unemployment is 
rising sharply, a post-covid recovery could easily see labour and skill shortages emerging in some 
sectors that have historically been reliant on migrant workers.  

So, while Covid-19 has led to a sharp fall in migration, economics and politics both point towards 
the UK remaining relatively open to work-related migration over the medium term.  This will not 
mean the continuation nor restoration of free movement which, more than any other single policy, is 
a totemic symbol of ‘taking back control’. But it does mean that the new system will be more open 
than originally envisaged.
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INDuSTRIAL STRATEgY
David Bailey and Phil Tomlinson 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

There is a renewed desire within Government to address the UK’s wide spatial imbalances. The new 
political rhetoric centres on a desire to ‘level up’ and boost the prosperity of ‘left behind’ places. In 
large part this is meant to be achieved through the government’s industrial strategy, in which the 
state plays an active role in the economy, especially with regards to promoting science and technology 
and shaping markets to improve outcomes. 

Industrial policy fell into disfavour in the UK from the 1970s until the global financial crisis when 
Lord Mandelson resurrected the idea of industrial strategy. He established the Automotive Council 
and commissioned the Hauser Review to address the UK’s poor performance in commercialising 
science. The latter led to the establishment — under the Coalition government — of the Catapult 
programme, a network of technology and innovation centres based on the successful German 
Fraunhofer model. There are now nine Catapult centres ranging from high-value manufacturing to 
medicines discovery, engaging in over £1 billion of research funding, with over 12,000 industry and 
2,260 academic collaborations.   Theresa May’s ‘Industrial Strategy White Paper’ (2017) aimed to 
build on this with ambitious plans to raise the UK’s level of research and development expenditure 
from 1.8% to 3% of GDP by 2025. Combined Authorities (CAs) and Local Economic Partnerships 
(LEPs) were also tasked with developing ‘local industrial strategies’ to promote regional growth.  

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

Government plans on industrial strategy have been largely derailed by Covid-19, and the prospect now 
is of rising unemployment following the unprecedented economic downturn. For UK manufacturing, 
the recent EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) offers some relief. Tariffs and quotas 
will not be applied on goods exports and imports with the UK’s biggest market. However, the deal 
raises significant ‘non-tariff barriers’ and additional costs for UK business. These include customs 
delays that will disrupt just-in-time delivery systems, the cost of completing customs declarations 
and complying with rules of origin requirements and different EU regulations. These will make trade 
with the EU harder and diminish new investment opportunities. Business investment is already at 
a low ebb — it flatlined between 2016-2019, before crashing during the pandemic of 2020.   Given 
these unprecedented economic conditions, the big test for Government is whether it can meet the 
challenge to “build back better”. 

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg? 

Many of the challenges — sustainable energy, healthy ageing and education — lie in the so-called 
‘foundational economy’ — sectors that provide the essential goods and services that enable everyday 
life to function. In so-called ‘left behind’ regions, foundational sectors are the often the bedrock of 
local economies. There is potential for local industrial strategies, if properly funded, to follow the 
lead of the Welsh Government which has aligned its innovation policy with national wellbeing goals 
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on economic, environmental, social and cultural issues to promote these local foundational sectors. 

This could generate significant new employment. In June 2020, a Local Government Association 
report flagged up the prospect of 1.2 million new jobs in such sectors by 2050 if sufficient investment 
is made. More than half of these jobs are anticipated to arise in the North and other deprived regions 
of the UK. 

There is a particular opportunity around the transition to net zero: the north of England has strong 
expertise around low-carbon technologies and processes, especially in nuclear and offshore wind. 
Progress depends on significant investment in low carbon infrastructure — in electric vehicle 
infrastructure, high-speed broadband and hydrogen technology.  Many of these projects can be 
devolved to local authorities, LEPs and CAs and coordinated via an overarching strategy setting out 
the direction of travel. ‘Shovel ready’ low-carbon projects could boost local economic recoveries. 

In addition, significant skills gaps need to be addressed across the low carbon sector.  Local authorities, 
LEPs and CAs are better placed to play a role with skills providers to diversify into low carbon sectors 
than centralised skills quangos. Public procurement and demonstrations of low carbon technologies 
could also boost consumer confidence and enhance ‘take up’.   

There is also an opportunity to build on the response to the pandemic which saw domestic 
manufacturing step up to produce healthcare products such as PPE and ventilators. Targeted 
procurement strategies could support ‘re-shoring’ some production with benefits for carbon 
emissions and supply chain resilience.

Similarly, healthcare innovation offers new opportunities, especially in the development of digital 
health apps, health monitoring and utilising artificial intelligence to help address the challenge of 
an ageing population. Again, this will require significant investment, especially given big issues in 
‘digital divides’ in terms of digital accessibility and broadband speeds. 

More widely, local industrial strategies could focus on building regionally focused research and 
development, rebuilding supply chains (e.g. through reshoring), cutting carbon emission and 
meeting new skill needs, especially in the context of ‘Industry 4.0’ creating and destroying many 
jobs. These will need to build on existing regional capabilities and specialisms while linking to new 
emerging technologies. This means working with local businesses to identify the best opportunities 
and projects to support, and with employers to co-develop curricula and training tailored to local 
demands. It also involves carefully crafting a holistic set of policies (to boost skills, innovation, 
technology adoption, and providing finance) that are targeted at specific industrial sectors to build 
competitiveness in new areas. This may allow struggling sectors such as aerospace to orientate to 
the opportunities that lie ahead in developing low carbon technologies.   

Last but not least, universities need to step up and play a bigger role as regional ‘anchors’. Many 
universities played a significant local role in the Covid-19 response, often producing and donating 
large amounts of PPE, undertaking tests and providing free accommodation for healthcare staff. 
Yet, for too long, UK universities have focused too much on their global reputations, with much 
less regard to their impact in their host regions. Universities need to become better neighbours in 
collaborating with other local anchors to deliver inclusive local growth.
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MANuFACTuRINg 
David Bailey & Ivan Rajic 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

It has been a turbulent few years for UK manufacturing.  Investment stalled in the wake of the 2016 
referendum as major multinationals held off investing in the UK given uncertainty over the future 
trade relationship with the EU. 

Taking automotive as an example, the last two years have been a rollercoaster, with firms like Jaguar 
Land Rover shedding thousands of jobs on the back a ‘triple whammy’ of declining sales in China, 
a massive shift away from diesels across Europe and Brexit uncertainty slowing the UK market 
and investment. Similarly, Honda confirmed it would shut its Swindon plant and Ford its Bridgend 
plant. Meanwhile Nissan reversed its decisions to build models at Sunderland and Tesla invested in 
Germany rather than the UK, citing Brexit uncertainty. That was even before Covid-19.

When Covid-19 hit, manufacturers in sectors like automotive and aerospace pretty much shut down 
given a collapse in demand, supply chain disruption, and to keep workers safe. The aerospace maker 
Rolls Royce announced major job cuts as aerospace orders and servicing dried up.

As assemblers shut down, orders for component manufacturers dwindled and there was a cascade 
effect on the supply chain. The Government’s furlough scheme helped keep many workers in place, 
but gaps in financial support meant that many medium sized manufacturing firms struggled to 
access funding.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

While larger manufacturers were able to build stocks and make plans to cushion themselves against 
possible post-Brexit disruption, many small and medium sized enterprises have not been able to do 
so and are now cash strapped.

Yet UK manufacturing growth picked up towards the end of 2020, partly boosted by economies 
reopening following lockdowns earlier in the year, along with a Brexit stockpiling effort. This was 
concentrated in manufacturing firms supplying other firms and in investment goods. At the same 
time, consumer goods production remained weak owing to low levels of confidence and rising 
unemployment. And it’s not clear whether the sector’s upturn can be continued into 2021, once the 
temporary boost from Brexit stockpiling wares off.

The end of 2020 saw lorries snarled up in traffic jams at ports, in part because of efforts to stockpile 
goods and parts ahead of the end of year. The port of Calais and Eurotunnel struggled to cope with 
the flow of traffic and car-maker Honda had to suspend car production at its Swindon plant as its 
finely grained ‘just-in-time’ supply chain became stuck in the jam.
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WHERE ARE WE HEADED?

Manufacturing has welcomed the trade deal as it has avoided tariffs and quotas, subject to complying 
with Rules of Origin.  It is hoped that the deal now gives a green light to major investments in the 
UK that had been stalled amidst Brexit uncertainty.

But — and this is a big but — this is still a thin deal with major implications and costs for UK 
manufacturing. There are many ways in which UK manufacturing is deeply intertwined with the 
EU through complex supply chains. Customs checks, for example, are likely to introduce delays 
at the UK-EU border, adding to costs and disrupting tightly interwoven supply chains. Aerospace, 
pharmaceuticals and automotive will be especially affected, with aero and auto still recovering from 
the impact of Covid-19. 

And despite Boris Johnson claiming that the deal ensures “no non-tariff barriers”, this is clearly not 
the case. Such barriers will be quite substantial. For instance, estimates of the additional costs for 
UK businesses of filling out import and export declarations range from £7.5 billion to £15 billion per 
year.  And that’s before we get to complying with rules of origin rules. 

And even with the trade deal, manufacturers will want clarity on a range of areas going forward. 
Think of data protection after Brexit, data sharing within the chemicals sector, and whether various 
UK regulatory agencies will be set up on time to take over work from their EU counterparts.  

The chemicals sector has expressed relief that the trade deal has avoided tariffs in the sector, but is 
concerned over the uncertainty around what regulatory framework will be adopted after Brexit, when 
the UK leaves the EU’s chemical regulatory framework (‘REACH’). 

While the UK Government highlights possible regulatory divergence as a benefit of Brexit, industry 
sees it very much as a cost given that it has invested heavily in the complying with the current 
framework. A specific chemicals Annex to the deal was short and failed to secure access for British 
firms and authorities to the REACH database, in turn suggesting duplication of work and a big bill 
(in the hundreds of millions of euros at least) in setting up the new UK regime. 

Overall, UK manufacturing will welcome the deal in as far as it goes — after all a thin deal really is 
better than no deal for the sector. Nevertheless, the UK will still need to consider various industrial 
policy measures to both mitigate the negative impacts of Brexit and to support UK manufacturing. 

This could include more collaborative working between government and industry; better integrating 
policies on skills, innovation and finance; bringing together support for specific technologies, sectors 
and places — in so doing transferring more power to the UK’s regions and devolved institutions; 
and in particular helping firms take advantage of new technologies that are part of what is termed 
‘Industry 4.0’. The latter highlights the need for much better training and retraining to reskill workers 
as manufacturing and the wider economy changes. 

This would require something of a ‘policy reset’ moment by the UK Government, with a need to 
invest more into an industrial policy. 

The bottom line is that the deal will still make trade with the EU more difficult, impacting negatively 
on UK manufacturing. A more supportive policy for manufacturing is likely to be needed going 
forward to help compensate manufacturing for some of the extra costs it will face.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hmrc-impact-assessment-for-the-movement-of-goods-if-the-uk-leaves-the-eu-without-a-deal/hmrc-impact-assessment-for-the-movement-of-goods-if-the-uk-leaves-the-eu-without-a-deal-third-edition#section-c
https://www.makeuk.org/-/media/eef/files/reports/industry-reports/make-uk-squire-patton-boggs-brexit-report.pdf
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RESEARCH, DEvELOPMENT  
& INNOvATION 

Matt Flinders 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

Research, development and innovation (RDI) is concerned with funding, supporting and nurturing 
the creation and utilisation of knowledge in ways that provide economic, technological and social 
benefits. It therefore represents a complex landscape involving universities, research institutes, 
charities and private sector research organisations.  A successful RDI system provides the basic 
foundations for jobs, productivity and public services. 

The UK can point to achievements as a global RDI leader, in terms of research publishing productivity, 
number of world-ranked research universities, position on global innovation rankings, and so on. 
Post-Brexit the UK may well be ‘free to do things differently, and if necessary better, than our friends 
in the EU’ as the Prime Minister has suggested but it will also bring fresh challenges. 

WHERE WE ARE NOW? 

Successive governments have attempted to address longstanding weaknesses in the UK’s RDI 
architecture. The Allas Report provided a detailed summary of the UK’s historical strengths and 
weaknesses and flowed into the government’s ‘Fixing the Foundations’ paper of July 2015. Investment 
followed with the 2016 Autumn statement announcing a £4.7 billion RDI boost (which flowed into 
the May 2017 Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund). In November 2017, government committed to 
boosting spending on research and development to 2.4% of GDP by 2027 (and to increase public 
funding for R&D to £22 billion per year by 2024-2025). 

Structural reform was also undertaken with the Higher Education and Research Act 2017 establishing 
UKRI and the Industrial Strategy of November that year seeking to make Britain ‘Fit for the Future’ 
by harnessing RDI around a number of ‘Grand Challenges’. The ‘Research and Development Roadmap’, 
published in July 2020 then sought to outline how the UK would seek to evolve and adapt in a post-
Brexit landscape. The likely nature of that landscape took a positive if somewhat last minute turn 
on the 24 December 2020 when it was announced that as part of the agreement reached between 
the UK and the EU, the UK would secure ‘associate status’ to Horizon Europe. This will give UK-
based researchers and businesses access to funding under the  €85bn seven-year initiative. 

WHERE WE ARE HEADINg?

Although the potential post-Brexit ‘cliff edge’ appears to have been averted in relation to Horizon 
Europe, if the UK is to fulfil the Prime Minister’s New Year wish to ‘turbocharge our ambition to be 
a science superpower’ there are at least five challenges it needs to address. 

First, to develop a clearer RDI strategy that injects creative innovation into thinking about what 
research and development looks like or, more precisely, how research findings are translated and 

https://home.kpmg/uk/en/home/media/press-releases/2020/03/the-uk-drops-to-fourth-in-global-innovation-disruption-and-technology.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/prime-ministers-new-years-message-31-december-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/prime-ministers-new-years-message-31-december-2020
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/277090/bis-14-544-insights-from-international-benchmarking-of-the-UK-science-and-innovation-system-bis-analysis-paper-03.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fixing-the-foundations-creating-a-more-prosperous-nation
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/industrial-strategy-challenge-fund-joint-research-and-innovation
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-ready-version.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-research-and-development-roadmap/uk-research-and-development-roadmap
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agreements-reached-between-the-united-kingdom-of-great-britain-and-northern-ireland-and-the-european-union
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agreements-reached-between-the-united-kingdom-of-great-britain-and-northern-ireland-and-the-european-union
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/research_and_innovation/funding/documents/ec_rtd_horizon-europe-overview.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/oct/23/hard-brexit-cripple-uk-science-nobel-scientists-may-juncker
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disseminated to potential research-users in order to drive economic growth and social impact. 
The key to creativity in this space is thinking about the creation of new platforms that span and 
unite researchers with research-users, and also about bringing potential research-users into the 
scientific process itself through forms of co-design and co-production. So far, the Government has 
not provided a clear sense of direction and while the November Spending Review committed nearly 
£15 billion to RDI in 2021-22 there are question marks over whether the long-term ambition will be 
delivered.  The future of new funding agency to deliver high-risk, high reward — broadly modelled 
on the United States’ Advanced Research Projects Agency — provides a case in point: £50m of its 
suggested £800m budget was included in the Chancellor’s November statement but without any 
real clarity about what this agency is going to do, how, why or when. 

Second, the specific details surrounding the UK’s ‘associated’ status with Horizon Europe still need 
to be agreed.  UK researchers will not be able to participate in the programme until this happens. 
Looking beyond the detail, although the UK remains a participant in the world’s largest research 
programme it does so from a diminished position without a seat at the top table when decisions about 
focus and distribution are being made.  There are, of course, opportunities to forge new international 
research relations beyond the EU.  Questions remain, however, over the time it will take not only to 
establish new deals but also for these links to mature and flourish, and also whether the UK will 
remain an attractive destination for global talent in a post-Brexit context. 

Third, there is a need to address concerns around research culture.  The Wellcome Trust’s ‘What 
researchers think about the Culture they work in’ report of January 2020 laid bare the existence of a 
toxic research culture in the UK that sapped the energy and confidence of staff instead of supporting 
innovation and ambition.  They pointed to valuing quantity over quality of publications, emphasising 
self-interested over collaborative behaviour and an insecure working environment. 

Fourth, promoting risk taking.  In October 2020 the Minister for Science noted that the ‘The REF 
[research excellence framework] ruleset, implemented in a very risk-averse way, has become the 
default tool for many university leaders to effect institutional change’.  The REF is being reviewed 
again — and that review offers a chance to address not just the process itself but the way it has been 
used by research-focused universities as a performance management tool which tends to prevent the 
mobility of people, ideas and talent across traditional disciplinary, organisational and professional 
boundaries. This emphasis on mobility is arguably the defining feature of a successful RDI endeavour.

Finally, investing in research leadership.  The UK is notoriously ill-prepared, arguably even amateurish, 
when it comes to talent management and investing in people in RDI.  While other parts of the public 
sector have invested in building collaborative leadership skills that span traditional structures and 
seek to equip staff with a dynamic skill-set, similar initiatives within the RDI sector are relatively 
rare.  Within higher education in particular, an over-emphasis on research grant income and peer 
reviewed publications creates powerful disincentives against investing time and energy in leading 
complex research teams, working on high-risk projects that might fail, or spending time learning 
about research cultures in non-academic contexts.  The UKRI Future Leaders Fellowship represents 
an important step towards thinking more professionally and strategically about the skills of research 
leadership and how they might be nurtured, but far more will have to be done if the UK is to realise 
its ambition to enhance its global RDI standing. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-00009-y
https://wellcome.org/reports/what-researchers-think-about-research-culture
https://wellcome.org/reports/what-researchers-think-about-research-culture
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/science-minister-on-the-research-landscape
https://esrc.ukri.org/files/research/fit-for-the-future-research-leadership-matters/
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SOCIAL CARE
Jill Manthorpe  

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

2020 will stand out as an ‘annus horribilis’ in social care. Not only did Covid-19 sweep through care 
homes killing many older people, it killed other disabled people receiving care at home, and many 
working in social care. 

Such a perfect storm would destabilise any sector, but social care in England was already precarious. 
Huge workforce vacancies, high staff turnover, limited technology, lack of NHS support, inabilities 
to operate profitably or to break even, and fragmentation, have long haunted this largely privately- 
provided sector. 

Promises to reform adult social care were wearing thin (after all there have been 17 social care funding 
reform white and green papers, and official reviews since the millennium), with a chorus of concern 
from pressure groups, commentators and politicians that ‘something’ needed to be done. 

A few ‘sticking plaster’ efforts (e.g. the Better Care Fund) have added some extra money here and 
there, but less than needed to compensate for austerity, growing demand, population growth and 
survival, minimum wage rises, and NHS concentrations on acute care. 

Older people and carers are now reporting ‘excess’ disability from limited social activity and contact 
(meaning that needs are further increasing).  Even before Covid-19 the sector was frequently 
described as being in crisis or at the point of market failure. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

We have been living in the land of promises to ‘fix’ social care (the latest in the 2020 Treasury  
Spending Review). Talk of a policy ‘window’ from Covid-19, meaning that things might be done 
opportunistically, could seem cynical but may provide the final stimulus.

In social care, Brexit-related debate centres around immigration. EU workers have helped sustain 
the sector over recent years, particularly in London and the South. In preparation for Brexit, the 
UK adopted a points-based immigration system on 1 January 2021 but made no exemptions for 
frontline social care jobs. This despite the sector (in the form of the Cavendish Coalition and others) 
arguing that occupations which provide a ‘high public value’ should include low paid care workers.  
Whether unemployment in other sectors following the pandemic will compensate for fewer EU 
workers is unknown. The sector has been reporting greater interest in its jobs — although this is not 
always translating into footfall. Further optimism comes from increasing applications for nursing 
programmes which may signal greater interest in doing work that is worthwhile, but the better terms 
and conditions offered by the NHS will be far more attractive than social care, where wages are often 
lower than those paid by supermarkets.
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WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

The roll-out of coronavirus vaccines is helping the care sector to sustain its provision and morale 
with an expert prediction that care home occupancy will be back to pre-Covid-19 levels at the end 
of 2021.  Confidence in care may increase, so helping this part of the sector to balance its books by 
filling places and holding on to staff. The sector, previously often seen as uncaring, may also have 
acquired an improved image. Politicians may have the time, commitment, and courage to deliver on 
the promised reforms of social care, seeing Covid-19 as opening that policy window.

In the myriad reports about social care, there is general consensus that the key decisions are about 
money: the pot (size of), the purse (who will pay), the timing (‘pay as you go’ or use care, or mortgaging 
the future, aka getting the kids to pay), the rules (competition and/or subsidy) and how (splitting 
responsibility between individuals and taxation). 

All this means not just one decision but several. Just two illustrate their complexity. First, the care 
sector gets buffeted by other parts of the public sector, especially from pressures inside the NHS that 
affect what gets defined as ‘care’. Living up to the promises in the Care Act 2014 that local councils 
should play a part in ‘shaping the local care market’ would be easier if NHS funding could be used. 
Post-Covid-19 movement of NHS funds may not be so feasible as little might be left in NHS coffers.

Second, agreeing a ‘cap’ (a limit on the cumulative amount people have to pay for care before the 
state picks up the cost) to assuage property owners’ or inheritors’ fears of ‘catastrophic costs’ 
(whereby savings are depleted) may be popular in many circles. But it is not progressive and won’t 
add extra money. Setting a ‘cap’ is likely, but there will be a real risk of over-promising and so 
disappointment. There seems little appetite for individual private insurance schemes unless they 
are secure and credible. A more radical approach may now be more acceptable; whether this is a form 
of national insurance, taxation, reallocation of some social security awards, extending co-payment, 
further managing the market or renegotiating ‘free’ entitlements, in combination or in part. Winners 
certainly, but losers too. And does any of that sound simple?

Such proposals often have care homes in mind. But why not shift from care homes to address care at 
home? It is here that most people with needs for care live and want to stay. And care at home is also 
provided by family members — often at great personal and financial cost — so their voices need to 
be heard. Policy makers and the public also tend to forget that much publicly funded social care is for 
younger disabled adults; and ideas of insurance and co-payments are less viable here. Many of them 
are employers of their own care workers, complicating further the care labour market, and have a lot 
to say about their lives and how good support matters. As indeed it does or will to us all.

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed in this publication are those of the author and not necessarily those of the 
National Institute for Health Research (NIHR), the NHS, or the Department of Health and Social 
Care.
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STATE AID CONTROL
Bruce Lyons & Andreas Stephan 

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM? 

State aid arises when a public authority confers any advantage to businesses (e.g. a subsidy, tax 
break or loan) on a selective basis, that is not on commercial terms and may affect cross-border trade 
or investment.  Foreign firms are disadvantaged if state aid attracts international investment that 
would otherwise have gone elsewhere, or allows the subsidised firm to invest more, or to remain in 
business when it would otherwise close down.  EU policy aims to limit the subsidy (non-commercial 
terms) element to where it is justifiable and does not distort competition. Key principles are that a 
subsidy must address a specific public policy objective (market failure or economic equity), must be 
proportionate, and the benefits must outweigh any negative effects on firms in other member states.

By limiting a firm’s incentive to lobby politicians for subsidies, state aid control encourages 
management to focus on business efficiency, innovation and serving customers. It also prevents 
damaging subsidy wars between governments trying to attract investment. The UK has been 
a  beneficiary of EU rules, because successive governments have made little use of subsidies, and 
enforcement has focused on other member states, to the benefit of UK businesses. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

From 1 January 2021, the UK was no longer formally subject to the EU’s State Aid regime.  However, 
the EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) includes detailed provisions on subsidy 
control, which mirror the key principles of the EU State Aid rules. It goes well beyond the WTO 
rules on subsidies proposed initially by the UK government, and anything contained in the free trade 
agreements the EU has entered into with Canada or Japan.

However, the UK has avoided any oversight by the Court of Justice of the European Union and the 
UK will not be required to replicate the EU’s system of ex ante notification and clearance of state 
aid. Instead, the UK is required to establish an independent authority ‘with an appropriate role in 
its subsidy control regime’ and to publish the outline details of subsidies on an official website, 
alongside a justification in terms of the key principles.  Potentially disadvantaged firms can challenge 
the legality of the subsidy in a UK court or tribunal.  The UK and EU will be able to intervene in 
each other’s proceedings as a third party.  A Specialised Committee on the Level Playing Field will 
be available to help resolve disputes informally.  However, if either side still feels aggrieved, they 
may unilaterally and rapidly take remedial measures (e.g. impose tariffs) in advance of a binding 
arbitration tribunal that is to be set up to ensure the overall TCA is enforced. 

Article 10 of the Northern Ireland Protocol means that EU State Aid rules fully apply to the UK in 
relation to measures that have an actual or potential effect on trade in goods (not services) between 
Northern Ireland and the EU. This is important in avoiding a hard border and allowing the continued 
movement of goods (and electricity) on the island of Ireland.



BREXIT AND BEYOND – POLICY 37

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg? 

Legislation is urgently needed to set out the detail of the UK subsidy control regime, appoint the 
independent authority and specify its ‘appropriate role’. The authority is likely to be the Competition 
and Markets Authority, which has a trusted reputation in Brussels and already has a new role 
in relation to monitoring the UK internal market. Key issues to be resolved include whether the 
‘appropriate role’ will include the politically-sensitive power effectively to overrule a minister 
granting aid (which is the power given to the European Commission for aid granted by member 
states), and the scope of claims that can be brought by interested parties (such as rival firms to the 
recipient of aid that operate in the UK) and of remedies including when affected parties will be able 
to recover damages. The Competition Appeals Tribunal would be a natural choice for reviewing the 
authority’s decisions and hearing claims from interested parties.

The UK’s original negotiating position was to revert to WTO rules on subsidies, as in most free trade 
agreements. The final agreement differs in two important respects: first, services are included in 
TCA subsidy control while they are excluded in WTO rules. This may be to the UK’s disadvantage, 
as services are barely covered by the TCA despite their importance to its economy, but it may also 
facilitate bilateral agreements on services in the future. Second, the TCA provides the opportunity 
for complaints by interested parties, and for unlawful state aid to be paid back, neither of which is 
possible under WTO rules which only allows state level retaliation (e.g. targeted tariffs). 

The agreement also goes some way to addressing the uncertainty created by the Northern Ireland 
Protocol. Absent a UK subsidies regime that is broadly equivalent to that of the EU, it is likely that 
Article 10 would have allowed de facto EU state aid regulation of all UK subsidies (because aid 
granted in Great Britain is likely to have some effect on trade with Northern Ireland). The agreement 
leaves unresolved  how to prevent devolved subsidies distorting competition within the UK’s internal 
market.

The UK administration has said that it does not want to bail out unsustainable companies, but it 
does want the flexibility ‘to intervene to protect jobs and to support new and emerging industries’. 
The Agreement contains plenty of scope for justifiable and proportionate interventions on public 
policy grounds — but little more than was possible when the UK was a member state. Successive 
UK administrations chose not to use that flexibility while in the EU, but the political appetite for 
industrial subsidies may be changing. 

https://www.itv.com/news/2018-07-03/ex-europol-chief-no-brexit-deal-on-security-unthinkable
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WELFARE
Dan Wincott  

WHERE HAvE WE COME FROM?

Britain long entertained a myth of global welfare state leadership.  The reality was less glorious: Britain’s 
welfare state remained radically incomplete, functionally fragmented and territorially uneven. Even 
so, the myth itself became a focus for what nationalism researchers call ‘imagined community’.  After 
Empire slipped away, during the 1960s the welfare state became a bedrock of national self-imagination. 
Never fully realised and rarely more than parsimonious, the welfare state nonetheless encompassed 
broad aspirations across social security, various services and different levels of government. By now 
the wide-ranging egalitarian welfare state image has faded. For policymakers today ‘welfare’ means 
transfer payments.  Being ‘on welfare’ now signifies dependency, not citizenship.  

If British national solidarity is no longer focused on the cradle to grave welfare state, the National 
Health Service remains symbolically potent. It provides the UK’s most powerful marker of imagined 
community — think of the 2012 London Olympics’ opening ceremony. The reality is, of course, that 
the health care is devolved and, even in England, closely related services including social care are in 
the hands of local authorities, charities and the private sector. 

The last decade has seen welfare benefits — still largely provided UK-wide — at the sharp end of 
austerity. They faced significant cuts, while undergoing the radical reform of Universal Credit.  Austerity 
also hit local government hard.  The UK nations’ treatment of expensive flagship public services — 
education and health — diverged as the four central governments took distinctive approaches. 

A new welfare nationalism also emerged.  Migrants’ access to social benefits and strained public 
services was criticized as much too easy, even as encouraging ‘welfare tourism’. The UK benefit 
system is distinctive with no significant contributory principle. It also used tax credits to top up low 
pay.  Ironically, the system’s increasingly residual and comparatively parsimonious character may 
have added to ‘welfare-tourism’ anxieties. Though economically reliant on migrants — including 
health and social care workers — David Cameron’s 2016 renegotiation of UK membership terms 
concentrated limiting access to benefits, both to reduce costs and weaken a perceived pull factor.  

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

British welfare nationalism animated Vote Leave’s 2016 campaign. Placing ‘our NHS’ at the 
campaign’s heart, it argued for redirection of the UK’s EU contributions to relieving austerity for 
health. Reflecting this priority, before leaving Downing Street Theresa May announced a long-
term funding plan for the English NHS.  Recruiting more nurses was  a rare concrete pledge in the 
Conservative 2019 manifesto. 

Medical care was, naturally enough, pivotal during the pandemic. Governments’ general Covid-19 
communication strategies also came to be hung around the NHS,  reflecting and further reinforcing 
its symbolic power, ‘Protect the NHS’ was the shared core Covid-19 policy slogan for UK and devolved 
Governments. As restrictions were eased, though, early coordination gave way to divergence. 

In England, ministers repeatedly chose private contractors over public provision, including for Covid-19 

https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/brexit-is-back-and-covid-has-transformed-negotiations
https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/12474511/emergency-plans-perfect-storm-no-deal-brexit-coronavirus-second-wave/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1594383487124&uri=COM%3A2020%3A324%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1594383487124&uri=COM%3A2020%3A324%3AFIN
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contact-tracing. Devolved governments made different choices. Unlike Scotland or Northern Ireland, 
the Welsh Government chose to share England’s ‘NHS Covid-19’ app. But even in Wales contact-
tracing was built around local authorities and the NHS, not private contractors.  

Ministers again promised a plan to reform social care. Covid-19 has laid bare weaknesses in the 
care sector weakness, while Brexit may dry up access to its EU workforce. No new plan has been 
forthcoming as yet. 

In a pandemic emergency, control of state finance is key: in the UK that still means the Treasury. Its 
pandemic labour market support schemes are unprecedentedly generous. Equally, the Treasury been 
criticized by northern English mayors and devolved First Ministers for favouring London and the 
South-East. The pandemic has also exposed welfare system weaknesses: low Universal Credit rates 
(even with the £20 top up) and meagre Statutory Sick Pay may have undermined the effectiveness 
of test, trace and isolation policies.   

WHERE ARE WE HEADINg?

Covid-19 put social policy at the heart of political debate. It has ramped up pressure for change — 
especially in social care. But the pandemic hardly offers answers. Rather, it underscores longstanding 
issues about social policy coverage, functional fragmentation and institutional incoherence across 
the UK and in each of its nations. 

There is little sign of an appetite to work through long, sustained, detailed and difficult processes 
of institutional reform or social policy development they need. Each facet of social policy faces 
deep interconnected challenges. From increasing transfer benefit generosity to health and social care, 
most new options also have significant costs.   

The NHS adapted quickly to Covid-19. New field hospitals were thrown up in weeks. GPs moved 
many services online.  Yet longer-term questions remain largely undebated.  How should services be 
organised, both for resilience against unexpected future pandemics and other threats or to cope with 
the known challenges of an aging population?  

Particularly in England, health and social services are poorly integrated. Each operates separately 
across a bewildering variety of territorial boundaries. Social care mixes local authority, voluntary 
and commercial provision. Demand for care — and pressure on the sector — continues to grow.  Will 
ministers finally grasp the nettle of reform?  

Not just for the Celtic nations, devolution also poses challenges in England and across the UK. Social 
policies criss-cross reserved and devolved policy boundaries. Relations between central and the devolved 
governments have deteriorated, trust weakened by Brexit processes.  Northern mayors in England 
criticized the PM’s Covid-19 strategy, driven, they think, by the needs of London and the southeast.

Some see Covid-19 as a chance to (re)build sustainable institutions of solidarity. Every area that 
touches on social policy faces deep challenges. If individual policy solutions are tricky, fixing the 
whole system(s) is much harder. From the NHS, social care and local government to benefits and 
transfers, problems abound. Turning from policy to identity makes matters tricker — not only due to 
devolution. Although the NHS remains a potent symbol, it is hard to see how a new UK ‘imagined 
community’ could be crafted. The prospects for an integrated approach to social policy seem poor. 
Whether for the whole state or its constituent nations, we have yet to see serious proposals equal to 
these mammoth tasks.

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_19_2951
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