Southwest Rural Development Agency Animal Health and Welfare Initiative - Funding Bid - 4th consortium meeting
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Introduction

Dick Sibley wished to bring the Consortium up to date with the state of play regards the submitted proposal to the SWRDA.

The Consortium had been set up after the SWRDA approached Nick Bell, Bristol University.  The updated Proposal following the 3rd meeting was submitted to the SWRDA but was turned down as it did not fit the funding requirements that the SWRDA had now put in place.  Dick posed a number of questions that needed to be addressed at the meeting:  “What is the future function of the Consortium?” Is it to provide a free consultancy group to the RDA, does it represent it’s own interests for funding or does it provide a broad overview of the benefits to SW producers and livestock?  Is there a future to the Consortium?”  If the answer to the latter is Yes, “How should it be structured and funded and what direction does it take?”  Dick reminded the group that ADAS had taken on board the secretariat role and that of putting together the proposal, on the basis that although high risk there was an opportunity for reward.  The latter had now been removed. 
Report from SWRDA, Tim Dart
Tim stated that he, at a personal level, was very grateful for all the input from the Consortium into the direction of the Animal Health and Welfare Programme of the South West Regional Development Fund.  The Proposal from the Consortium was sent to the SWRDA Directors and that he was still pursuing a meeting for Dick Sibley and Peter Baber with them.  The SWRDA had initially thought of having a devolved structure to deliver the Programme, but this was now not acceptable.  The RDA was also being restructured regards delivery of the Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE) in the SW.  There was now to be 3 teams for the entire RDPE, all to be handled in-house (flow diagram circulated):
· Procurement and Commissioning Team – to source bids
· Appraisal Team – to recommend bids

· Monitoring Team – to ensure legal requirements are met.

There will be no animal health and welfare specialisms within the teams and no technical skills.  Tim stated that they were thinking of how to bolt on a technical side to the teams to provide advice and support.  The aim for the Animal Health and Welfare programme is for a small number of very large projects with all £12m allocated, i.e. no contingency fund held back.  These projects will go through the Appraisal Team – but Tim acknowledged that it would need support for appraising the technical elements of any bid.  It was probable that there would be sector projects and an umbrella project which would cut across all sectors/species.

The RDA would be looking to stakeholders (Consortium) to run/write the bids as the RDA Commissioning Team would need guidance on what was needed.

Tim indicated that the RDA were looking to setting up a Regional Advisory Panel (RAP) which would be RDPE funded but comprising non-delivery agents.  This Panel would pay for consultancy.  The NFU had been asked if they wished to host this Panel.

The Commissioning Team would scope projects and produce tenders (with support from the RAP and paid consultancy from non-deliverers) which would then release tenders via the OJEU process (56 days).  The aim is for the Commissioning Team to facilitate collaboration between the Consortium members.  The Consortium members would have direct involvement with putting bids in.  The Appraisal Team would then assess the bids and fund suitable projects.  The RDA Monitoring Team would then assess projects as they are delivered.  Tim suggested that he saw a role for the RAP to advise both these teams from a technical view point.
The RDA would scope out what projects were needed, what the issues are, and set an indicative budget.  The Appraisal Team would then need to priorities and scope projects into sectors.  The RAP would then need to put the information into an understandable document to appear in the OJ.  Tim reiterated that the Commissioning Team will need to use the stakeholders to put bids together.

An open and frank discussion followed.

Members from the Consortium expressed concerns that the industry needs would  not be effectively covered and Peter Baber commented that, in fact, what was needed was a much smaller number of sub-projects (strands) to each main project.

Dick Sibley asked whether the Consortium could fit it’s ideals into this “set” process, or do we need to start afresh.

Tim stated that the RDA will manage the whole process from in-house.

Dick highlighted that the Consortium could forward 6-10 broad projects (as already outlined in the submitted proposal) to the RDA who could then put out to tender.  However, once this was done what was the future of the Consortium?  Tim suggested that there would be a need for a contract management element.

Dick advised that the RDA should provide a secretariat as it was unfair for ADAS or others to keep the Consortium together for no payment.  Tim advised that he was hoping the RDA would release £30k to set up a secretariat and hence the approach to the NFU.
Concern was expressed about the timing of the whole programme, with loss of immediacy.  Tim advised that due to the need for scoping tenders, the OJ process and then appraisal of bids that no projects would get off the ground before the new year.

The meeting agreed that before the Consortium could move forward that Tim needed to go back to the senior managers/directors to receive answers to the following questions:
1. Confirmation of the structure of the bidding and management process of the Animal health and Welfare fund, including the make up of the Regional Advisory Panel and how the Appraisal and Monitoring Teams will manage the process.

2. Guidance is requested on the structure and function of the Consortium, how it will be funded and who will be the secretariat.  There is a major role required in guiding the RDA on projects and their formulation.
3. Confirmation that the RDA understand the Animal Health and Welfare issues in the SW and that it can create a system that allows flexibility.  Does it appreciate the urgency in some areas, e.g. Blue Tongue, and the need to get such projects up and running immediately.
It was agreed that, the meeting would continue with a view to identify projects.

Minutes – meeting on 4 March 2008

Minutes agreed with no matters arising that had not been covered in the above discussions.

Feedback on SW Livestock Industries
Dairy – Kingshay & The Dairy Group

3,431 dairy holdings; 370,548 dairy cows; average yield = 7,000 litres; total milk output = 2.59 billion litres @25p/l = £650billion at farm gate.

Dairy replacements = 20% = 74,000 heifers/year.  At 2.25 years calving = 185k heifers replacements on farm/year.
Labour (2006 census): 14% farms in SW (total 78,000) = 11.3k involved on dairy units.

Losses from mastitis = £31m

Losses from lameness = £50m

Losses from infertility (at £4.50/d loss in CI) = £72m.

Farmers are putting up with infertility as cull for mastitis and lameness.  Although milk yield per cow increasing, 12 month rolling milk sales per cow falling due to infertility and increase in CI.

Ideal project would be training & intervention studies to demonstrate that action taken can work.

Beef – EBLEX  & Blade Farming

16k holdings representing 30% all beef holdings in GB.  1.2m beef cattle, representing 32% of beef in GB.
Main issues are the influence of the dairy industry on calves entering the beef market.  Potential for UK to have insufficient number of beef animals.  Dairy calves poorly looked after if entering beef production.  Beef from dairy herd higher in SW due to number of diary enterprises.  In SW carcase classification and output poorer due to dairy genetic base.

Potential concerns of sexed semen on the SW beef industry.

Sheep – NSA & NADIS
1.5m ewes with 2.25m lambs = £110m farm gate value.

13l holdings in SW plus many small holders.

Main cost issue is lameness (£4.5m).  Serious concern about Bluetongue, sheep scab, anthelmintic resistance and lameness.  Also to consider orf and abortion.
Main approaches should be flock health planning, including disease surveillance.  The latter could involve a sentinel flock programme.  
Lameness in the SW a year round issue and costs are therefore higher than rest of UK. To look at joint Warwick- Bristol Universities evidence and need to evaluate the costs of losses in production and the costs of labour and materials to solve the problems to show benefits of action.

Pigs - BPEX

900k clean pigs = 12% national herd and third most important region.  Region kills 15% of all pigs, i.e., processing 1.1m.
9k holdings but 90% of all pigs from 20% of holdings.

The British Pig Health Scheme results show that problems in SW no different to rest of UK, i.e. enzootic pneumonia, pleurisy and hepatic scarring.

BPEX is funding vaccines and these studies should provide information to roll-out.

Main issue is to bring data together \nd set up intervention studies with performance measures incorporated.

Need for surveillance to find out what SW issues may be.

Broilers and Layers - Dick Sibley

6.5m layers and 11.7m broilers.  Devon and Somerset the main areas of production.  Only 2-3 egg co-operatives but large number of hobby poultry keepers that are a potential threat to the industry.

Main issues are pododermatitis, blackhead, Gumboro and biosecurity.

Miscellaneous - NADIS.

The value of game birds to the region (including value of shooting rights) is £270m.
There are 1669 registered goat holdings, but no information found on deer and camelids.

General

There is a need for an umbrella project that was cross sectional, including surveillance.  The meeting agreed that there was a need for a contingency fund to allow cover of future issues.  The Bristol University-Duchy College initiative on Farm Health Planning was considered to be suitable for an umbrella project.

Following discussion it was felt that at present, the £12m available should be split as follows:
Cross sectional projects = £3m

Dairy = £3m

Beef = £2m

Sheep = £2m

Pigs = £1m

Poultry = £0.75m

Miscellaneous species = £0.25m.

The meeting agreed that Blue Tongue was an urgent initiative, cutting across the main species and would benefit both animal health and welfare but also would be of economic benefit to SW livestock.  Although there were many national initiatives it was felt that the RDA needed to release funding for a co-ordinated approach.  Dick, Julie and Peter would discuss after the meeting closed to forward a draft proposal to the SWRDA.

AOB
Date of next meeting set at Tuesday 27 May 2008.  However, the meeting is dependant on the feedback from the meeting of Dick Sibley and Peter Baber with senior SWRDA managers and directors.

The meeting to be held at NFU, Taunton with funding provided by RDA.
Brian Pocknee
21st April 2008

