Southwest Rural Development Agency Animal Health and Welfare Initiative - Funding Bid - 3rd consortium meeting

Minutes of the meeting 10am-3pm 4th March 2008
Committee Room Langford House, University of Bristol Veterinary School
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Minutes – meeting on 4 February 2008

Nick Bell has advised that British Poultry Council were kept informed and wanted to remain involved, although were unable to attend meetings.

Both Tim Dart and Peter Baber had informed Richard Webber (Shearwell) that the Consortium felt that the company would best sit outside the group rather than as a livestock industry representative, but would form part of any delivery strategy.
Richard Maunder, whose name had been put forward to participate in the Management Board was to be approached.
All other action points had been covered.

Composition of the Steering Group

Dick Sibley emphasised that the composition needed to be right in order to fully reflect the south west livestock industry and to help ensure that the Consortium would be seen as an independent, umbrella organisation.  It also had to ensure that individuals/groups did not feel excluded – this could lead to excluded organisations “going it alone”.

Peter Baber reported that Meat South West (previously described by the Consortium as South West Livestock) were reasonably happy that their views would be represented as two members of the Steering Group were board members.  However, it was agreed by the Consortium that if these members were to leave the Steering Group then MSW would be asked to provide a representative. 
Proposed Submission to SWRDA

Dick Sibley reported that he had met senior SWRDA staff on 29 February.  Prior to the meeting with Dick the senior staff had met to discuss how to organise the funding of this and other projects under the overall RDPE programme.  There was serious concern that the proposal the Consortium had developed would not meet the specifications required by the SWRDA and therefore would fall at the first hurdle.  Therefore there would need to be separation of the administration, tendering and monitoring functions, i.e. the proposed ADAS involvement from the planned programme.

Andy Rumming expanded on the position of the SWRDA.  He and Tim Dart had met the RDA lawyers, procurement consultants and process architects.  They were informed that there can be no duplication of assessment and monitoring processes and that these had to be held by a separate body, i.e. the original idea of the funding for the Animal Health and Welfare programme being passed to SWHLI for it to administer, assess, fund and monitor bids/projects was not possible.
Andy advised that the SWRDA would set up a Grant Administration Body (GAB) that would sit outside the RDA and would process all grants under the RDPE, including the Health and Welfare Programme.  The proposed structure of SWHLI would need to change.  The SWRDA would need to “procure” the Management Board by advertising and appointing the members – these could not be appointed by the Consortium Steering Group.  The remit of the Management Board would be to make projects happen, i.e. act as project facilitator.  The Steering Group’s function would remain as in the draft proposal, i.e. to debate and inform the direction that the programme should take.  Both the Management Board and Steering Group would feed such information into the GAB.  The SWRDA’s view was that sub-projects put together by members of the consortium and others would be assessed by the GAB, but the Management Board would have a technical input as to whether the projects fitted in with the long term aims and objectives of the programme and if they were viable.
The Management Board would require some secretarial capacity, but this would be limited.

Dick advised that at his meeting with the SWRDA they could see the merits of a bids coming from a collaborative group of organisations rather than a whole series of competitive bids for the funding.  The Steering Group would act as a strategic group and the Management Board would be the functional body, responding to the Steering Group to ensure that projects comply.  However, the great concern was that an integral part of the original Consortium proposal was missing, namely the fact that an aim of the Management Board was to delivery outcomes via the ADAS involvement as project and development managers involved with the administration, setting up systems and overseeing the programme in general.
The GAB was an audit group set up to meet the requirements of legislation but would probably not have the expertise to influence whether the strategic aims of the programme were being met.

The Management Board would set up specifications and tender documents and feed this through to the GAB, but would not have any auditing/monitoring role once projects were accepted.

In a broader discussion, Mervyn Davies asked where the technical expertise within the GAB would sit.  Andy advised that there would not be a technical function.  It was thought that decisions over individual project funding would be made by an RDA appointed panel, made up of other RDPE partners.  
Andy advised that the GAB would be overseeing a budget of around £70m over 6 years covering around 1000 projects.  The aim was for it to be operational by August 2008 and an advert was to be placed shortly in the OJEU (Official Journal of the EU).

Concern was expressed by members that this would cause a long delay before any projects were up and running.  Andy suggested that there was a possibility that the SWRDA would give the go ahead for some projects in the short term, e.g. SWHLI could put forward some projects for more immediate funding, but he would look into this.  This would also support the concept that the Consortium’s objectives were based on collaboration (between various parties) and innovation.  Julie Edwards suggested that the NFU initiative regarding Blue Tongue could be an appropriate project to lead with.
The meeting agreed that the Management Board had to be credible and independent of SWRDA and GAB.  Andy advised that the SWRDA would have to set up a project to appoint the Management Board.  The SWRDA would identify a Rural Development Officer to be attached to the Animal Health and Welfare programme
The meeting accepted that the administration, assessing and monitoring functions, i.e. the “green box” would also need to be put out to contract via the SWRDA, although this function may well be attached to the GAB.   
Duncan Forbes re-iterated the need for the Steering Group to formalise a 6 year vision with a co-ordinated set of specifications and felt that this should be a role that ADAS should fill, e.g. putting tender documents together as part of the “green box” function.

Dick Sibley stated that the Consortium needed to force the decision by the SWRDA and that we should forward a revised proposal.  This should incorporate the requirement for the SWRDA to set up the “red box” (the Steering Group with Management Board) and get the Management Board in place.  The SWRDA will need also to arrange for there to be the “green box” function.  A flow chart was agreed to depict how the structure and interaction of these various bodies could work to produce effective outcomes 
Peter Baber suggested that ADAS would have two roles in the process, the initial role of producing the updated proposal and then the technical auditing role of supervising and monitoring projects on behalf of the GAB, i.e. be employed by GAB.
The Consortium then discussed the draft proposal circulated prior to the meeting and the outcome of Dick’s meeting with senior SWRDA officials.  ADAS were charged to produce a revised draft based on the discussions, including the skill sets for the Management Board, the role of the Management Board and the Steering Group, and their relationship with GAB.  Revisions were suggested to the projects and themes required to meet the overarching aim of the programme.

There was again some discussion on how the funding should be divided up, e.g. by total stock, number of people employed, risks to livestock enterprises by disease, GDP/quantity/value, a function of various factors, e.g. number of stock divided by the standard staff years, etc.  It was felt that initially 50% of the available funds should be allocated to the various specific sectors.  It was agreed that only seven sectors were required:

· dairy
· beef

· sheep

· broilers

· layers

· pigs

· miscellaneous.

To help the process of achieving success with the SWHLI proposal it was agreed that there would be feed back from the forthcoming Health and Welfare meeting.  It was agreed that sector detail feedback would be provided at our next meeting by the following:
· dairy – Kingshay & The Dairy Group

· beef – Blade Farming

· sheep - NSA

· broilers - Dick Sibley to contact the industry

· layers - Dick Sibley to contact the industry

· pigs - BPEX

· miscellaneous - NADIS.

Other matters arising/Action points
· Andy Rumming to clarify with colleagues how SWRDA could approve some projects, prior to appointment of GAB, to get the programme started.

· Revised proposal to be produced by ADAS and forwarded to Dick Sibley by 12 March 2008.

· Draft proposal to be circulated to members by 17 March 2008, with feed back by close of play on 18 March 2008.
· Final proposal to be forwarded to SWRDA on 20 March 2008.

· Dick Sibley to meet the SWRDA by 31 March 2008 to discuss the proposal and obtain feedback.

· Next meeting 18 April 2008  - David Main to check availability.
Brian Pocknee
12th March 2008

