Southwest Rural Development Agency Animal Health and Welfare Initiative - Funding Bid - 2nd consortium meeting

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

Present
Peter Reynolds PeterR@eblex.org.uk (EBLEX)

Stephen Roderick s.roderick@cornwall.ac.uk (Duchy college)

Mike Howe mike.howe@nadis.org.uk (NADIS)

Martyn Whitehead mwhitehead37@btinternet.com (NADIS)

Dick Sibley Dicksibley@aol.com (Chair/EIG)

Nick Bell nick.bell@bristol.ac.uk (University of Bristol)

Brian Pocknee brian.pocknee@adas.co.uk (ADAS)

Mervyn Davies mervyn.davies@adas.co.uk (ADAS)

Tim McKendrick tim.mckendrick@thedairygroup.co.uk (The Dairy Group)

Duncan Forbes richard.simpson@kingshay.co.uk (The Kingshay Trust)

Timothy Dart Timothy.Dart@southwestrda.org.uk (RDA)

Tim Bastable  tim.bastable@blade-farming.com (Blade farming)

Peter Baber peter@baber.co.uk (NSA)

Apologies
	Organisation
	Representative

	British Egg Industry Council
	Mark Williams mark.williams@britisheggindustrycouncil.com

	BPEX
	Tess Howe tess_howe@bpex.org.uk

	NFU
	Julie Edwards Julie.Edwards@nfu.org.uk

	British Poultry Council
	Jeremy Blackburn

	MDC
	Brian Lindsay brian.lindsay@mdc.org.uk

	Shearwells
	Peter Webber peter@shearwells.co.uk


Chairpersons Introduction – Dick Sibley
Main points:
Dick felt that the group was unrepresented by the pig and poultry sector, but an invitation had been made to all sectors, but not all have accepted. However, it was stated how very important it was that the group represents everyone involved with the livestock sector and that we are seen to be transparent, all inclusive and effective.
A framework for the bid had been circulated and the objective of the meeting was to “put flesh on the bones”.  How prioritisation of objectives needed to be discussed, e.g. on a Geographical basis (funding for Cornwall is ring fenced); on a sector basis, or a mix of both.
Funding had to be of a collaborative rather than a competitive nature within the consortium
The minutes were consulted:

ADAS – at the last meeting it was agreed that ADAS would be commissioned to write the bid in exchange for the job of project management for the 6 years. They have the necessary independence, experience and expertise. However, the consortium needs to provide guidance of what the bid would entail.
Action – ADAS to write the bid for submission to the SWRDA.
CORE – they need for CORE as a secretariat was discussed. They are a discussion forum, inviting key speakers to present on topical issues. They have communication network and they cost share administration facilities with other regional organisations. The options of approaching them or inviting them to join the consortium was discussed. However, it was felt that ADAS had the necessary communication network and administrative capacity to act as secretariat.

Other people to invite to join the consortium:

Poultry – Mervyn Davies suggested another Poultry industry contact: 

Richard Griffiths 020 7202 4760 griffiths@poultry.uk.com
Richard Webber (Shearwells) and Amanda Reynolds (business manager, NMDL).
Shearwells were considered of value to the group, had not expressed competitive interest and would be part of delivery strategy, particularly with database expertise. As such, it was felt their role would be more in the delivery rather than industry representation. NADIS and NMDL were considered complementary. 

The Consortiums role is as a Policy Group rather than a Delivery Group.  It was explicitly agreed that there was no exclusion of delivery agents external to the consortium, and this would be in the terms of reference.
Action point -  Tim Dart to contact Richard Webber to reassure him that he will have a key role in monitoring within the initiative.

Everyone agreed the minutes were a fair and accurate representation of the last meeting.

Update on the RDA - Tim Dart
Two options had been discussed with lawyers and superiors:

(1) A detailed and inflexible contract for the full six year, with the delivery plan put out to tender.
(2) Selection of a preferred supplier (i.e. the consortium) with subcontracts, put out to competitive tender, to deliver the work. 
The second option was preferred by the group as timescales were shorter and delivery could be adjusted according to what was considered effective and allowed flexibility over the 6 year period. The first option is inflexible, but also represents a huge body of work in itself, would require expert input to draft and cause significant delays in the starting of an Health and Welfare programme.
Action point - It was agreed that a concept note would be sent to SWRDA with a strong argument for option 2.  Deliverables would include higher level targets e.g. 3000 training days.

Roles

Consortium Steering Group – to set objectives.
Management Board – Legal entity and the “articles” of this company will need to reflect the views of the SWRDA.  The Management Board would be answerable to the Consortium Steering Group.  It was suggested that ADAS would be the money holder - Mervyn Davies to consult ADAS financial director.  Alternatives would be the RDA as money holder, who would pay out invoices that had been sanctioned by the Management Board, or the Management Board itself. 
RDA would sit on the Management Board, endorsing the decisions with regards to eligibility issues.
Timelines

Option 2 put forward by Tim Dart would be quicker, requiring the setting up of a “not for profit” organisation (company or trust), i.e. the Management Board.  Tim confirmed that the money could be spent unequally, with the RDA expecting a slow start.
The SW initiative had the official launch today (4th Feb).
The Group were unsure if the Programmes would be run in 3 month blocks.  It was expected that invoices would be paid on successful delivery.
Tim was asked if advanced payments or monthly payments were an option to reduce financial risk to bidders of projects. It was felt by some that without a 4-5 month working capital reserve, some of the small but very effective projects would not be properly funded and therefore not carried out.  
Summary
Firm up terms of reference for Consortium Steering Group and Management Board.
Concept Note, initial requirement thought to be 1-2 sides of A4 to bring the SWRDA decision to a head – priorities/objectives, management within project removing burden from RDA, competitive tendering at the delivery end based on contracts sitting with the Management Board. Criteria weighted according to objectives – how boxes ticked determines selection.

The Concept Note would need information as to what would be in place for evaluation of the Management Board by the Steering Group in order to satisfy the SWRDA.  The Steering Group must have a Terms of Reference, be transparent and the Management Board would have the power to hire and fire members of the Steering Group.
Overview Of Livestock Health and Economics in the SW Region
Presentations on economic figures, etc for SW given by:

Tim Dart

Dick Sibley

NADIS

Kingshay

Dairy Group

EBLEX

Structures and Terms of References

Steering group

It was agreed that it should be representatives of organisations not individuals, as this makes for better accountability and transparency and make it a “true and representative stakeholders group”.  The following were suggested:

· NBA

· BPEX

· BPC

· CLA

· SWELBEC/DUCHY

· EIG

· SW livestock (Peter Reynolds and Peter Baber to make SW livestock aware. Should both of them leave the steering group then a dedicated representative would join the steering group).
Plus those already around the table

· NADIS

· BVA

· NSA

· EBLEX

· MDC

· NFU

· Blade

· Kingshay

· The Dairy Group

· University of Bristol

· ADAS

Other organisations were mentioned but no agreement made:
· Game Conservancy Council
· TFA
An annual review would be made, reporting directly to the RDA.  This would assist in ensuring that the Steering Group is seen to be acting as a stakeholder group.

The name of the Steering Group accepted was the South West Healthy Livestock Initiative (SWHeLI) Steering Group.

Terms of Reference:

· advise the board on the development/Programme Plans
· monitor and evaluate the performance of the Management Board
· power to appoint and fire

· quarterly reporting initially, 6 monthly or as required as time goes on
· make recommendations to the Management Board
· recommend Management Board report to RDA

· minutes of all meetings would be published (on a website)
· election of a chair by the Steering Group members to be annually.
Management Board
The Management Board would have an executive function and comprise a group of six eminent business persons with tangible connections with South West Livestock.

The SWRDA and ADAS (as project managers) would attend all meetings but will not be board members.
Board members should appoint chairperson from within.
Action point: Dick to call and then formally invite the above people to join the Management Board. They will draw up their own terms of reference.
Reappointment – they will sit for the full 6 years (rotation not considered sensible). Steering Group can hire and fire and can consider appointing extra members at the request of the MB.

Payment:  £400/day members and £500/day for chairperson, plus reasonable expenses e.g. HM Revenue and Customs rates (40ppm plus lunch).
Monthly board meetings in year 1; 6 meetings in year 2; quarterly meetings in years 3-6.  Additional days may be considered necessary.  This will equate to approximately 50 days commitment per person, i.e. 300 days for board.
Objectives of Consortium
The objectives of the SWRDA Health & Welfare Strategy is “economic development while improving animal welfare”.  It was agreed that the Consortium would need to prioritise objectives.

Improving economic development and health by:
· improving competitiveness
· improving productivity
· adding value

· popularity

· achievability and practicality

· sustainability

· communication strategy

Objectives would need to consider broad/across the board projects verses more targeted/specific projects.
Aimed at holding above 50 ha, although this may cause exclusion of specialised systems.
Consideration should be given to “dry” run first, trying different scenarios

Defra surveillance matrix could be used to set prioritisation targets
The project could be piloted in Cornwall and extended through SW if effective.  However, the region is extremely diverse and what may work in one area may not be suitable elsewhere.
Other matters arising
£3 million ring fenced for Cornwall beneficiaries –  however this does not stop deliverers from other parts of the region/country being involved, e.g. University of Bristol could run courses for Duchy/Cornwall advisors teaching Cornwall farmers

Action point - 200 word summary of partner organisations needed by next week (15th Feb), to be sent to Brian
Report on economics of disease to the SW meat industry, written by Ian Cumming, to be circulated by Nick Bell.

Next meeting 4th March 2008 – Nick to check room availability and David Main to attend.

