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1.  Executive Summary

This report on Phase 2C of the SWLP is a supplement to the “SWLP Farmers’ Business Case for Change – second Report”, (July 2006), which can be found at www.defra.gov.uk/animalh/tracing/litp/sw-livestockpilot.htm  – henceforth referred to as the “SWLP July 2006 Report”. This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the “SWLP July 2006 Report”. It confirms the initial findings reported in the SWLP July 2006 Report. 

The South West Livestock Pilot (SWLP) involved 23 sheep farmers, ten vets, one abattoir and one software supplier. Other elements were provided by the Duchy College. The pilot aimed to establish if there was a farmers’ business case for capturing more accurate and timely livestock data. The existence of a farmers’ business case could be promoted to encourage industry investment in the required systems, leading to improved profitability for the farming industry and spin-off benefits for government in terms of more accurate and timely livestock identification and traceability data.  Equally valid would be the finding that the farmers’ business case did not exist, as this finding would inform a different policy and approach to data management, livestock identification and traceability.  The pilot findings are not statistically significant but provide a useful demonstration of the potential benefits and challenges for  improved data management systems on farm. The farms involved were selected for their positive attitude towards improving data use and flock management. Uptake of this type of technology across the general farming sector will be more challenging. 

 To this end the SWLP brought together:

· Individual electronic identification (on farm and at the abattoir),

· Comprehensive carcase quality and condemnation data available to farmers and their vets via a web-enabled Central Data Repository (CDR), provided on an individual animal basis for those using EID.

· Flock health planning

· Financial benchmarking

· Farm livestock records software

· Farmer forums

The funded period of the SWLP (Phase 2B) came to an end on 31st July 2006. Phase 2c provided a further examination of whether farmers, principally, but also the abattoir and vets, were seeing benefit from the elements that make up the pilot. This phase was also partly intended to test whether industry saw enough benefit to invest in the SWLP approaches. This aim was not fully achieved during the pilot timescale. 

 The limited data available from the pilot so far, suggests that the farmers’ business case does not currently exist for the GB sheep industry. Although the farmers were positive about the management and performance benefits of the SWLP approaches, most felt they could not justify the full costs themselves. This was partly due to the lack of time to see cost/benefits. It was also undoubtedly due to the negative economic margins of the SWLP flocks and the whole GB sheep industry. The sheep farming sector in England, and the South-West is no exception, is not profitable enough at present for farmers to make an investment in a process from which they do not expect to see a return within five years. Longer term evaluation may however show greater cost/benefits. There may also be a stronger case in other sectors, such as beef where economies of scale and the need for individual data is greater. 

The lack of demonstration of a farmers’ business case implies that there is currently no incentive for sheep farmers to invest in technology that might aid livestock identification, traceability and disease control. The implications for government is that improvements in identification and traceability will need to come from a combination of regulatory enforcement and improvements in the government systems that make it easier for farmers to do business with government; potentially through the Mixed Economy Model approach in partnership with industry. 

The pilot demonstrated benefits in terms of improved data quality and confidence in the use of that data, with consequent benefits for flock management.  Each element of the SWLP was seen as making a small positive contribution to flock management and the joined up approach was important as the elements were complimentary. 

Flock management and performance benefits were indicated during the life of the pilot, but more time will be needed to test these fully.

It was not possible to demonstrate cost / benefits during the pilot timescale and future evaluation is recommended. 

In particular farm health planning, financial benchmarking and  the EID weigh crate were seen as too expensive in their current form.

Vets and farmers were positive about the benefits of farm health planning, but in most cases these were seen as small,  long term, accumulative benefits and the SWLP health planning costs meant that most farmers would wish to reduce veterinary input to one visit per year. For Farm Health planning to be widely taken up, it will be important for further research to demonstrate the costs of disease, to persuade farmers of the cost benefits. 

EID was seen as a valuable management tool by many of the farmers who used it, but there was limited time to see the full benefits and the cost of a full-scale EID management system was considered too prohibitive in the current economic environment.

An important aspect of the value of the SWLP approaches was the compatibility of the EID, Farm software and CDR systems. Further benefits could be obtained by improving the interfaces between farm software, health planning and financial benchmarking.

For carcase classification data, individual animal data was important for farmers to exploit its full value e.g. to inform breeding stock selection. EID was seen as the only feasible way of capturing individual data.  It was also essential for farmers to access this data via an interface such as the Central Data  Repository (CDR) which allowed it to be downloaded and analysed efficiently; emailed data was not adequate for this purpose.  Two obstacles to the use of carcase classification data for this purpose were the poor rate of EID capture at the abattoir and the abattoirs reluctance to send data via the CDR. The EID read rates seemed to be due to difficulties in organising abattoir staff to operate the equipment under pilot conditions, rather than technological faults.   Improvements in EID capture are likely with increased uptake on farms and with further technological development.  The CDR concerns however have implications for Defra’s work on the Mixed Economy Model for the Livestock Register. It will be important to gain further understanding of the abattoir industry’s concerns regarding the use of intermediaries and to identify and communicate benefits for the abattoir sector.

The farmers were generally positive about the CDR and would be willing to use this type of system to provide data to multiple third parties, provided concerns over control of access and data protection were addressed.

Ironically, the SWLP abattoir management were keen to encourage the uptake of EID on farms as they believed there were benefits for the abattoir. Yet they were not supportive of the CDR and without this kind of interface/reporting tool, individual lamb identification has little value to the farmer.   

Batch carcase classification data was adequate for it to be used for finished lamb selection; here the priority was for timeliness and farmers wanted the data within 24-48 hours.

Batch data was also good enough for MHS carcase health and condemnation data, but it had to be accurate and timely. It proved impossible to capture accurate timely MHS data during the SWLP and there is a need for high level engagement of the MHS to establish efficient and accurate data capture systems across the abattoir industry. It is hoped that the detailed SWLP findings  will help inform the MHS regarding farmer and vet data needs.

Farmer benefits from the SWLP approaches were very dependent upon factors outside farmer control i.e. they relied on efficient capture and feedback of data from the abattoir and MHS. The pilot demonstrated a need for improvements in systems and processes for the capture of carcase quality and MHS data at the abattoir.  The farming and abattoir sectors must increase co-operation to understand each others business interests and optimise benefits for both.  

2.  Introduction and Background to Phase 2C

This report on Phase 2C of the SWLP is a supplement to the “SWLP Farmers’ Business Case for Change – second Report”, (July 2006), which can be found at www.defra.gov.uk/animalh/tracing/litp/sw-livestockpilot.htm  – henceforth referred to as the “SWLP July 2006 Report”. This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the “SWLP July 2006 Report” and will refer to it, but not repeat it’s findings.

The overall objective of the SWLP was to establish whether there is a farmers’ business case for capturing more accurate and timely livestock data. Hence, whether the benefits of industry investment in better data management systems justify the costs? The existence of a farmers’ business case could be promoted to encourage industry investment in the required systems, leading to improved profitability for the farming industry and spin-off benefits for government in terms of more accurate and timely livestock identification and traceability data.  Equally valid would be the finding that the farmers’ business case did not exist, as this finding would inform a different policy and approach to data management, livestock identification and traceability. 

This report looks at the benefits farmers gained from the use of data and data management systems over the whole pilot period (Phase 2B and 2C) and comments on any changes since the findings of the SWLP July 2006 Report.

The field pilot provided participant farmers with a joined-up approach to capturing and using livestock management data (see SWLP July 2006 Report). The elements were integrated and complimentary and it was often not possible to distinguish the influence of individual aspects. Hence this report considers the benefits of SWLP approaches overall as well as focussing on each of the following elements: -

· Carcase classification data, 

· Carcase condemnation data, 
· Health planning, 

· Electronic identification (EID), 

· Financial benchmarking, and
· The central data repository (CDR).

Two other elements of the pilot were the farmers’ forums and the farm software. Since there were few changes in these two areas since the SWLP July 2006 Report, they are covered only briefly here. 

The full background to the SWLP is provided in the SWLP July 2006 Report.

3.  Aims and Objectives of Phase 2C

Phase 2B of the SWLP provided funding to a number of industry partners, participants farmers and vets, to establish and operate the SWLP systems until 31st July 2006. During that phase, farmers were provided with the following subsidised systems and trained in their use: -

· On farm flock management software, 

· EID on farm,

· EID at the abattoir and the provision of individual carcase classification and condemnation data,

· Subscription to a central data repository for accessing and downloading the carcase data reports.

· Flock health planning and associated veterinary time on farm,

· Farm financial benchmarking,

· Farmer forums. 

The use of EID was not compulsory and two out of the 23 farmers chose not to use it, whilst a third chose to use only the data-logger with visual ear tags. 

Under Phase 2B, farmers were fully supported in the use of these systems. That phase was intended to give participants enough opportunity to collect and use data and decide whether the SWLP approaches were worth their own investment.  

In order to demonstrate a Farmers’ Business Case the benefits must be sufficient for industry itself to be willing to invest in these approaches, without on-going government support, so from 1st August 2006, Phase 2C was intended to: -

1. act as a test of the cost/benefits and the Farmers Business Case, by removing Defra funding and evaluating industry willingness to continue at its own cost, or vice-versa. 

Also to….

2. provide more evidence about farm management and physical performance benefits,

3. help Defra and industry understand: -

a. what quality and timeliness of data provision could be achieved with the SWLP approaches in commercial use,

b. the extent that farmers were able to drive the quality and timeliness of the data they needed.

c. the extent that farmers valued and used the data and information management systems, and what obstacles they encountered in using them. 

d. the benefits for other parts of the industry such as abattoirs and vets.

Most funding was withdrawn from farmers, vets and delivery partners from 1st August 2006, but in practice limited funding had to be continued during Phase 2C, because the timescale of phase 2B had not given farmers enough data to decide on investment at that point. This limited funding was necessary for collection of further data to support the evaluation of flock management and performance benefits. 

The pilot timescale was restricted by the need to fit within the wider Livestock Data Division work programme. This has limited the pilot’s opportunity to evaluate cost/benefits. The question of how far Phase 2C achieved its purpose as a test of cost/benefits and the Farmers Business Case will be discussed later in this report.

4.  Methodology

4.1  Pilot Delivery

Chapter 4 of the July report provides details of: 

· The SWLP field pilot design.

· Removing Defra/IBM support and funding from farmers and delivery partners from 1st August 2006;

· Monitoring the delivery partners to determine if the processes established by the pilot are continued once Defra funding for data capture and use is withdrawn; and

· Continuing to monitor and evaluate the cost/benefits that pilot farmers derive from the use of this livestock data until 31st January 2007.

4.2  Evaluation Methodology

The methodology is essentially the same as that used for the previous report in July; see section 4.6, SWLP July 2006 Report, for details. 

Evidence for this report was gathered via:

· questionnaires completed with farmers and vets,  The questionnaires were carried out over the phone rather than visiting the farmers and vets at this busy time of year (many participants had early lambing flocks).

· Interviews with the IT supplier and the abattoir

· Discussions that took place at the farmer forums and at the delivery partner forums (the latter provided an opportunity for the IT supplier and abattoir along with representative vets and farmers to discuss the progress of the pilot and raise issues).

The farmer’s survey was carried out between 8th  and 23rd  November 2006 and the vet’s survey between 13th  November and 6th  December 2006.

The IT supplier provided comments on 4 December 2006 and the abattoir on 12 December 2006.

5.  Findings

Note: Responses to the Evaluation Survey in November 2006

· Of the 23 SWLP participant farmers, 21 responded to the survey. The following findings refer to these 21 farmers.

· Of these,18 were using the full EID system, 1 was using visual tags and a data-logger and 2 were not using EID.

· Eight of the 10 SWLP vets responded to the veterinary survey.

· The software/EID supply company and the abattoir also provided input to the final evaluation.

The components of the SWLP are integrated and complimentary and it is often not possible to distinguish the influence of individual aspects. Farmers were therefore asked a series of questions about the benefits of the SWLP approaches overall. These overall findings are presented below, followed by bulleted points summarising the key findings for each of the individual elements that made up the SWLP.  More detailed findings for each of these elements can be found in Annex A.

5.1  Overall Benefits of the Combined SWLP Approach

Of 21 farmers, 14 (67%) said they could see management benefits after using the SWLP processes for 12 months.  The most common comments (8 farmers, 38%) related to having better records and more manageable data that helped them make informed management decisions.  Three farmers cited improved lamb selection and grading. Three farmers specifically mentioned the value of being able to compare performance with others (through farmer forums and benchmarking). Seven farmers (33%) said they had not yet seen any management benefits, three of these commenting that it was too early to do so. 

Ten farmers (48%) said that they were beginning to see improvements in flock performance as a result of the SWLP processes. Nine farmers commented that it was too early to see benefits as yet. 

Seven farmers (33%) believed they were seeing financial benefits from the SWLP processes, although few could quantify these and many thought more time was needed. Comments focussed on better returns from improved lamb grades, improved ewe selection and costs saved by being able to identify and cull unproductive or unhealthy sheep (EID records allow easy identification of sheep that consistently produce poor performing lambs or which have repeated health problems), labour saving (e.g. when weighing and selecting EID tagged lambs) and savings in veterinary medicines e.g. wormers, as a result of health planning. 

Fourteen farmers (67%) expected to see financial benefits in the future. Improved lamb performance, improved ewe performance and culling of less productive ewes, labour savings and flock health improvements were again the main reasons cited. 

Fifteen farmers (71%) indicated that they wanted to continue to use the SWLP data over the next 12 months. Responses focussed on the use of individual carcase data and the main areas of use envisaged were to improve breeding stock quality or for pedigree recording (10 farmers) and to improve lamb performance and grading (7). 

The initial set up costs of providing the SWLP EID system and  software (EID reader, data- logger, weigh crate, farm software package and the first year’s subscription to the Central Data Repository) amounted to a total of some £5,200 per farm. Only two farmers (9.5%) said they would definitely be prepared to invest this amount themselves (one of these had been using the system for several years before the SWLP and had actually paid the set up costs himself and had time to see management benefits).  Most felt that it was difficult to justify this cost, particularly on the smaller flocks. Comments included: 

· “No because of size of flock” 

· “No, not viable even on 1,000 ewes”

· “A matter of scale – would need more than 500 ewes to be cost effective”

· “No. Commercial flocks do not make enough profit to invest this much into long term system”

Note: Annual costs of the above equipment depreciated over 10 years, plus software and CDR subscriptions amount to some £600 per farm per annum (see SWLP July 2006 Report, p55). These costs do not include flock health planning or financial benchmarking.

When asked how long farmers thought it would take to see a return on this investment the responses were as follows:

Table 1: Farmers’ Response on Period to see a Return on Investment
	Time for return on total SWLP equipment set up investment (£5,200)
	No. of responses
	%

	2-3 years
	2
	10%

	5 – 10 years
	5
	24%

	10 – 20 years
	2
	10%

	Never/Too long
	6
	28%

	Don’t know/ No comment
	6
	28%


However farmers were more positive when asked whether they would recommend investment in individual elements of the SWLP: 

 Table 2: Whether Farmers Would Recommend Individual Investment

	I would recommend other farmers to invest in….
	Yes
	No
	Comments

	EID and Data- Logger 

(£1058)
	10
	11
	But comments indicated this would depend on flock size and type. 

When farmers were asked if they personally would be prepared to replace this equipment at their own cost only 5 out of 19 (26%) said yes. 

	EID Weighcrate

(£3,676)
	4
	17
	

	Farm Software (£350) & annual subscription

(£75/yr)
	16
	5
	

	Central Data Repository 

((£60/yr)
	12
	9
	

	Farmer Forums

(no cost specified)
	20
	1
	

	Financial Benchmarking

(£600/yr)
	13


	8
	But almost all of those who said yes said £600 was too much.

	Flock Health Planning

(approx £350/yr for 2 visits & review) 
	14


	7
	But most who said yes said £350 was too much. Some would opt for fewer visits. Some commented that it would depend on the

 quality / enthusiasm of the vet.


Changes in Flock Performance

SWLP farmers responded as shown below when asked if there had been any changes in the flock performance as a result of using the SWLP approaches. All the changes commented upon were positive except for one farmer who commented on the cost of repairing a broken EID Data logger (£220).

Table 3: Changes in Flock Performance

	Has there been a change in …? 
	YES
	NO

	No. of Lambs reared
	4
	17

	No. of lambs sold
	3
	18

	No of lambs meeting grade and weight specification.
	11
	10

	Average weight of lambs sold
	9
	12

	Ewe/ram mortality
	3
	18

	Flock replacement costs
	1
	20

	Feed costs
	9
	12

	Vet & med costs
	12
	9

	Labour costs (including family labour)
	5
	16

	Other costs
	2
	19


General Views on the SWLP and the Future 

Farmers responded as follows to a number of statements about the SWLP approaches:

Table 4: SWLP Approach Statements

	
	Agree Strongly
	Agree
	Not sure
	Disagree
	Disagree Strongly

	I will continue to use the SWLP data process once the pilot has finished
	5
	10
	1
	5
	0

	The SWLP process will help me face the challenge of farming in the 21st century with out subsidy.
	3
	5
	7
	5
	1

	Using SWLP components will improve my farm profitability
	1
	7
	7
	6
	0

	Having used EID for approximately 12 months I can now see benefits of using EID
	2
	10
	5
	3
	1


When asked “has your view of EID changed?” the responses and comments were as follows. 

 Table 5: Farmers’ Response & Comments to “has your view of EID changed?”

	
	No. of farmers

	Yes,  in favour of EID
	7

	Yes, against EID
	5

	No, in favour of EID
	5

	No, against EID
	4


Several farmers commented that continuation depended on whether the abattoir would continue to provide carcase data (and read EIDs). Some other comments included concerns about the market returns and the profitability of livestock production without subsidies.

The following section provides the headline findings for each of the elements of the SWLP.  For more detailed findings please see Annex A

5.2  Carcase Classification Data

· These findings support our earlier findings (SWLP July 2006 Report). 

· The SWLP approaches gave farmers more confidence in data quality and improved its manageability and value.  

· Twelve farmers said the SWLP data had had some influence on management during the pilot and 19 farmers (90%) thought it would have some influence on future management. 

· Eleven farmers said the SWLP data had improved lamb grades and nine said it had led to improved carcase weights. 

· Some farmers had begun to use the data to inform breeding stock selection, although this use was limited by pilot timescale. It was also restricted because it relied on individually identified data being sent from the abattoir via the CDR, and this was not achieved in a reliable or timely way during the pilot. Time will tell whether changes informed by the data really produce improved flock quality and performance. 

· Accurate batch data was generally considered adequate for finished lamb selection but timeliness was essential for this purpose. Individual identification may increase confidence in the accuracy of data for this use. 

· Individual animal data provided added value for informing wider management decisions, such as breeding sheep selection, and EID was considered the only practical method of individual identification. This use depended on good identification rates at the abattoir plus use of the CDR for efficient downloading, reporting and analysis.

· There was some indication of the potential for accurate, timely data to improve financial returns, but it was too early to thoroughly demonstrate this.

  5.3  Carcase Health and Condemnation Data

· Batch condemnation data (as opposed to individual lamb data) provides sufficient detail.

· Farmers and vets recognise potential benefits of condemnation data.

· Farmers keenness for the data is not yet matched by its influence in flock management.

· There is a consensus between farmers and vets on which conditions are economically important to farmers.   Lung and liver conditions came out top. Farmers consider reporting of these conditions essential.

· Capture of MHS data was poor and often inaccurate during Phase 2B because it relied on manual input and extra abattoir or MHS staff (funded by the SWLP). In Phase 2C, the abattoir did not see sufficient benefits to resource comprehensive condemnation data collection itself once funding was withdrawn. This was seen as an MHS responsibility. The abattoir continued to provide ad hoc reports to farmers if there were a significant problem.

· MHS were not able to provide detailed condemnation data in phase 2C.

5.4  Flock Health Planning

· Findings were similar to those found in May 2006 (see SWLP July 2006 Report).

· Health planning is seen as worthwhile by farmers with 19 (90%) expecting to continue with it over the next five to ten years.

· Farmers anticipate health planning having a slight, but valued influence on flock management. Their vets thought that flock health had improved over the pilot.

· More appropriate use of medicines (notably wormers) was cited by vets as the main benefit.

· The short timescale of the pilot and lack of information on the cost of disease means that it is not possible to calculate the costs / benefits.

· Fourteen farmers (67%) would recommend that other farmers invest in health planning.  Six out of the seven who would not recommend it cited cost.

· Most farmers thought one vet visit per year was sufficient,   most vets thought  two visits per year appropriate.

· Farmers and vets welcomed the increased contact with each other.

5.5  On- Farm EID

· Of the 21 responses to the survey 18 used the full EID equipment and one used a data logger and visual tags

· In terms of data collection and use, 15  of the 19 farmers (79%) agreed that EID and the data logger had had a positive influence on the management of their sheep flock.  But  four farms (21%)had seen no influence on flock management during the pilot timescale

· The recording of individual ID has been useful for those who are selecting their own stock for breeding, comparing breed differences in the lambs slaughtered and keeping track on lamb weights

· One of the main concerns for participants about EID was the financial cost.  In the first survey (SWLP July 2006 Report) it was perceived by the majority of the pilot group that the cost would outweigh any benefits.

· Only five out of 19 farmers (26%) definitely said they would be prepared to replace the EID equipment at their own cost (£1058 for data logger and reader). 

· Of the total 21 respondents, 17 farmers  used the EID weigh crate during the course of the pilot.  It could be used simply for weight recording or as a race-reader for drafting sheep. Of these 17 farmers, only a third could identify financial benefits of the weigh crate and only four farmers (23%) thought the cost justified investment. 

· Looking at the main uses of the information gained from  the weigh crate during the pilot period, participants cited that improving the quality of slaughter lambs was the major gain

5.6  EID in the Abattoir

· Abattoir management believed EID was valuable to improved accuracy and efficiency of data capture. 

· They believed there were benefits for the abattoir in terms of improved stock quality and sourcing and efficiency of planning to fill orders, but….

· In practice the EID read-rate at the abattoir was unacceptably low and variable (31-96%) throughout phases 2B and C,  due to abattoir staffing and organisational difficulties. 

· Increased uptake of EID on farms would lead to EID reading becoming part of the abattoir routine, rather than a special service that has to be organised irregularly for a small number of farms. This should result in more acceptable EID read rates. 
5.7  Financial Benchmarking

· The farm financial benchmarking service was based on the analysis of farm accounts for the year ending between July 2004 and July 2005). It therefore provided farmers with a snapshot of their business performance prior to any SWLP influence. The pilot has not been long enough to see whether the SWLP approaches will have an influence on financial performance. 

· When asked if they intended to continue using financial benchmarking over the next five to ten years 11 farmers (52%) said yes
· When asked if they would recommend others investing in benchmarking thirteen farmers (61%) said yes, however ten of them went on to comment that at almost £600 it was too expensive
· To give an indication of how the sheep enterprises involved in the SWLP compare financially with the national average, a comparison with the English Beef and Lamb Executive’s (EBLEX) sheep costing was carried out and both indicated very similar bottom line results: both groups showed a negative average net margin of some £21 per ewe (see table 21 in annex A).
5.8  Farmer Forums

· All but one farmer wanted to continued farmer forums.

· Forums were valued for exchange of best practice, but farmers were reluctant to pay more than £50 per annum due to difficulty in identifying specific cost/benefits. 

· Forums were only able to continue after withdrawal of SWLP funding by obtaining further support as part of the South West Rural Enterprise Gateway (SWREG).

5.9  Farm Software

· The farm software integrated well with the EID and CDR systems (all came from the same supplier).

· No significant problems were reported.

· 79% of the software users would recommend other farmers to invest in it.

· Investments in time and money to use the software were not raised as significant problems

5.10  Central Data Repository

· Data needed to be accurate, timely and complete to be of most use.

· Both abattoir and farmers must  see commercial benefit for the CDR to be viable.

· A broadband internet connection is essential for receiving the data via a CDR 

· The abattoir management did not see sufficient benefit during the pilot and were not supportive of the CDR. They preferred to deal directly with farmers via email.

· Farmers expect the CDR to be a benefit to flock management in the future but have not been able to calculate financial benefits over the life of the pilot.

· The time investment required is the biggest barrier to farmers using the CDR.

· Farmers’ appetite for data to download and use stimulates CDR use.

· For farmers and vets, early failures (real or perceived) in the CDR functionality discouraged future use.

· Vets can see a benefit in having access to a CDR though initial functionality problems and the low number of their clients involved in the pilot meant that only half the vets used the data on the CDR.

· The majority of farmers would provide data to a CDR for third parties to access.  Access control and data protection were the major concerns of  those who were for or against providing data.  The farmers’ views on this aspect of data protection were not related to their experience of the CDR during the pilot.

5.11  SWLP Flock Policy and Structural Changes

During the final evaluation in November 2006, farmers were asked about any changes they were making or intending to make to the flock policy or size (from January 2006 onwards). 

Ten out of 21 farmers (48%) were making or intending to make changes as shown in Table 1 below. It is not known how much the SWLP data use has influenced these changes.

Most of the changes appear to be increasing the focus on premium niche markets such as organic, pedigree production and contract production of early Dorset lambs.  The reasons and implications of these changes, and how they relate to flock financial performance are discussed in section 6.13.

Table 6: Planned Changes to Flock or Flock size (from January 2006) 

	Type of change
	No.  of 

farmers
	Comments/reasons



	1. Going 

organic 
	3
	a. (One farm also decreasing flock size – see below)

	2. Breed 

Change
	2
	a. Increasing pedigree and new crossbreed (& increasing overall flock size from 570 ewes to 800/900 ewes).

b. Giving up small commercial flock & keeping just a small rare breed flock

	3. Increasing Flock size 
	3
	a. Increasing by 100 to 550 ewes. Beef being cut back (less profitable)

b. Increase from 700 to 800 to lamb Nov’07-Jan'08 (total flock increasing from 1200 to 1300). Reseeding 20-30acres to grass out of arable

c. (As at 1.a), increasing pedigree and new crossbreed (& increasing overall flock size).



	4. Decreasing Flock size
	5
	a. Reducing from 1000 to 700 to raise capital for calf units, but will increase to 1000 again, probably in 18mths time.

b. Reduced numbers to 200 from 250, due to labour.

c. May reduce spring flock by 200 to 1700 ewes [because] going organic on spring flock. [500 ewe November lambing Dorset flock remaining the same]

d. Reducing by 10% (because flock structure has now stabilised after post-FMD restocking with ewe lambs) 

e. (as at 2b), giving up small commercial flock & keeping just a small rare breed flock)


6.  Discussion

6.1 Overall Benefits of the Combined SWLP Approach

The SWLP has provided a valuable look at the benefits of improved data management systems on commercial farms. Some caution is required in translating the findings to the wider industry as the pilot involved a relatively small number of farms over a short time. The pilot involved farmers who were generally positive towards technology and computerisation, they also tended to be higher than average performers, as indicated by their lamb grading data (although not their financial results). This was intentional and reasonable as all innovation develops from uptake by the “early innovators” first, but it must be recognised that these farms were not entirely typical of the wider industry. It must be expected that other farms will find the current technology and processes more challenging. 

The findings are encouraging in terms of the number of farmers who responded positively about the SWLP approaches overall. Most wished to continue with some or all of the approaches, which indicated that they had found most of the elements workable enough and expected to see management benefits and improved flock performance and returns in future. However, the degree of benefit was very dependent upon factors outside farmer control i.e. benefits relied on efficient capture and feedback of data from the abattoir and MHS. Farmer benefits were clearly limited by poor EID read rates at the abattoir, difficulties in achieving timely data transfer from the abattoir to the Central Data Repository and the difficulties in obtaining accurate MHS condemnation data (note: batch MHS data is adequate, but it must be accurate and timely).  These issues were related to problems with data capture and transfer technology, but also to staff costs at the abattoir. There is a need for improvement in EID processes suitable for the abattoir environment and for the development of efficient, accurate MHS data capture systems that can be introduced across the abattoir industry. Without efficient technological systems the data was only able to be collected with costly manual input during Phase 2B of the SWLP. Abattoir labour costs made this un-sustainable without government funding in Phase 2C.

Pilot farmers had to bear only a small proportion of the system costs during the SWLP. Phase 2C could not provide a true test of costs-benefits and the Farmers’ Business Case because farmers generally had no need to replace equipment at their own cost during this period. Also because some funding had to be continued in phase 2B because farmers had not had sufficient opportunity to collect and benefit from the data by the end of Phase 2B. 

When questioned about their willingness to invest in the systems themselves or to recommend others to do so, the responses showed a mixed picture. Most initially responded negatively to the full SWLP on-farm costs. However, a high proportion said they would recommended investment in individual elements such as farm software and subscription to the Central Data Repository. Only five (26%) of the 19 farmers using EID and the data logger said they would be prepared to replace the equipment at their own expense, but double that number said they would recommend others to invest in basic EID kit depending on flock size and type. Very few thought the EID weigh crate was financially justifiable (see sections 9.3 for further detail). This may have been partly due to lack of time to see the full benefits, but also due to cost and some concerns about the robustness of the equipment. A high proportion of farmers were positive about some investment in flock health planning and financial benchmarking, but most thought the cost needed to be lower. All but one farmer was positive about continuing with farmer forums, but the SWLP July 2006 Report indicated that most would not pay more than £50 per year for these, because it was hard to pin point the specific business benefits. 

These findings are a reflection of the low profitability of sheep farming particularly following the decoupling of EU support (see Financial Benchmarking sections 5.7, 6.9 & 9.5) , and the need for more time to judge the longer term performance and financial benefits. 

 6.2 Carcase Classification Data

All farmers, EID and non-EID flocks clearly considered lamb grading data to be very important to their management although the usefulness of the classification system itself, based on visual inspection of carcase fat and conformation, was the subject of critical debate at farmer forums. Many farmers felt that it was too subjective and not necessarily the best way to meet buyer requirements. Since this is the system in use across most abattoirs, this is what farmers have to work with, but new, less subjective electronic scanning techniques are developing and at least one farmer was prepared to change to an abattoir that used one of these. 

The two non-EID flocks felt that batch rather than individual lamb data was adequate for their needs.  For the short-term use of physically selecting the next batch of finished lambs, batch data is arguably adequate, but it must be available quickly and farmers must be confident that it is accurate i.e. they may not need to know which particular lamb the data applies to, but they must know that the grading is fair and has been correctly identified to their batch of lambs, not the one in front or behind. Whilst EID is not essential for the collection of batch carcase data, it can provide greater confidence that data applies to the batch.

Many of those using individual data recognised its added value for wider management uses, such as to identify the best breeding sheep and improve the overall quality of the flock and lamb grades in the longer term. EID is the only feasible method of collecting individual animal data. 

Although many farmers were enthusiastic about the potential value of individual lamb data to improve flock management and performance, it was too early for many of these benefits to have been seen during the pilot period. Two of the EID farms had not had time to tag ewes before lambing in October and some of the Spring lambing flocks had simply not sold enough lambs and accumulated enough data. Other farmers clearly needed more time to become used to the EID equipment and software systems.  It takes time to establish new systems, collect data, make management changes based on the data and then to see the results of those changes working through. In a biological, annual production cycle it is likely to be several years before the benefits and dis-benefits of these sort of approaches can be fully appreciated.

The value of individual data was further limited from August onwards by the low rate of individual identification at the abattoir and the delay in transferring data to the Central Data Repository (CDR). For farmers to see a return on an investment in EID and software systems they must be confident that any abattoirs they supply will read all the tags and report the data back accurately and quickly.

The majority of farmers using individual data clearly indicated their belief in the potential of individual data and EID to improve management in the long term. However, flocks need time to accumulate and act on data. The benefits of individual data will increase as uptake across the farming and processing industries builds. As more farmers use EID, abattoirs are likely to respond by providing efficient EID reading and data feedback systems. Uptake will also drive equipment and tag prices down. 

6.3 Carcase Health and Condemnation Data

Data use

Provision and use of carcase condemnation data has been a disappointing aspect of the pilot.  

There is great potential for the data to be of use to farmers and vets in health planning, but within the pilot accessing of the data was sporadic with half the vets not accessing it at all.  The farmers would like to have the data available and think that it has commercial value but they appeared to lack the confidence in the data quality to act upon it.  The data did spark conversations with the vets and, with more familiarity coming from routine use, this could become a more common feature of flock management.

The initial reports in the SWLP July 2006 Report of condemnation data having a large influence had largely disappeared by November 2006.  This may be due to a number of factors:

· Little use of the data following the initial changes to worming practice.

· Concerns about quality and completeness of data have decreased the confidence in it and a lack of specific detail reduces its value for management decisions.

·  No data since Defra funding withdrawn, little influence post-July.

· With the dry summer the worm burden decreases only to increase when the rain came in autumn.

· One would expect to see relatively few problems with young stock. Had data been available for older animals through the late autumn and winter, one would have expected it to be of more use. 

The vets did look at the data when prompted by an upcoming flock health plan review but without a reason to look they did not have the time or inclination to seek out their farmer’s data. With some vets only having one or two farmers on the SWLP it only formed a small part of their work.  If condemnation data was available for all their sheep farmers they may examine it more regularly.  There has been the suggestion an email alert when new data appears would also help.  

The abattoir has not used the condemnation data. The longer term reduction in the number of condemnations as flock health improved would result in a decrease in disposal costs and fewer losses of saleable items (livers for example are worth around 70 pence).  However the abattoir did not think that these benefits would be sufficient once the cost of collection was taken into account.  his is an area that would be worth exploring further as benefits for the abattoir could go beyond decreasing the direct losses.  Health problems on the farm causing growth checks have a direct impact on carcase grades so in the longer term systematic reporting of condemnation data back to the farmer may improve the quality of lamb that comes through the abattoir door.

The slaughter line speed in the abattoir means that MHS meat inspectors have limited time, after their primary role of protecting public health, to record details for the farmer. Collecting the data has costs attached to it, during the pilot funding was provided for an extra person on the line to help capture the condemnation information for the farmer.

A way needs to be found for useful condemnation data to be captured for the farmer, whilst not involving the MHS and abattoir in complicated and costly processes. 

This potential benefit for both farmers and abattoirs needs to be paid for.  In the pig industry farmers pay for post-mortem inspections on some of their pigs. Although a full cost / benefit study had not been carried out, a large proportion of the bigger pig producers take part in the British Pig Health Scheme. The scheme is subsidised by animal health companies in return for access to the data generated.  The sheep industry may need to consider something similar.

6.4 What carcase health and condemnation data is  important?

The conditions that farmers and vets would like information on are those that are 1. economically important and 2. something the farmer can do something about.  

The abattoir’s interests are similar but come from a different angle.  They clearly have an interest in maximising what can be sold from a carcase and a longer term interest in having confidence in the lambs coming through their door.

Liver and lung conditions came out top of list for vets and farmers.  The importance of liver health in the national flock is supported by a National Sheep Association survey (NSA 2006) where liver fluke appears as one of the top fifteen conditions having the most serious economic impact on the sheep industry. Loss of liver sales and the associated disposal costs were cited as an issue by the abattoir in the SWLP July 2006 Report. Lung damage can indicate if pneumonia treatments are being effective by revealing if there is recent damage or if the condition remains sub-clinically as a cause for concern. 

For the abattoir another condition that arguably should be of note is "Dermatology" because of the loss of usable  hides/lambskins. ADAS (1998) cites significant economic losses to the tanning / hide industries due to dung contamination and other hide damage.

Bruising due to rough handling and abscesses due to poor hypodermic injection technique can easily be addressed (better on farm handling, check hauliers approach to stock, obtain instruction on injection technique) and the losses minimised provided the farmers are made aware of the problems

Pulling this together, and since there is a little variation between vets and farmers top six priorities, it can be said that condemnation reporting should focus on reporting of nine conditions ( not in priority order: Fluke, liver, Lungworm, abscesses, lungs & pleura, Bruising & damage, Hydatid, Joints, and  Dermatological) and the other eight conditions could probably be omitted from reporting. Reporting of hydatid cysts in the liver is important for human health reasons even though the farmers rank it fairly low.

Though a note of caution, this is only an indication for the direction of further work due to the short nature of the pilot and the small sample of farmers.

Without an easy way of establishing the cost of a disease in terms of lost production through checks in growth, it is not possible to put a figure on the value of informing the farmer of these conditions.

6.5  Data collection, Data quality - The role of the MHS

The abattoir did not wish to fund the collection of the data once the Defra financial support was withdrawn; this reflects their view that it is not commercially worthwhile for them and that it is an MHS responsibility.

There is then a tension between the farmers and vets desire to make use of comprehensive accurate data and the abattoirs willingness to provide ad hoc data but not full data.

Meat inspection data is collected by the Meat Hygiene Service (MHS) principally for public health purposes.  When it comes to recording data for use by farmers there are four areas of concern.

· Time

· Staff

· Suitable recording system

· The need for farmers and vets to understand that this is  inspection data that should be regarded only as a starting point for further veterinary investigation. The MHS cannot be held responsible for a full diagnosis.

Whilst the local MHS staff has been supportive of the pilot, they are not in a position outside the funded stage of the pilot to provide detailed condemnation data back to the farmer. Staffing and line speed make it difficult to record the detail required by farmers and vets.  There is a need for a simple system to record the data, such as a simple touch screen recorder would allow rapid recording and could be linked to the batches of animals.  A similar system was used by the abattoir to record carcase grades.

There is a need for an industry standard for recording condemnation data. This would it make it clear what the recorded conditions mean and what can and can not be practically provided. It would clarify that an inspection is different from a diagnosis.  This would allow farmers and vets to have consistent reports from all abattoirs and for the MHS to be clear about what was expected of them.  As it is numbers of condemnations of various conditions are collected by the MHS but not to the benefit of the farmers or the health of the national flock.

This is due to change as by 2010 the MHS will be required to supply batch information including 

· Date of kill

· Species

· Number of animals inspected

· Number of animals rejected

· Weight of rejected meat and offal

· Ante-and post-mortem conditions.
Eventually this information could be passed electronically to the farmer with the potential benefits seen in the SWLP becoming available to all.

6.6  Farm Health Planning

Are FHPs affordable and sustainable?

The farmers clearly think that health planning is an expensive process. They also clearly value health planning as shown by the 90% (19 farmers) that expect to use it over the next five year and the 67% (14 farmers) that would recommend the flock health plans to other farmers.

There is a distinction between health planning and having a health plan. The National Sheep Association report (NSA 2006) commented that sheep farmers do health planning on a regular basis but do not always commit it to paper or electronic records.  

How robust a process this is, with its reliance on memory and habit, is a moot point.  The paper record health plan has been tainted by many farmers seeing them as often a tick box exercise (often based on the work of others) to meet farm assurance requirements.

A written plan based on consultation with vets (and other specialists) and used as a practical tool on the farm is more likely to cover all the health aspects of a particular enterprise than a farmer only using his own (albeit very valuable) experience.

The good uptake of the autumn 2006 health plan review by SWLP farmers and the recommendations made by the vets show the keenness for ongoing dialogue between farmer and vet.  

There is an issue that needs to be tackled if flock health planning is to become the routine on all sheep farms.   SWLP farmers and those involved in the NSA survey value an action based health plan with veterinary input.  There is an appreciation that health planning is of benefit in the medium to long term in improving flock performance and farmers are prepared to invest time and money in health planning.  The issue is how much time and money is it worth investing?

The SWLP financed the health plans and veterinary time allowing the farmers and vets to see for themselves where the benefits of health planning will come from.  With the exception of one farmer with, in his words, an “unenthusiastic vet” and a second who will not be farming sheep commercially in the future all will continue with the health planning.   This is a strong endorsement based on practical experience.  So how will they overcome the issue of cost? Keeping the vet time on farm down to one visit per  year is the most common way of reducing cost.  But this involves a compromise between cost and benefit as veterinary time on  farm  is important for the vet to appreciate the individual farm circumstances.  This gives the farmer confidence in getting a helpful response should he phone up the vet for advice during the year.

The Scottish Executive has linked health planning to payment of the Single Farm Payment.  This is not the case in England and so other work is needed to promote health planning take up.

This could include:

· More information on the cost of disease so that the costs of health planning are balanced against the benefits and a business decision can be made.

· Innovative promotion by vet practices to help re-establish the link with sheep farmers.  One practice in the SWLP is offering a lambing club where for a fixed fee a farmer can call on veterinary expertise through the lambing period allowing for problems to be dealt with immediately rather than having to weigh each problem and perhaps delaying treatment.

· The setting up of health planning groups so vets costs are shared between farms that discuss and plan common management issues at appropriate times.

The vets on the pilot were keen to promote the use of health plans with sheep farmers outside the SWLP. There is a big role for vets in the promotion of health plans.  The disconnection between the sheep industry and the veterinary profession is recognised by both farmers and vets.  The cost of calling a vet often means that a problem has become serious before they are brought in.  In turn the lack of time on sheep farms means that experience is lacking and the small contribution to practice income means there is little incentive to improve the situation.

Veterinary CPD (Continuing Professional Development) training in health planning would help ensure that best practice can be offered to the farmers.

6.7  EID On-Farm 

The wide variety of uses of EID on farms means that the cost / benefit for each farm will be different. 

During the pilot those that used EID to a reasonable extent reported improvements in the quality of data and this had a positive influence on their flock management.  The EID system ties together the data from farm software records and the carcase data received via the CDR so full benefits are dependent on these other elements performing well.

Farmers were able to report more management benefits from EID than from other elements of the SWLP  over the life of the pilot, .  Being able to monitor growth rates made it easier to pick and sort lambs for slaughter providing immediate benefits. Once ewes and lambs are tagged time can be saved on routine tasks such as worming and weighing and the ease with which lambs can be drafted using a race reader.

Time then becomes a factor as the data’s potential to improve management decisions, and hence flock performance, is only realised if someone has the time to analyse and interpret it.

EID is of greater benefit to self-replacing flocks compared with those buying in replacements. Though if those buying replacement stock are using EID, then they are able to record data on performance that would be of help to the breeders.

Return on investment of time varies with the enterprise.  Pedigree breeders and those breeding their own replacement ewes have the most to gain.

One of the benefits of individual EID reported by some of the pilot members is the individual performance recording of breeding stock.  This is useful for selecting the ewe lambs that are from ewes or rams that have performed the best over a period of time.  Performance such as longevity, prolificacy, growth rates and maternal instincts can be recorded using paper based systems.  However comments from producers are that the EID system does make the process easier and saves time. This is of greatest benefit to those who are selecting replacements from their own flock as they will have the data to hand to help with selection decisions.  But this is not the case for those producers who purchase replacements.  In the majority of transactions a record of the performance of the dam and sire of the replacement is not available.  However, potentially this is possible where the vendor has recorded the data electronically and the buyer is able to see the records for himself.

Cost

The costs of the EID equipment used in the SWLP were outlined in the SWLP July 2006 Report.  It was estimated that if the cost of the equipment were written off over ten years, the annual cost in year 1 of outlay would be £454 rising to £604 in year’s two to ten due to annual subscriptions.  On a per ewe basis the cost (including tags) for a 100 ewe flock would be around £5 in the first year rising to nearly £7 in year’s two to ten.  For a 500 ewe flock the costs would reduce to £1.66 per ewe in year one and then increasing to £1.96 for the remaining two to ten years.  If spread over a 1000 ewe flock the initial first year cost would drop to £1.20 per ewe but compared to the 500 ewe flock little change for the remaining period. 

The costs above assume that producers obtain the full management functionality and benefits of the EID system used  in the pilot.  There is the option of a lower cost system that could be used simply for recording statutory data.    A basic wand reader (£400 – 600) and tags (costing 75p each at the start of the pilot , 65p more recently) involve a modest investment but provide little management benefit.  

Clearly the size of the flock involved would affect the cost on a per ewe basis and some participants commented that it would be the larger flocks e.g. greater than 500 ewes where cost would be less of a prohibitive factor.  But the wider uptake of EID would  also bring down the cost, due to increased market opportunity for suppliers.

As with the other elements of the SWLP confidence is all important.  The EID equipment performed well and integrated with the farm software.  All were from the same IT supplier and any problems were quickly rectified, all farmers were happy with the level of support provided by the supplier. Nonetheless it was still noted that those that had experienced problems with the equipment were less confident in  the data.  This has an implication for any future roll out of EID to the sheep sector and beyond.  For example, were a farmer to invest in EID equipment, perhaps a little more than any statutory minimum, and then to have problems they are likely to become resentful of having to use it at all, and would be less likely to expand its use and therefore would not be getting much in the way of management benefits.  IT suppliers would need to provide support to their clients but any mass move towards EID would throw up problems that if not quickly resolved would knock confidence regardless of the potential benefits.

6.8 EID in the Abattoir

The value of individual carcase classification data was limited from August 2006 onwards by the low rate of individual identification at the abattoir and the delay in transferring data to the Central Data Repository (CDR). For farmers to see a return on an investment in EID and software systems they must be confident that any abattoirs they supply will read all the tags and report the data back accurately and quickly, in a form that maximises it usefulness. Many farms supply more than one outlet especially if selling through a marketing co-operative.

The abattoir was positive in theory about the potential value of EID to aid traceability and meet buyers’ orders efficiently, but in practice during the pilot, the EID capture rate was poor and individual identification proved to be reliant on project funding. The hand-held wand EID reader did not give good results in the SWLP abattoir. This seemed to be mainly because the requirement for EID reading was not routine in this busy plant and the organisation and availability of staff to use the reader just for SWLP sheep, seemed to be the main obstacle, rather than any technical fault in the equipment itself. In trials in other plants hand-held readers have performed well and may be the favoured solution, particularly in small abattoirs. Acceptable EID read rates might be expected from this type of reader if EID uptake increased and the requirement to read tags became routine. This nevertheless still has implications for abattoir labour costs. The SWLP abattoir management felt strongly that these costs would be offset in the long term by benefits for the abattoir from improved traceability and efficiencies from being able to plan to meet orders better. If these benefits are not realised abattoirs will be inclined to pass on the EID reading costs to farmers.  An alternative solution for some plants is to install a static EID reader.

6.9  Financial Benchmarking

The value of benchmarking for the SWLP farmers has been limited to one year’s data and this data coming from the year prior to the SWLP. As with other types of data, the benefits of financial benchmarking tend to accrue over time; farmers begin to able to see trends, discount seasonal effects, act on the data and see the effects of the changes made coming through. 

A further factor affecting the value of benchmarking is the range of data for comparison within the year- both the number of businesses and the degree of similarity of those businesses. Within the SWLP the farmers’ data was benchmarked across a relatively small group of 23 sheep businesses and there was a wide variety of farm types and flock systems within this group. Some farmers felt that this variation diminished the ability to benchmark effectively. Others felt there were still valuable points for comparison and learning. 

The SWLP financial benchmarking figures shown in table 21 are the aggregated data of all 23 pilot flocks. The pilot farms included a number of early lambing flocks producing October/November born Dorset lambs on a speciality contract for a supermarket, at premium prices. But early lambing involves higher costs, particularly feed costs and when analysed separately, the aggregated margins of these specialist early lambing flocks were no better than the spring lambing flocks, or the whole group. 

A limitation of the financial benchmarking system used in the SWLP was that it only provided financial performance figures and did not link these to flock physical performance indicators as thye covered different time periods. This makes it less easy to identify the management changes needed to improve financial performance. The financial benchmarking data indicates that higher feed costs are one reason for the poor profitability,  but without full physical flock performance data it is difficult to know whether there are other factors. e.g. reduced lambing percentages. 

The SWLP July 2006 Report showed that the SWLP farmers were producing significantly better quality lambs than the average for other suppliers of the same abattoir (89.4% vs. 78.8% within specification from February to June 2006) and both these groups were performing better than the Eblex England average lamb grades for the same period. Despite this the financial benchmarking results (see Table 21 of this report) are no better than the Eblex England average and show an average loss of £21 per ewe.  One of the key aspects of the SWLP has been the use of better quality carcase classification data. It is not possible to attribute the improved grading to the SWLP influence, but nevertheless, these figures indicate that the benefits that may be obtained from the use of this data are limited by factors outside farmers’ control i.e the market’s current unwillingness to reward investment in improved carcase quality. 

The SWLP has shown that individual carcase classification data is useful for informing the selection of breeding sheep, but the pilot has not been long enough to see the long term effects of the use of this data. Caution is needed with regard to ewe breeding as meat quality characteristics tend to be negatively genetically linked to maternal characteristics, such as prolificacy and milking ability. In view of the inadequate market reward for quality at present, farmers cannot afford to focus too heavily on meat quality characteristics in the ewe flock. 

The SWLP and Eblex sheep financial performance figures indicate a worrying picture for the future of the sheep industry, particularly now that subsidies have been decoupled and farmers must carefully consider the profitability of each enterprise and its future part in the farm business. The SWLP farmers have been positive about the potential benefits of the SWLP processes, but cost -benefits have yet to be demonstrated. 

The SWLP has not been long enough to establish the cost-benefits of the data management systems.  The evidence for cost-benefits may accumulate over time, but currently these findings suggest that the economic situation of the sheep industry is too poor to support investment in the kind of technology used in the SWLP, even if there may be long term management and performance benefits.  

6.10 Farmer Forums

Phase 2C has confirmed the findings of the SWLP July 2006 Report that farmers value farmer forums as a stimulating way to share ideas and best practice. They have been keen enough to make the effort to find an alternative funding stream to continue the forums and they have reorganised the groups to drive the forums forward in their own way. But the benefits of this type of group activity is hard to quantify and has remained largely dependent on support rather than farmer funding. For this type of activity to continue it is important that farmers themselves drive the forums, both to keep costs down and to keep focussed on the real priorities of the businesses involved. 

These types of groups also have a potential value for government as they can provide a mechanism to communicate with industry and encourage  best practice in accordance with government policy and strategies. 

6.11 Farm Software

The use of one supplier for the farm software, EID equipment and central data repository minimised problems relating to integration of the systems. The software has worked well during the pilot and has not been an obstacle to the use of data. This means that the comments in the other sections reflect the value of the data and not the functionality of the software.

6.12  The Central Data Repository (CDR)

The system

During the SWLP the CDR was used to allow farmers and vets to have access to carcase quality and condemnation data.  This data was collected by the abattoir and then uploaded on the CDR.

The CDR developed as the pilot progressed allowing farmers to download the data into the farm software for analysis.  The use of one IT supplier for the farm software, CDR and EID was beneficial in minimising compatibility problems.

The IT supplier worked with the abattoir to make the transfer of data from abattoir to CDR to farm work as smoothly as possible.  The system that emerged was not without its faults, but was workable and meant that there was a test of the value of the data and not just IT functionality.  Any future development of a CDR would need to carefully look at how well it would interact with different abattoir and farm software.

The abattoir was not fully supportive of the use of the Central Data Repository. This may have been due to the legacy of the early difficulties with the data upload system during the pilot, but it also seemed to be related to concerns about loss of control over abattoir data.  Whilst the abattoir was keen for farmers to invest in on-farm EID, this will only be justifiable if abattoirs provide data back in ways that enable farmers to fully exploit its value, and farmers preferred to do this via the CDR. The abattoir has to be convinced that there is a commercial benefit for them in supplying data via the CDR.

Receipt and use of data

The value of individual carcase classification data was limited from August onwards by the low rate of individual identification at the abattoir and delays in transferring data from the abattoir to the CDR. Carcase condemnation data was not available at all via the CDR from 1st August 2006.

It is important for data to be received in a form that enables farmers to use it easily. Email or fax may be good enough to inform the next lamb selection, but the real value of individual data is to inform breeding sheep selection. The responses of those farmers that were using individual data clearly indicated the enhanced value of data that they could download directly from the CDR into farm software. For this there must be a good interface to the farm software and the software must have efficient management reporting functionality. If this is not possible, there is little extra value in individual as opposed to batch data. 

The benefits will depend on the type of enterprise.  Pedigree flocks and those breeding their own replacements will have detailed performance data on which to base decisions.  Those buying in ewes and rams may have sufficient data from batches but would still benefit from being able to analyse data from the abattoir by, for example being able to compare lamb performance form different ewes coming from different breeders. Via the farmers forums it is possible for a farmer to benchmark his performance against similar farms.

Robust functionality and good interfacing of the CDR and farm software is very important. Good compatibility between the systems used in the SWLP made them more user-friendly. Additionally, time is needed for farmers to use a CDR and manipulate the data. Ease of use is a big factor in whether the CDR is seen as worthwhile or not.  

The abattoir was vital to the provision of carcase data via the CDR.  For other abattoirs to provide this service to farmers they would need to be persuaded of the benefits that systems like the CDR can offer them through stock quality improvements as a result of on-farm improvements in breeding sheep.

Vets

During the pilot the vets were the only third parties with access to the CDR data and they have spent little time accessing the data.  The vets experienced the CDR as a stand alone system.  They were not able to download data from the CDR into their own practice software and did not have any way of knowing when new data had appeared.  Their lack of use of  the CDR demonstrates how even a relatively simple system can be disregarded if it does not easily fit in with working practice. This lack of use occurred in spite of training being given and IT support being readily available.

The vets can see the potential benefits but without improvements in the functionality of the CDR for their needs then their use of the data will remain low. They have not seen sufficient benefits for themselves to try to make regular use of the system. Initial minor problems discouraged vets from using system – a lesson for roll out of new systems in general is that any CDR must be simple to use for irregular users    

Benefits

There is a net benefit for the meat industry if the quality of stock coming off the farms increases but how can these improvements be encouraged and the benefits shared  in a way that gives everyone an incentive to join in.

The abattoir gets better quality stock in the longer term, as long as the farmers remain loyal to it. 

The farmer needs to receive consistent and complete data to improve selection for slaughter and breeding.

Through the pilot most farmers reported no influence of the CDR on flock management – however most expected a positive influence in the future suggesting that they can see potential benefits but there has not been time for these to emerge.  This is not surprising as:

· All involved need time to get used to using the CDR.

· The data has a cumulative benefit, with one season’s data you can benchmark against other farmers, once you have more than one seasons data trends in performance are possible.

· Use of the CDR is only one aspect of the sheep farmers work.  With competing calls on their time focus on the CDR data will be seasonal.  This underlines the need for a simple to use system so that time is not wasted by the occasional user having to re-familiarise themselves with the system.

· The use of the CDR is only practical over a broadband connection.

As well as time, the number of abattoirs offering data via a CDR would be important. If all abattoirs provided data to a CDR then farmers would expect to get the data back, if only one or two abattoirs offer data via a CDR then the farmers may have  to choose between short term higher prices at a particular abattoir and longer term completeness of data.

Where a large number of farmers supplying an abattoir demand and use data via a CDR then it would become more attractive for the abattoir to use the CDR, simply uploading data rather than having to email farmers separately.

The provision of data to third parties

Obtaining data from the abattoir is only one potential use for a CDR.  With farmers being required to provide similar data to third parties e.g. statutory movement records or farm assurance requirements there is the potential for a CDR to enable a farmer to enter the data once and for it to be available in a controlled manner to third parties to meet their requirements without the farmer needing to act.

Defra’s Whole Farm Approach is intended to provide a single point of access for farmers to obtain Defra services and also to save Defra having to contact the farmer for the same information time after time. A central data repository could, for example, provide livestock movement information in a controlled way to services such as the Whole Farm Approach allowing movement records to be inspected remotely, decreasing the need for farm inspections thereby allowing inspectors to concentrate on dealing with problems and non-compliances.  Though note that traceability and movements were not part of the SWLP 

The SWLP farmers’ reaction when asked for their views showed that two-thirds of them would like to be able to use a CDR in to provide information to third parties. There is a lesson in the fact that those who would like to and those who would not like to, all expressed the same areas of concern  namely confidentiality of the data, who would have access to it, and whether it would really be of benefit to them. 

It is interesting that their responses were not related to whether they had seen a positive influence from CDR use during the pilot.

Farmers need to see benefits for their enterprise, not just the effort of providing data.
Farmers are wary of the data they supply being used against them by others e.g. abattoir filling a supermarket contract refusing to take stock from a farm that has had X cases of a particular condition.

There is a need for Defra to be joined up in its approach to farmers, e.g. all systems need to make use of the CDR if only some do then the benefits are diluted.  It would not take many requests for data that farmers know is held on the CDR for confidence in the CDR to be undermined.

6.13  SWLP Flock Policy & Structural Changes

It may seem surprising that some farmers were increasing flock size (see section 5.1) and few were significantly reducing numbers, despite the poor financial results shown in section 9.5. Individual flock financial results were not available for this report, so it may be that individual flocks were performing better than the aggregated data suggests. However, the more likely explanation is that there is simply no better alternative, so when considered in the context of the whole farm mix, increasing sheep numbers may at least provide efficiency savings and economies of scale. Beef production is often the only feasible land use alternative for sheep farmers and yet the latest Eblex Englan beef enterprise results are, if anything, worse than those for sheep (see annex B).  

The changes reported in Section 5.1 indicate that the farmers are responding to market signals by focussing on higher premium specialist markets such as pedigree breeding, organics and the Dorset early lamb contract. These responses are likely to be linked to the de-coupling of EU support in 2006. After only the first year of de-coupling, many farmers are only now beginning to analyse de-coupled enterprise returns and the implications for their businesses. There will be a further period of adjustment as farmers, buyers and prices continue to adjust. 

7.0  Conclusions 

7.1  General

· Note: The SWLP was a small pilot involving 23 commercial sheep farms, one abattoir and one software provider. Its findings are not statistically significant but provide a useful demonstration of the potential benefits and challenges of improved data management systems on farm. The farms involved were selected for their positive attitude towards improving data use and flock management. Uptake of this type of technology across the general farming sector will be more challenging. 

· In general, our findings here support those of the SWLP July 2006 Report.

· Phase 2C provided more opportunity for farmers to collect and benefit from data, but the timescale meant that this phase could not be the true test of cost/benefits and the farmers’ business case that was intended. 

· Farmers were not in full control of the benefits, but were partly dependent on the ability of the abattoir and MHS to provide accurate, timely data. 

· Most farmers wished to continue using some or all of the SWLP approaches, which indicated that they found the systems generally workable and useful. .Fourteen farmers have seen management benefit but none can yet put a monetary figure on any benefit.

· The SWLP approaches generally improved confidence in data quality and manageability. This was true for most flock health and management data and abattoir carcase classification data, but MHS data provision was not successful during the pilot.

· Flock management and performance benefits had begun to emerge during the pilot, but more time was needed for the full potential to be shown.

· Cost benefits could not be demonstrated during the lifetime of the pilot. 

· Cost, not a lack of willingness to change, is the biggest barrier to changes in flock management.

· The SWLP financial benchmarking figures were based on the latest available farm accounts (y/e July 04 - July 05) and therefore only show the position prior to any influence of the SWLP. They do however indicate just how poor a return the SWLP farmers are seeing from their flocks. The Eblex Business Pointers 2004/05 results show that this situation mirrors the position of lowland sheep flocks across England.  Given this, there will have to be a very strong case for farmers to make any investment. This is the message that the SWLP farmers would pass on to others.  They can see potential improvements in the way they manage their flock using some or all of the SWLP processes, but current sheep margins will not allow investment for the benefits they anticipate.

· SWLP flock financial benchmarking figures show average net losses of £21 per ewe for both early and spring lambing flocks. This is line with EBLEX England Lowland sheep figures.

· The SWLP margins are no better than the GB average despite significantly higher numbers of carcases meeting specification. This indicates that improved performance may not be sufficient to justify investment in management systems unless the market is prepared to provide a higher return for quality produce. 
· SWLP net margins for the early lamb flocks (mainly selling premium quality lambs on a speciality contract) were no better than GB average despite premium prices, due to higher costs (particularly feed costs). 

· Despite the poor margins, few farms were reducing sheep numbers and some were increasing. This seemed to be due to a lack of economically viable alternatives and an attempt to improve efficiency through economies of scale or by focussing on speciality markets such as organics and early lambing.  

· The SWLP took place during the first year of the Single Farm Payment, so further adjustment to farm policy must be expected as farmers assess the impacts of the decoupling of support. 

· There will be benefits from the SWLP process in the future, but most farmers think that it will take more than five years to recover any investment.

· Though most farmers would recommend most elements of the pilot to other farmers these recommendations come with strong caveats over the cost involved and the suitability for different enterprises.  The SWLP process is not a one size fits all solution to better data use.

· The Farmers Business Case: The current negative economic position of the sheep industry and lack of demonstration of cost/benefits means there is currently no business case for sheep farmers to justify investment in SWLP-style approaches to data management. This may change as cost/benefits emerge over time and if technology cost fall with increased uptake. 

· There may be a stronger case in the beef sector where the value of individual identification and economies of scale are likely to be greater. (See annex B for current lowland suckler beef herd performance.) 

· The lack of a farmers business case has implications for government policy on livestock identification and traceability and sustainable farming and food:

· There is currently no incentive for farmers to invest in technology that might aid livestock identification, traceability and disease control. 

· Improved compliance with identification and movement regulations is therefore likely to come from a combination of enforcement and efforts to improve the efficiency and ease of use government systems, potentially through the Mixed Economy Model soon to be trialled by Defra LDD in partnership with industry.  

· It will be important for the new approaches to make it easier for farmers to do business with government and to reduce the administrative burden involved in supplying data. 

7.2  Carcase Classification Data

· The pilot indicated management and performance benefits in terms of:

· improved carcase weights, grades and marketing. 

· improved selection of breeding sheep,

· Accurate, timely (within 24-48 hours) data supply is essential for finished lamb selection.

· Batch data is sufficient for finished lamb selection provided it is accurate for the batch, but individual animal data is important for wider management uses e.g to inform breeding sheep selection.

· The potential long term benefits of individual carcase data for breeding selection remains to be seen. Commercial flocks cannot pursue meat quality characteristics exclusively in  their ewe flocks because of the negative genetic link with maternal characteristics (prolificacy, milk production). This seems to support the view that the greatest benefits of individual identification are in pedigree flocks; commercial flocks may benefit most by investing in high quality performance tested rams, although individual recording in commercial flocks would benefit the whole sheep industry through improved feedback to breeders.

· EID is the only feasible method of individual identification on farm and at the abattoir. 

· Emailed/fax abattoir data does not allow it to be used efficiently for breeding sheep selection and wider management uses. Abattoir co-operation with better data interfaces, such as the CDR will be important for farmers to exploit the full benefits of data, EID and farm software systems. This in turn will have long term benefits for the quality of stock available to abattoirs.

· Farmers need abattoirs to invest in more objective methods of carcase quality assessment that truly reflect retail market requirements.

7.3  Carcase condemnation data and the MHS

· The provision of carcase condemnation data presents problems in its capture as well as sharing the same issues as carcase quality data regarding distribution to the farmers and vets.

· The MHS have a vital role and their support is needed at the highest level for an examination of how this data can be efficiently captured without compromising their primary role of protecting public health.

· It is possible to prioritise the data that farmers wish to receive and therefore decrease the amount of data that needs to be captured in detail.

· Batch data (as opposed it individual data) is sufficient for farmers purposes.

· There is consensus between farmers and vets over the most important conditions.

  7.4  Farm Health Planning

· The SWLP vets are positive about the pilot and are keen to promote flock health planning with their other sheep farmer clients.  This should be encouraged to help improve the health of the national flock.

· There is a need for the veterinary industry to re-engage with sheep farmers for flock health to improve.

· There are issues of cost and in a minority of cases the vets enthusiasm, relevant knowledge and experience.

· This report supports the SWLP July 2006 Report finding that more evidence on the costs of disease needs to be made available. This will enable to understand the cost/benefits of health planning and justify investment. 

7.5  On-Farm EID

· The pilot has demonstrated a varied extent and use of the on-farm EID elements by SWLP participants

· A notable observation from the pilot has been that different uses of the EID process on the farms

· However for the members who used the on-farm EID elements less frequently, they had concerns or issues that prevented/restricted greater use.  Amongst these were the problems of time and labour

· To a lesser extent, other issues were concerns regarding the accuracy and reliability of the equipment

· Despite these concerns and issues, the producers who used the EID processes to a reasonable extent, saw some benefits to their flocks

· Producers commented that the EID processes do lead to the capture of better quality data but that the expense of the equipment outweighs the benefits

7.6  Financial Benchmarking

· The financial benchmarking system provided reliable financial data which gave farmers a snapshot of their flock performance, but the full benefits would require the opportunity to see trends over 3 or 4 years. 
· A larger pool of data from similar farm types would also increase the value of the system (only 23 farms in the SWLP group). 
· Links to physical performance indicators would enhance the value of the system, but this also implies increased cost. 
· Eleven out of 21 farmers (52%) wished to continue using financial benchmarking in future, but it was difficult to quantify cost/benefits and  most felt the felt they could not justify the full cost of the system. 
7.7  Farmer Forums

· There was a high level of farmer support for the forums, but it was difficult to quantify specific cost/benefits. Therefore the forums were only continued in phase 2C with further funding through linkage to SWREG. 

· There is a clear role for industry bodies e.g NFU, Eblex to provide this kind of activity to support farm businesses. 

· There may also be some benefits for government to communicate with industry via this type of forum. Although there is an abundance of group activity going on across the country, it is difficult for Defra to access because of the variety of separate structures.  

· To justify industry investment in farmer forums they need to be farmer led and have a clear business focus. Benchmarking should be the basis of the activity if they are to avoid becoming purely social activities.  

7.8  Farm Software 

· It was crucial that farm software integrated well with other IT EID and CDR for the SWLP to run smoothly.  Problems with functionality discourages users before the benefits of data use have been explored.

· IT suppliers have to be able to provide timely support if farmers are to adopt new technology.
 7.9  The CDR 

· A CDR provides benefits to flock management.

· A broadband internet connection is essential to use a CDR.

· The abattoir has not seen sufficient benefit to support the CDR.

· Farmers are willing to provide data to third parties via a CDR provided access and data protection issues are addressed.

 7.10  Third party use of CDR data

· Needs to be simple to use even for occasional users.

· Needs to require a small time investment.

· Its easy to loose the initial enthusiasm and trust in the CDR if early experiences do not match up to promised benefits.

· Those entering data on to the system need to be confident that data access and data protection issues have been addressed.

· Farmer need to have confidence and trust in the CDR (and in those that have access to it) for them to willingly supply data.
7.11  The Abattoir and SWLP Processes 

· The abattoir management found it difficult to commit and organise staff resources to operate the wand reader when SWLP batches arrived (most other sheep received were not EID tagged). This resulted in EID read rates being poor and inconsistent during the pilot period.
· Greater uptake of on-farm EID was needed to make efficient EID reading viable in the SWLP abattoir. 
· The need for further development of abattoir EID reading technology is indicated. 
· The abattoir saw potential benefits of SWLP approaches in terms of improved stock quality and ability to identify sources of best stock. Plus efficiency improvements through the ability to forward plan stock to meet different orders. 
· Improved traceability may offer benefit for buyers.
· The abattoir was not supportive of sending data to farmers via the CDR. Abattoir preferred to send data direct to farmers and seemed nervous about loss of control of data, although this was not completely explained.
· Some contradiction in abattoirs interests. They wanted more farmers to invest in EID, but farmers can only exploit benefits of this investment if abattoir provides data via a mechanism like the CDR. Without this, the abattoir will miss out on longer term stock quality improvements through better breeding. 

· The SWLP highlighted that farmers do not have enough control over the benefits to be confident of a return on their investment. These are highly dependent on the will of the abattoir industry. There are implications for any future role and uptake of out of EID.

8.0  Recommendations

· Development of improved abattoir EID systems.  

· Further evaluation of SWLP cost/benefits over time.

· Government to progress work with industry to develop livestock identification and traceability systems that make it easier for farmers to do business and to supply accurate, timely data to government and other bodies. These systems need to enable farmers to supply data just once for use by all appropriate bodies. 

· Recommendation for additional work to establish how many farmers are already submitting data to third parties beyond their statutory requirements

· The uptake of standard interfacing systems for data transfer from abattoirs to farms, possibly involving an intermediary Central Data Repository.

· The abattoir and farming sectors need to work towards a better understanding of each other business interests and co-operate more effectively to optimise benefits for both. 

· The farming industry should campaign for the uptake of more objective methods of carcase quality assessment across the abattoir sector. 

· High level support within the MHS to work with the meat industry to develop efficient systems for capturing accurate, timely  batch carcase data and supplying it to farmers and vets on a routine basis.

· There is a need for further work on what conditions should be routinely reported to farmers to improve flock health.

· More research evidence of the costs of disease is needed to persuade farmers of the cost/benefits of health planning.

· Government to engage effectively with industry to consider the lack of profitability in the GB livestock post decoupling, the lack of more viable options and the implications for the sustainability of the GB farming industry, animal health and welfare and environmental management.

· Presentation of the SWLP findings to Defra’s Farming and Food Group, the EIG Sheep Welfare Working Group, Sir Don Curry and the Sustainable Farming and Food Implementation Group -  to consider the findings, discuss the key messages for industry and government and how these should be progressed. 

· What do farmers need to do – need to take this into account for future work.

· Need for interface with the health planning data.

· The Role of the IT suppliers.  Need for integration, training, simplicity, support

9.0  Annex A – Detailed Findings

 9.1  Carcase Classification Data

The abattoir provided data on

· Deadweight 

· Conformation

· Fat class

· Price

· Individual animal data was provided for those farmers using EID

These findings consider the success and benefits of the SWLP approaches in providing accurate and timely data. The value of individual animal data compared to batch data is also considered. Of the 21 farmers responding, 18 farmers were using EID tags and received individual animal data.

The findings described here focus mainly on the benefits seen for the management of new season lambs born from October 2005 to April 2006, as well as cull breeding sheep. Lambs from the previous season were also sold during Phase 2B of the SWLP, but there had been little opportunity for the SWLP approaches to influence their management and they were generally not EID tagged.

By the time of the final evaluation in November 2006 all but one farmer had sold some New Season Lambs and obtained carcase classification data for these through the SWLP system. However six EID users had had access to data for less than 90 New Season Lambs due to their sales patterns. Farmers also received carcase quality data for culled breeding sheep. The one farmer, who had received no data, had in fact transferred his lamb sales to another abattoir for business reasons unrelated to the SWLP.  

These findings support our earlier findings (SWLP July 2006 Report). The SWLP approaches gave farmers more confidence in data quality and improved its value.  Accurate timely data was valuable for improving finished lamb selection and breeding sheep selection. There was some indication of the potential for accurate, timely data to improve financial returns. Accurate batch data was generally considered adequate for finished lamb selection but timeliness was essential for this purpose. Individual identification was of added value for informing wider management decisions such as breeding sheep selection. 

Data Quality and Usefulness. 

Of the 21 farmers responding, 19 (90%) said they had used the carcase classification data during the pilot period and the same number wished to continue using it over the next 5-10 years. They commented that the data was important for improving finished lamb selection, improving breeding sheep selection and improving lamb returns and profitability.

A number of farmers had used classification data before the SWLP but some commented that the pilot had made the data available in a more manageable form. 

The usefulness of data was affected by the method of receiving it and farmers were asked whether they preferred to received data by post, fax, email or via the CDR. These findings are presented in Section 6.12 of this report.

The usefulness of the data was also affected by low individual identification rates at the abattoir during Phase 2C.  This was the result of low EID read rates throughout the pilot and lack of abattoir staff resource to visually read ear tags after funding ended on 31st July 2006.  Full details of the abattoir EID rate are given in section 9.3 of this report.  

Influence on General Flock Management, Physical Performance and Cost/ Benefits? 

Four farmers (19%) said the data had had a large influence on flock management since the start of the SWLP and eight farmers (38%) believed it had had a slight influence. Eight (38%) and 11 (52%) farmers respectively thought the data would have a large or slight influence on future management. Comments indicated the influence seen or expected was both in improving finished lamb selection and on breeding sheep selection. 
Influence on Finished Lamb Grades 

Eleven farmers (52%) said that the SWLP approaches had improved the number of lambs meeting the abattoir specification for grades and weights. Farmers quoted increases between 8 and 40% of lambs meeting the specification as a result of the SWLP. (These benefits may have been due partly to flock health and general management improvements as well as the use of carcase classification data). 

Nine farmers (43%) had seen improvements in carcase weights as a result of the SWLP approaches. Those that gave details quoted increases of between 0.2 – 5kg per lamb and improved returns of between £0.89 – 5.30 per lamb. (These benefits may have been due partly to flock health and general management improvements as well as the use of carcase classification data). 
Influence on Breeding Sheep Selection 

The pilot timescale limited the number of farmers who had received very much individual lamb carcase data by the time of the final evaluation. Problems with the availability of data for download via the central data repository during the final evaluation period may have further limited its use. However, three farmers had used it to inform breeding sheep selection, three had used it to inform the choice of breed and three had used it to inform their choice of breeding sheep supplier. A further 10 farmers indicated that it was simply the need for more time and data that had prevented them from using it so far and that they intended to use it in future. This indicated a high proportion of farmers that saw the potential of the individual lamb data to help improve the quality of the flock. 

9.2  Carcase Health and Condemnation Data

The provision of individual lamb condemnation data via the Central Data repository (CDR) ceased at the end of July when the Defra funding for the data collection was withdrawn.  The abattoir reverted to the previous ad hoc notifications by email or fax if, for example, there were a large number of livers condemned in a batch of lambs.

There is potential for the routine provision of data to be very useful to farmers and their vets in identifying economically important conditions in the flock.

This potential is recognised by the farmers and there is a continued demand for accurate condemnation data were it to be available. The farmers think that data on batches of sheep (rather than individual animals) would be sufficient. There are concerns from farmers and vets over the completeness of the data received during the SWLP.  Farmers would welcome a “no condemnations” notification on batches where no condemnations were recorded by the MHS.

Data quality and usefulness

In June 2006 some 19 out of 23 (83%) of farmers were using the SWLP condemnation data.  Were it to be available and accurate 19 farmer (90%) would expect to use the data to inform and improve their flock management over the next five to ten years. Farmers expect to see benefits if condemnation data use were to be looked at over a longer timescale. As it is the keenness for the data is not yet matched by the data’s influence on flock management. 

Table 7: Influence of Condemnation Data on Flock Management

	Size of influence of condemnation data on flock management
	Large &

 positive
	Slight & 

positive
	None
	Negative
	N/A

	Pilot start to June 06
	35%
	35%
	-
	-
	-

	Pilot start to Nov 06
	5%
	14%
	81%
	-
	-

	In future (if available)
	5%
	53%
	38%
	-
	5%


Through the life of the pilot seventeen farmers (81%) said that it had had no influence on flock management.  Concerns about accuracy (three farmers, 14%) and a lack of detail (six farmers, 29%) tempered the use of the data. A further six farmers (29%) did not have problems with their lambs. 

Looking to the future use of condemnation data, if available, the “no influence” figure falls to eight farmers (38%), a slight influence is anticipated by farmers (11, 52%) and a large influence by one farmer (5%) with one farmer not wishing to speculate.

The reported decrease in influence from June to November may be due to little use of the data following after the initial changes to worming policy and the unavailability of data for lambs going to slaughter in the autumn when more problems are likely to come to light.

Vet’s views

The vets had access to their farmers’ condemnation data via the CDR (see CDR section for more on this).  

Four of the eight vets have looked at condemnation data, one doing so every couple of months and three prior to the health plan review.  All four who viewed the data took it in to consideration when reviewing the health plans.

All the vets would welcome an email alert to prompt them to look at fresh condemnation data relating to their clients. 

Three vets (38%) report that condemnation data has prompted a more detailed look at specific health problems on the farm during reviews of health plans, with all three quoting liver fluke as an example.

No vets have collected samples from the abattoir for further examination.  This was due to the practicalities and cost of collection rather than not thinking it potentially useful.

What other data would farmers and vets like to receive from the abattoir?

The farmers and vets were asked their view on which of the seventeen conditions being reported by the MHS during the pilot were important to farmers.

The farmers and vets ranked the conditions as shown in the table below.

Table 8: Farmer & Vet Views on Importance of MHS Reporting Conditions

	Farmers
	Rank
	
	Vets
	Rank

	Fluke
	1
	
	Fluke
	1

	Liver
	2
	
	Liver
	1

	Lungworm
	3
	
	Hydatid
	1

	Bruising/Damage
	4
	
	Lungs/Pleura
	1

	Abscesses
	5
	
	Joints
	5

	Lungs/Pleura
	6
	
	Abscesses
	5

	Joints
	7
	
	Lungworm
	7

	Peritoneum
	8
	
	Dermatological
	8

	Kidney
	9
	
	Bruising/Damage
	8

	Hydatid
	9
	
	Residues
	10

	Limbs
	11
	
	Limbs
	10

	Heart
	12
	
	Kidney
	10

	Reproductive Organs
	13
	
	Heart
	10

	Dermatological
	13
	
	Systemic
	14

	Residues
	15
	
	Intestines
	15

	Systemic
	16
	
	Peritoneum
	16

	Intestines
	17
	
	Reproductive Organs
	17


For both farmers and vets it is conditions affecting the liver and the lungs that are most important.

Bruising and damage, a reflection of handling during loading, transport and at the abattoir were of at the forefront of the farmers minds. Both farmers and vets wanted to know about abscesses as the occurrence of these in the same place may point towards poor injection technique on the farm.

For all conditions, but particularly their top six, farmers and vets wanted details of the extent, location and severity of the conditions.

More than 90% of farmers thought that reporting condemnations involving their top five ranked conditions was essential.

The abattoir has not used the condemnation data themselves.  They have some interest, for example in conditions affecting the livers, but doubted that the increased cost of collecting the data would be offset by fewer condemned livers in the future.  The abattoir commented that they had provided the comprehensive condemnation data as a service to their clients.  Once the funding for this was withdrawn they reverted to their previous policy of advising farmers on an ad hoc basis of any significant problems.

Neither farmers’ vets nor abattoir thought that condemnation data had to be provided on an individual animal basis; batch data was sufficient. 

Did farmers change their flock management?  If so, did this lead to improvements in flock performance and costs / benefits?

The farmers have not reported further changes in their flock management since the June 2006.  It has not been possible to put a monetary value on the benefits of having access to condemnation data. 

Health Planning

The SWLP consist of 23 farmers and ten vets. Of the 21 farmers surveyed in late November 2006; 19 were clients of the eight vets surveyed in early December 2006.

Note: unless stated otherwise farmer and vet numbers and percentages relate to the survey results from the 21 farmers and 8 vets that participated.

 Table 9: Health planning timeline

	Initial flock health plans
	First reviews
	Second reviews

	Oct to Nov 2005
	May to June 2006
	Nov to Dec 2006


All farmers had an initial flock health plan and a first review. At the time of the survey 19 of the 23 farmers (17 of the 21 surveyed in November 2006) had taken up, or planned to take up, the offer of a second health plan review. 

The picture that emerges from this latest survey is similar to the one in May (SWLP report July 2006).  Health planning is seen as worthwhile.  Farmers intend to continue using health plans over the next five to ten years and for their use to have a slight, but valued, influence on flock management. The farmers and vets welcome the increased contact between them at a time when the veterinary profession and sheep farmers often see little of each other.

As most of the farmers do not have major problems with their flock they would opt for an annual vet visit if no health problems arose. Lack of time and the financial cost were the main reasons for not having more frequent health planning vet visits.

In general SWLP farmers would recommend the use of the SWLP health plans to other farmers. However the cost of the veterinary input is seen as the biggest barrier to up take of health plans.

Changes in Health Management

The extent to which flock health planning has had an influence on flock management has not changed since the July report with 53% reporting changes as a direct result of health planning. The vets report recommending a number of management changes (see below) during the autumn health plan review with four farmers acting on these at the time of the survey. 

The recommended changes are relatively minor and support the view that, with the exception of two spectacular examples of large scale problems being resolved (see July report) farmers and vets see health planning as a longer term way of improving flock management and performance. 

Evidence of this longer term thinking comes from the fact that;

Twenty farmers (95%) will continue with health planning over the next year (one is not continuing due to an “unenthusiastic vet”)  and nineteen farmers (90%) expect to be using flock health planning over the next five to ten years (a second farmer is planning to go out of commercial sheep).

Farmers were asked about size of the influence health planning had had on flock management.  Over the course of the SWLP four farmers (19%) said that it has had a large influence with eight farmers (38%) saying that it had had a slight influence.  In looking to the future three farmers (14%) saying that it will continue to have a large influence while fifteen farmers (71%) considered that it would have a slight influence.

Improved Flock Health And Performance

Given that the changes have been relatively minor and recent it is not surprising that just three farmers (in addition to the two mentioned above) are able to cite improvements namely;

· “Better [informed] culling of ewes.”

· “Three per cent reduction in barren ewes. Finishing [lambs] four to six weeks earlier”

· “Good lot of lambs.[A] more consistent group”

The remaining seventeen farmers (81%) have either not seen an improvement or think that it is too early to tell.

Costs / Benefits

It is not possible at this stage to put a monetary value on improvements in performance cited above. (See the July report for comments on benefits seen earlier in the pilot).

In June 2006, after around six months on the SWLP flock health plan eight out of 23 (35%) of farmers said that they would be prepared to pay for flock health planning.  Cost continues to be a concern.  Fourteen (67%) of SWLP farmers would recommend other farmers investing in health planning.  The recommendation would come with caveats with three farmers saying that £350 was too expensive and two saying that it would depend on having a big enough flock to justify the cost per ewe.

Of the seven farmers (33%) that would not recommend health plans six said that this was due to their cost.

The farmers value the health plans but uptake of them will depend on the cost of having the plan drawn up.

Frequency of vet visit is the single biggest factor in the cost of health planning

Of the 20 farmers intending to use health planning next year

· Five say it should be six monthly;

· Thirteen say it should be annually;

· Two say it should be every two years.

In the June survey vets thought twice yearly visits would be most appropriate for flock health planning.

The vets views of the benefit of Health Plans for the SWLP farmers

Eight out of the ten SWLP vets responded to the December 2006 survey. When asked about the benefits vets had seen on the farms all said that the main benefit was better use of medicines.  This better use focused around better prevention of problems with five vets (71%) highlighting targeting of wormer treatments based on flock need rather than repeating the treatments used in previous years. There are no comparative figures on the amount of money that they farmer are spending on medicines but better use of medicines does not always mean spending less.  In the first half of the SWLP ten out of 23 (43%) of farmers said that they had spent less on medicines and six out of  23 (26%) more (Defra 2006).

The six vets who knew the farms well enough to comment all said that health of the flocks had improved.  However, with the exception of the control of abortion examples given in the July report (SWLP 2006 p.43), the vets thought that it was too soon to see the effects of better health planning feeding through into flock performance.

One vet was in the process of calculating the benefit of taking the rams conformation into account when breeding but she was finding it hard work to produce the figures.

Lack of information, the cost of disease, in terms of lost production as well as treatment, make it difficult for vets and farmers to understand the impact of a flock health plan.

Vets Attitudes To Health Plans

All the reviews involved a visit to the farm.

The more frequent contact between farmers and vets continues. Four vets (57%) said that they had more frequent contact with the SWLP farmers as a result of the health planning. Of the remaining four vets two were new to the practices and couldn’t comment and one had always been in regular contact with his client.

As a result of this contact and the health planning seven vets (88%) had a better understanding of their sheep clients business. The eighth vet had only recently started on sheep work.   One commented that he had a “… a better understanding of what the farmer is trying to sell and what their future plans [for the sheep enterprise] were.”  Another said that she was “… motivated to keep up to date on sheep medicine. The details from Jaspers [abattoir] have stimulated new areas of discussion with the farmer.”

Data And The Health Plan

In drawing up the health plans the vets used information provided to them by the farmers When asked for the minimum information needed to complete a health plan, the four vets that commented wanted details of scanning percentage, lambs born and lambs weaned. Two wanted to see medicine books and one weighing records. The importance of the vet understanding each farmer’s approach to their sheep enterprise was illustrated at a basic level by the different ways farmers have of calculating the lambing percentage 

Additional data that vets would like to have available for health planning and would encourage farmers to obtain were  – silage analysis, blood minerals, feed analysis, reasons for culling ewes, worm counts,  lamb production and losses. 

The absence of a disease cost calculator for sheep means that it is harder to make a judgement on the cost / benefits of parts of a health plan or treatment. The vets would welcome such a tool to aid health planning.

It should be noted that no systematic MHS (condemnation) data has been available to farmers or vets since the end of July.  This meant that the vet was reliant on the farmer being provided with ad hoc data direct from the abattoir.

Recent Changes Recommended  

The farmers have not made any major changes as a result of the review but it is interesting to look at the areas in which their vets are recommending changes.

Table 10: Areas Vets are Recommending Changes

	Nutritional management
	3vets (38%) recommended changes  

	Housing management and design  
	No vets made recommendations

	Breeding management
	4 vets (50%) recommended changes.  One vet was able to look at the killing out % to advise on the best cross

	Grassland management
	3vets (38%) yes – but from the point of view of worm control.

	Endoparasite control
	4 vets (50%) recommended changes largely looking at use of wormers

	Ectoparasite control  
	4 vets (50%) recommended changes  

	Correct medicine use
	5 vets (68%) recommended changes  

	Control of lameness  
	3 vets (38%) recommended changes  

	Control of abortion
	3 vets (38%) recommended changes  


Of course if everything is good on a farm then there is no need to recommend change.  Even so it seems likely that there is room for input from others in the areas of nutritional management and housing so that the flock health plan covers flock health in the wider sense.

9.3  On-Farm Electronic Identification 

All the results presented in this section relate to only those farmers who used the on-farm EID processes.  

By the time of the third survey, the SWLP participants had had a minimum of 12 months of the EID equipment being on farm.  During that time the participants had demonstrated a varied extent and use of the on-farm EID processes.

There is potential for the EID approaches to collate better and more accurate data that can be used in influencing management decision with regards sheep flocks.

Many of the farmers recognise the potential and have seen benefits from the use of EID.  However there are concerns that time, labour and cost involved out weighs the benefits seen on during pilot.

Of the 21 responses to the survey 18 used the full EID equipment and one who used a data logger and visual tags. 

Influence on Data Quality, usefulness and confidence in that data

Participants were asked for their comments in the use of individual Electronic Identification.  The farmers that had used EID during the pilot had had 12 months of using the equipment and gaining experience in its use.  It was found that different uses were made of the equipment with various outcomes.

In terms of data collection and using data, 15 (79%) of the farmers agreed that EID and the data logger had had an influence on the management of their sheep flock.  EID and the data logger in conjunction with the weigh crate enable some farmers to produce better records on their flocks. Comments on the quality of the data captured included:

· “More accurate records at lambing”

· “Has made record keeping easier”

· “Enables accurate data collection and use and [as well as] saving time”

Although more and better data has been captured by the use of EID some of the participants felt that they could not spend sufficient time analysing the information.

· “Average farmer is too busy at lambing to use EID”

· “Not had time to analyse data”

For the producers who captured individual data, its use has varied according to the interest of the producer in the different aspects of his flock.  For example, the collation of individual ID has been useful for those who are selecting their own stock for breeding, comparing breed differences in the lambs slaughtered and keeping track on lamb weights.  Comments on the uses with the equipment included:

· “Selecting ewe lambs and drafting ewes”

· “Better idea of killing out [percentage] and breed differences”

· “….helps show growth rates [which we are] able to monitor”

According to the responses of the participants that collate and analyse this type of data the SWLP approaches make the processes easier and less time consuming: 

· “Made data recording more efficient and more accessible and easy to use”

However the accuracy and confidence in the data varied between producers.  Those that felt confident in the data had been due in part to experiencing few problems with the equipment.  Where the participants had experienced problems or issues with the EID process or equipment, they were less confident in the data.

Influence on Flock Management, Performance and Costs/Benefits.

In the third survey, participants were asked about the influence of EID on their flock management and the changes that it brought about.

From the start of the pilot what influence has EID and the data logger had on the management of your flock?

Table 11: Influence of EID & Data Logger on Flock Management

	Large Influence
	Slight Influence
	No Influence
	Negative

	5
	10
	4
	0


More than two thirds of the group reported that the EID processes had had a positive influence on the management of their flocks.  Around a quarter of the producers indicated a large influence in their flock management.  One farmer responded that he was now able to pick and sort lambs by weight and this had increased the percentage of lambs in target specification from 50% to 90%.  Another reported that having the records produced by EID has enabled them to sort their flock into management groups and lambs by sire groups thus allowing easier organisation and monitoring of the progress and performance of the flock.

Around half the respondents said that EID had had just a slight influence on flock management.  Minor changes included, tagging at birth rather than at two to three weeks old, and assisting with selecting ewe lambs as replacements or ewes for culling/drafting.  For example, through the collation of better data, one pilot farmer was now aware of his true barren rate.

It was also noted that 21% of the group using EID had seen no influence on flock management.  These producers saw that they were collating more and better records but this had not led to any changes.  One participant commented that there had been “no changes in flock management, just more and better records” and another said that they needed “more support and data to make it work”.
In terms of any changes seen in flock performance, the EID element of SWLP has helped contribute to the improvements seen in some cases.  As described in section 9.1 (carcase classification data) a quarter of the pilot group have reported increases in lamb weights and the proportion meeting the target specification.  In these cases this has been possible due to the electronic recording of the flock and the ease of monitoring where improvements can be and are being made.

EID costs

One of the main concerns for participants about EID was the financial cost.  In the first survey it was perceived by the majority of the pilot group that the cost would outweigh any benefits. 

When asked about whether the producers would expect to continue to use EID and the data logger over the next five to ten years, 14 (74%) of the 19 EID respondents said yes.  But when asked if they were to replace the equipment at own expense and at current cost of £1058, over half said definitely no and cited that the cost was expensive.  One farmer said that they “will continue [to use].  But doubt that it is cost effective”

The experience of a couple of the producers with the cost of repairing the equipment was a prohibitive factor in the cost effectiveness of the EID system.  In these cases the cost of repairing a damaged data logger was around £220.

However some of the group said that they would replace the EID equipment and have insured its use.  Comments included “[EID is] essential to [my] system” and “Integral part of EID [system]”. 

It was also felt by one farmer that the cost/benefit would be better in a pedigree flock rather than on a commercial unit.  The greater use of records and results from the availability of better data along with the higher value of the pedigree breeding stock sold would mean that the benefits could more than outweigh the costs.  However, for the vast proportion of the commercial sheep producers, current costs are seen as a major inhibitor to use of this type of technology at this present time.

Use of the Weigh Crate to Weigh Sheep 

Of the total 21 respondents, 17 farmers have been using the EID weigh crate during the course of the pilot.  Of these, 12 found the weighing function the most useful (as opposed to its use as a race-reader).  

The results presented below relate to the 17 participants that had been using the weigh crate.

Table 12: Most Useful Function of the Weigh Crate

	
	Race Reader
	Weigh Crate
	Of Equal Importance
	Not Applicable

	Number of responses
	0
	12
	5
	4


Some reasons given for the importance of the weight function by the producers were:

· [weight] more important
· Big effect on selection
· Lamb selection and meeting specification
· Inaccurate as a race reader
· Too much time needed on race reader
Generally among the pilot group using the weigh crate had a positive influence on the management of the sheep flock.

Table 13: Influence of Weigh Crate on Flock Management

	
	Large Influence
	Slight Influence
	No Influence
	Not Applicable

	Number of responses
	5
	9
	3
	4


Of those using the electronic weigh crate, 14 (82%) said that it had had an influence in how the flock has been managed.  In summary the weigh crate allowed for the monitoring of growth rates, providing useful records (used in selection of sheep) and accuracy of weights.  In addition, most producers (14), 82% of the group, used the weigh crate at least on a weekly basis largely through the lamb marketing season.  Some of the comments are given below:

· “Selecting lambs for slaughter at correct weights”

· “Used for selection and [checking] whether lambs are growing or not”

· “More efficient/accurate because of digital read out”

· “Made record keeping easier.  Being able to weigh regularly has meant monitoring growth rates has been possible for the first time”

· “Weighed lambs more often and obtained growth rates. [Can do] 200 lambs an hour.  [Then] 10 minutes in the office and all in the [computer] system”

Producers were also asked about the future use and influence of the weigh crate on their sheep enterprise.

Table 14: Anticipation of Extent the Weigh Crate will Continue to Influence Flock Management

	
	Large Influence
	Slight Influence
	No Influence
	Not Applicable

	Number of responses
	7
	8
	2
	4


Looking forward, some producers anticipate that the weigh crate will have a greater influence than found during the pilot.  This may be down to increasing knowledge and experience of using the equipment but also as the quantity of records increases this will allow certain management decisions to be taken.  For example the history of lamb growth rates from particular sires influencing the selection of certain family lines.

However looking at the main uses of the information gained from using the weigh crate during the pilot period, participants cited that improving the quality of slaughter lambs was the major gain.  Of the 17 weigh crate respondents 10 (59%) had used the weigh data to improve the quality of lambs selected for slaughter.  But also around a third found that the information was useful for selecting ewe lambs fit for breeding and 41% (7 out 17 farmers) found it provided greater accuracy for veterinary treatments.

Table 15: Use of Information Gained by Using Weigh Crate

	
	Yes
	No
	Not Applicable

	Has using the weigh crate helped you improve the quality of slaughter sheep?
	10
	7
	4

	Has it helped you select ewe lambs fit for breeding?
	5
	12
	4

	Has it enabled you to carry out veterinary treatments more accurately?
	7
	10
	4


Participants were also asked whether the EID weigh crate made weighing more efficient and valuable than with a mechanical weigh crate.  And in combination with the information gained whether there had been any financial benefit from using the equipment.

Table 16: Comparison of EID & Mechanical Weigh Crates & Financial Benefits of Using Equipment

	
	Yes
	No
	Not Applicable

	Has EID made weighing more efficient and valuable than with a mechanical weigh crate?
	12
	5
	4

	Have there been any financial benefits to using the information?
	4
	13
	4


Despite some useful information gained from the use of the EID weigh crate and the efficiency that it has over a mechanical crate only a third of the users perceived that it returned a financial benefit.  From farmer comments this is partly down to the difficulty of isolating any financial gain from just using the weigh crate and partly because some feel that it is too early to see the benefits.  For those that have seen a financial gain this has been attributed to getting more lambs in the target specification and drenching at the correct weights and so reducing the amount of wormer required.

Use of the Weigh Crate as a Race Reader 

In response to whether the weigh crate had been used as an EID race reader during the pilot period, 13 out of 17 (76%) producers said yes.

The race reader function had been useful as a tool for checking numbers before or after movements as well as selecting cull or draft ewes.  The drafting of ewes (to sell for further breeding) appears to be the most common task carried out with the race reader.  But not all producers will draft ewes or record movements through a race.  This may account for why there was around a 50/50 split between those that perceived whether the race reader function had made flock management more efficient or not.
Table 17: Use of Information Gained by Using the Weigh Crate as a Race Reader

	
	Yes
	No
	Not Applicable

	Has using the EID weigh crate as a race reader made flock management more efficient?
	8
	9
	4

	Have movement records been made easier using the weigh crate as a race reader?
	5
	12
	4

	Has its use as a race reader led to costs/benefits?
	5
	12
	4


Because of the limited use by the pilot participants in the use of the crate as a race reader, only a third reported that this function has had cost benefits and this has largely been down to saving time in carrying out the above mentioned management tasks.

9.4  EID in the Abattoir

Ear tags were read post slaughter with a hand-held wand reader, as carcases exited the blood pit. EID read rates were low and inconsistent throughout the pilot as show in the table  below. 
Table 18: Individual lamb identification rates at the abattoir, February – December 2006 (of SWLP EID tagged lambs) 

	Month
	EID

Read Animals
	Visually Read 

Animals
	Unread 

Animals
	Total 

Animals
	% EID Reads

 of Total

	Feb
	69
	48
	5
	122
	56.6

	March
	331
	192
	18
	541
	61.2

	April
	484
	123
	22
	629
	50.2

	May
	301
	460
	203
	964
	31.2

	June
	656
	296
	8
	960
	68.3

	July
	473
	94
	33
	600
	78.8

	August
	973
	5
	40
	1018
	95.6

	Sept
	546
	9
	149
	704
	77.6

	Oct
	399
	1
	29
	429
	93.0

	Nov
	306
	0
	274
	580
	52.8

	Dec
	238
	7
	45
	290
	82.1

	Total
	4776
	1235
	826
	6837
	69.9


The abattoir EID read rate varied between 31 - 96% (average 70%) of EID-tagged lambs slaughtered between February and December 2006. 

Prior to the end of funding on 31st July, the low EID read rate was compensated for by a very high visual tag read rate averaging 31.8%, but this declined to 0.73% after funding ended at the end of July. 

The abattoir’s data capture system relied upon carcases and offals remaining in the same sequence order after tag reading. Residual nervous activity immediately after slaughter sometimes results in carcases falling off the line as they exit the blood pit. Having a person reading tags at this point also ensured that any fallen carcases were spotted and replaced in the correct order, but it meant that extra staff resource had to be provided. The abattoir management indicated that they found it difficult to commit and organise staff resources to operate the wand reader when SWLP batches arrived, particularly after funding ended on 31st July 2006. However, an increase in uptake of EID on farms would lead to the justification of routine staffing to read tags at the abattoir and read rates would be likely to improve. The management of this abattoir were not convinced that installation of a static automatic reader on the line would provide a reliable alternative. They feared that if it missed one sheep, perhaps because a sheep fell off the line, this would mean all the data for the batch would be out of synchrony. 

9.5  Financial Benchmarking

The financial benchmarking report was provide by the Duchy College Farm Financial Benchmarking System and financed for each farmer as part of the SWLP.

In the SWLP Farmers’ Business Case – Second Report (July, 2006) 45% of farmers was positive and 30% were neutral about benchmarking being useful to their business. Although the vast majority did think it useful to compare their enterprises with their peers.

When asked in November 2006 about the influence that financial benchmarking had had on their flock management during the pilot and what influence it would continue to have they replied:

Table 19: Influence of Financial Benchmarking on Flock Management

	
	Large positive influence
	Slight positive

 influence
	No influence
	Negative

 influence
	No comment

	During the

 pilot
	2 (10%)
	8 (38%)
	11 (52%)
	-
	-

	Continue to

 have
	4 (19%)
	7 (33%)
	9 (42%)
	-
	1 (5%)


Their willingness to paying for benchmarking is, unsurprisingly linked to the perceived future influence on their business.  When asked if they intended to continue using financial benchmarking over the next five to ten years 11 farmers (52%) said yes.  When the eleven were asked if they would use it at their own expense, five said yes - if some financial support available, and one said no.

As with the other elements of the pilot cost is a big factor in the farmers’ consideration of whether to continue with benchmarking.  The benchmarking process used in the SWLP cost £576 per farm.  It is difficult for farmers to quantify benefits from the benchmarking process to see it is worth this money. 

When asked if they would recommend others investing in benchmarking thirteen farmers (61%) said yes, however ten of them went on to comment that at almost £600 it was too expensive.

Of the eight farmers (38%) that would not recommend it to others, six said that it was too expensive and one that it was not useful for a flock of their size (200 ewes).

SWLP Financial Benchmarking and EBLEX Business Pointers Comparison

The benchmarking process has provided an opportunity to see how the financial performance of the SWLP flocks (prior to the SWLP influence) compares with that in the rest of England.  If they are similar then the view that the SWLP farmers have regarding the cost of investing in the elements of the SWLP process gives an indication of the likely view throughout England. 

To give an indication of how the sheep enterprises involved in the SWLP compare financially with the national average, a comparison with the English Beef and Lamb Executive’s (EBLEX) sheep costing has been carried out.

It should be noted that there are differences in the way that costs are collated and allocated between the two benchmarking systems and so some items may not be strictly comparable.  In addition some costs are collated in the Duchy College processes that are not during the EBLEX process and vice versa.  So to provide a reasonable estimate of the net margin of both the financial results from SWLP producers and EBLEX Business Pointers, finance, rent and unpaid labour costs have been included to give a truer picture of the financial situation of these enterprises.

Table 20 Financial Benchmarking


[image: image2.wmf]EBLEX 

04/05 

Lowland 

Flocks

SWLP 

04/05 All 

Flocks

Average Flock Size

556

540

Number of Flocks in Sample

53

23

TOTAL OUTPUT

67.26

74.09

Variable Costs:

Total feed and forage

13.25

23.60

Veterinary

4.82

5.10

Bedding

1.33

0.46

Other costs

3.10

2.79

Total variable costs

22.50

31.95

GROSS MARGIN

44.76

42.14

Fixed costs:

Paid Labour costs

16.21

12.27

Power and machinery

5.90

8.02

Administration

4.15

3.26

Property charges

2.67

2.15

Machinery and fixtures

3.97

6.00

Total fixed costs

32.90

31.70

NET MARGIN 

before 

finance, rent and unpaid 

labour

11.86

10.44

Finance

1

2.16

2.16

Rent

2

6.53

6.53

Unpaid Labour

3

23.58

23.58

NET MARGIN

 after finance, 

rent and unpaid labour

-20.41

-21.83

£ per Ewe


Note:

1 Actual paid finance as reported in EBLEX Business Pointers 2004/05

2 Actual rental costs as reported in EBLEX Business Pointers 2004/05

3 Estimated value of unpaid labour used by Duchy College 2004/05

After taking in to consideration the finance, rental and unpaid labour costs, both the SWLP benchmarking and EBLEX Business Pointers results show a loss on a per ewe basis of £20-£21.

9.6  Farmer Forums

As shown in table 3, all but one of the 21 SWLP farmers questioned in phase 2C said they would recommend the farmer forums to other businesses. This agrees with the positive response to the forums in Phase 2B. However, farmers had found it hard to identify specific costs benefits during Phase 2B and therefore most said they would not pay more than £50 per business per annum for group membership once SWLP funding ended in July (SWLP July 2006 Report).  

Most farmers were nevertheless enthusiastic about the value of the forums and decided to look for alternative funding mechanisms to continue this group activity in Phase 2C and beyond. Early in Phase 2C, the two SWLP groups reorganised themselves as an early lambing group and a spring lambing group, each led by one of the farmers. Both groups successfully applied to join the South West Rural Enterprise Gateway (SWREG) which provides bursaries for group advice and links to other business support. 

SWREG does not provide the level of group co-ordination that was provided by Duchy College staff under the SWLP and farmers said they valued and needed this co-ordination to help prompt activity. During 2007 the costs of this support will be subsidised by the Vocational Training Scheme (Objective 1) with farmers contributing £25 per business. 

9.7  Farm Software

Twenty-one of the 23 farmers on the SWLP used farm livestock management software during the pilot.

Of the 21 farmers that took part in the November 2006 survey 19 were using farm livestock management software.

When these 19 were asked what influence the farm software had had on flock management they replied:

Table 21: Influence of Farm Software on Flock Management

	Size of influence of farm software on flock management
	Large
	Slight
	None
	Negative

	Pilot start to Nov 06
	3 (16%)
	9 (47%)
	9 (47%)
	-

	In future  (next five to ten years)
	3 (16%)
	13 (68%)
	5 (26%)
	-


Fifteen of the 19 software users (79%) would recommend other farmers investing in it. The software integrated well with the EID equipment and central data repository.  This was due in large part to them all being supplied by the same IT company.  There was a big benefit for the pilot as IT functionality was not a major issue and farmers were able to use the data largely unhindered by IT concerns.

9.9  The Central Data Repository (CDR)

The CDR used for the SWLP was a commercial web-enabled system that allowed carcase quality and condemnation data to be uploaded by the abattoir and then viewed by the farmer and nominated people / bodies.  During the pilot the farmers’ vets were given access to the data for use in health planning.

It is obvious, but worth saying anyway; the data needs to be accurate, complete and timely to be of most use.  These aspects are covered in the carcase quality and condemnation sections.  This section looks at the process of providing the data.  Inevitably one’s view of a process, be it email or the CDR, is coloured by the accuracy, completeness and timeliness, of the data it provides.

The CDR process involved the abattoir, farmers and vets.  At least the abattoir and farmer need to see some benefit for the process to be sustainable.  Without the abattoir the data would not be transferred to the CDR and without the farmers the data would not affect flock management.  The vets access to the data is a benefit. They could also obtain it from farmers coming to them with flock health concerns, but direct access has the potential to enable vets to be more proactive.

Data Provision -  the Abattoir and the CDR Provider

Prior to the SWLP the abattoir provided batch carcase quality data and limited condemnation data via email or fax.  These methods continued during the pilot in addition to the CDR.

The abattoir did not see sufficient benefit in the use of the CDR to invest time in it beyond the end of Phase 2B of the SWLP on 31st July 2006, when 

Defra funding to the abattoir had ended. The abattoir’s preferred method of providing data to the farmer was by email and they saw use of the CDR as an unnecessary step, particularly as this  involved a two stage upload process.  

The abattoir upload software was introduced as part of the SWLP and designed to meet IBM technical standards. It became apparent in August 2006 that abattoir staff found the system too cumbersome and time-consuming to use once its operation was no longer funded. Secondly, it normally took at least two days for the abattoir to verify carcase prices (for out of specification carcases), so complete data could not be uploaded to the CDR in one step as quickly as farmers would like. The abattoir was initially reluctant to move to a two stage upload process because this would have exacerbated the existing problems with the time and resource needed to upload the data. The upload software was eventually simplified allowing a more efficient two stage upload process to be introduced. This enabled farmers to access un-priced data via the CDR web portal and to print it off for immediate use for lamb selection. However, farmers were advised to wait for the priced data before downloading into their farm software because subsequent over-writing could introduce errors.  

From 1 August 2006 there was a marked decline in the timeliness with which the abattoir continued to upload data to the central data repository. Meanwhile the abattoir continued routinely emailing data direct to the farmers. Whilst this provided timely data for finished lamb selection, farmers clearly felt it limited the value of the data for wider management.  Despite the software improvements, data upload from the abattoir to the CDR during Phase 2C frequently took in excess of two days and up to nine days , hindering its use for lamb selection. The reasons for this are not clear, but in a final evaluation interview the abattoir management stated that transferring data via the central data repository was unnecessary for the abattoir and they would prefer to email data direct to farmers. Concerns about data protection were mentioned and that the abattoir would rather just deal with the farmers concerned. The reasons for the abattoir’s attitude to the CDR and its implications are important both for industry and for Defra’s future work in relation to the use of industry intermediaries in livestock identification and traceability systems. These are discussed in section 6.12. 
Poor Individual identification rates at the abattoir also limited the full potential of the CDR (see section x EID).

Farmers – the Receipt and Use of Data

During the pilot farmers received carcase quality and carcase condemnation data from the abattoir via the Central Data Repository (CDR) and via email or fax.

The CDR functionality was developed during the life of the pilot so there was less opportunity for farmers to use it to it’s full extent. In late spring 2006 developments enabled the farmers to download the data into their farm software for analysis. It is only practical to make full use of the CDR over a broadband connection. By June, 19 farmers had access to broadband, though for many the connection was only recent.

When asked how they would prefer to receive carcase data the 21 farmers responded as follows, some identifying more than one choice:

Table 22: Preferred Methods for Receiving Carcase Data

	How would you prefer to receive carcase grades and condemnation data?
	Yes
	No 
	N/A

	Post
	5 (24%)
	13 (63%)
	3 (14%)

	Fax
	10 (48%)
	7 (33%)
	4 (19%)

	E-mail
	19 (90%)
	0 
	2 (10%)

	Central data repository (CDR)
	13 (62%)
	6 (28%)
	2 (10%)

	Any other please state.
	1 (5%)Text on mobile phone
	
	


Email was the most popular method of data access (90%) followed by the CDR (62%) and fax (48%). However, virtually all the farmers who had had reasonable opportunity to use the CDR with individual sheep data preferred it.  This points to a desire for receiving the information rapidly, but expecting to make most use of it when downloaded from the CDR.  

Of the eight farmers who did not prefer to receive data via the CDR six commented that this was because of the extra time needed to access the web portal compared with faxed or emailed data ). A seventh had been put off when his PC system crashed and he lost data (yet, another farmer pointed out the value of the CDR as an off-farm data back-up). For the eighth farmer, lack of broadband mitigated against using the CDR or email.  These views were clearly linked to two aspects:-

· Familiarity and frequency of use of the Central Data Repository. 

· The use of EID. The eight farmers who did not prefer the CDR included the three farmers who were not using EID tags, another who had not had time to tag ewes before lambing and the others had either had difficulties with the use of EID or had not yet sold many EID tagged lambs. These farmers would therefore have obtained little or none of the added value of the data on the Central Data Repository as opposed to email or faxed data.

A note of caution about these findings.  For some farmers, the actual amount of data received in any format was small.  So some farmers were speculating to some degree when making comments. 

Fourteen farmers (67%), including three farmers who have not yet used the data) said that it was important to be able to download CDR data in to farm software.   Eleven farmers (52%) said it was easier to use carcase quality data in this way and twelve (57%) said it had been more useful to receive data via the CDR than via email or fax, though all 12 also wanted to receive data by email.

“…ease of download. Wouldn't be done for lambs if received [data for] manual input [into farm software].”

“…[CDR] quick and easier to use.”

SWLP farmers have accessed the CDR 164 times. Only 11 farmers have downloaded data into their farm software, a total of 35 downloads.  Twice as many visits to kill sheet summaries indicate that the other farmers are viewing summary data on the CDR over web without downloading. 

Comments indicated two key issues in relation to the usefulness of data from the CDR:

· The main use of the carcase data during the pilot was to inform finished lamb selection. Timeliness of data availability was a priority to allow adjustment to the next pick of lambs. This supported our earlier findings that timeliness of data was the priority for this use (SWLP July 2006 Report). Emailed or faxed data was good enough and individually identified data was not essential for this purpose so long as data was quick and accurate for the batch. During the pilot, email generally provided the quickest and easiest way of obtaining data for this purpose. This seemed to be partly due to ease of access to emails versus the CDR and partly due to delays in transferring abattoir data to the CDR. 

· The CDR added value over and above email/fax to enable the data to be used for wider management e.g. breeding sheep selection. Most farmers who had reasonable opportunity to use the CDR with individual lamb data found that it added greater value. It enabled data to be downloaded efficiently into farm software for analysis and management reports. During the pilot, the benefits of the CDR could not be fully exploited by the farmers due to:

· Functionality to allow download to software was not available until late spring 2006,

· delays at the abattoir in uploading data, 

· low rate of individual identification at the abattoir from August onwards, 

· low levels of lamb marketing by some farmers within the pilot timescale, and 

· broadband access. 
Investment of time is seen as the biggest barrier to using the data on CDR.

Fourteen farmers (67%) have used data from the CDR (as opposed to data direct from the abattoir).  Of the seven that have not used it six cite lack of time as the main reason and one cites lack of data on the sheep that he has sent in.

When asked whether they expected to continue to use the CDR over the next five to ten years, 14 farmers (67%) said yes.  This included ten farmers who has used the CDR during the pilot, meaning that four had been put off future use, with the time taken to use the CDR cited by three of them (however, five other farmers stated that the CDR was easy to use, though three commented that the data took too long to become available from the abattoir).

Those four that have not used the CDR but expect to do so in the future anticipate that problems of data quality and the time investment required will be overcome.

It follows that if it is possible to reduce the time investment required then more of the farmers would make more use of the data (provided, of course, the data is available). Any CDR will need to consider how it will address the time investment that farmers will be expected to make will be approached.  Also any early failings in the functionality (perceived or real) make it difficult to increase the uptake amongst farmers.

This should be seen in the context of the appetite of the farmers to use carcase quality and condemnation data to influence flock management (see also sections 9.1 & 9.2).  

Influence on Flock Management

Looking at the influence that the CDR has had on flock management, the majority of farmers anticipate a CDR making a slight positive contribution in the future.

Table 23: Influence of CDR

	 
	Large 

Influence
	Slight 

Influence
	No

 Influence
	Negative

	From the start of the pilot what 

positive influence has the CDR had

on the management of your sheep 

flock?
	2
	5
	14
	0

	To what extent do you anticipate 

that the CDR will continue to have

 a positive influence on the 

management of your flock?
	4
	10
	7
	0


Influence on Flock Profitability 

When it came to saying if the CDR has made a difference to the bottom line the farmers were emphatic about calculating benefits; none of them had been able to attribute financial benefits to use of the CDR in itself in the time available.  For comments on the effect of the carcase quality and condemnation data itself please refer to the sections 9.1.

Provision of Data to Third Parties

The requirement for farmers to provide information, often the same information, to a number of statutory and commercial bodies is an unnecessary burden on farmers time. A CDR may be able mitigate this if the various bodies have controlled access to it.

Table 24:  Provision of data to third parties

	 
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Would you like to be able to send all third party data requirements via a single hub database – 

(so that you only have to supply common 

requirements once to one place)?
	13
	6
	2


On the face of it a tool that would potentially cut down the time farmers have to spend supplying information sound attractive so why only do only 13 say yes?  

The response to this question was not related to the farmers experience with the CDR.  Those responding both yes and no voiced understandable concerns over who would have access to the data, its confidentiality and whether such a change really would be of benefit to them. 

Any future promoters of a CDR would need to convince farmers that the attractive idea of a single livestock database would be operated with complete transparency and be of benefit to the farmers.  

The Vets View

Data on CDR accessed and used by five vets.  Four of these said that it was useful to collect the data electronically and the same four have used the data to modify the health plan.

Three vets have used the data to discuss ewe and ram selection with their farmers and two vets have discussed marketing and selection of lambs.

The five vets that had used the CDR accessed the data prior to the health plan review, with two vets saying that in addition they had looked at the CDR every two months.

Of the three that have not used the CDR two cite a lack of time initial difficulty in accessing the system putting them off further attempts. They commented that a prompt to look at new data would encourage them to retrieve the data.  One vet is new to the SWLP process and has not yet looked at the CDR.

Overall message is that the vets that are using the CDR are finding some benefit from having the data easily available to them.  They would make more use of it if there was some sort of alert sent to them when new data appears and if the CDR’s use was more widespread.  Even in its limited form data has been used to modify health plans, discuss ewe and ram selection 

There is clearly a need for the vets to be encouraged to use the system.  One year on it is a concern that not all the vets have accessed the data.  The resistance seems to be made up of initial difficulties in using the system, a lack of faith in the accuracy of the data on the system and the fact that the system only applies to a few of their sheep clients at a time when sheep work is contributing a small amount to vet practice income.

9.10  The Abattoir.

The abattoir had provided carcase classification data to farmers prior to the SWLP and intended to continue to do so in the future, when farmers ask for it. Prior to the SWLP they had tried to do this on an individual sheep basis, but with limited success. The plant managers confirmed their earlier views (SWLP July 2006 Report) that the introduction of EID and improved software as part of the SWLP had made the collection and analysis of individual data more accurate and efficient. The abattoir found it useful for its own purposes to have better information about the quality of stock because it helped them to plan and meet export and supermarket orders efficiently and to specification. It also enabled them to calculate the profit margins and identify the most profitable sources of stock. The abattoir management believed that the use of these approaches to data collection would increase for traceability and marketing purposes and they said they believed that EID was the way forward for both the farming and meat processing industries. 

Despite these views, there were practical difficulties in using EID at the abattoir and in practice the read rates were low and inconsistent throughout the pilot (See also section 9.4) of this report.  

EID tags were read post slaughter with a hand-held wand reader, as carcases exited the blood pit. EID read rates were low and inconsistent throughout the pilot as show in Table ? below. 
Table 25: Individual lamb identification rates at the abattoir, February – December 2006 (of SWLP EID tagged lambs) 

	Month
	EID

Read Animals
	Visually Read 

Animals
	Unread 

Animals
	Total 

Animals
	% EID 

Reads of Total

	Feb
	69
	48
	5
	122
	56.6

	March
	331
	192
	18
	541
	61.2

	April
	484
	123
	22
	629
	50.2

	May
	301
	460
	203
	964
	31.2

	June
	656
	296
	8
	960
	68.3

	July
	473
	94
	33
	600
	78.8

	August
	973
	5
	40
	1018
	95.6

	Sept
	546
	9
	149
	704
	77.6

	Oct
	399
	1
	29
	429
	93.0

	Nov
	306
	0
	274
	580
	52.8

	Dec
	238
	7
	45
	290
	82.1

	Total
	4776
	1235
	826
	6837
	69.9


The abattoir EID read rate varied between 31 - 96% (average 70%) of EID-tagged lambs slaughtered between February and December 2006. 

Prior to the end of funding on 31st July, the low EID read rate was compensated for by a very high visual tag read rate averaging 31.8%, but this declined to  0.73% after funding ended at the end of July. 

The abattoir’s data capture system relied upon carcases and offals remaining in the same sequence order after tag reading. Residual nervous activity immediately after slaughter sometimes results in carcases falling of the line as they exit the blood pit. Having a person reading tags at this point also ensured that any fallen carcases were spotted and replaced in the correct order,  but it meant that extra staff resource had to be provided. The abattoir management indicated that they found it difficult to commit and organise staff resources to operate the wand reader when SWLP batches arrived, particularly after funding ended on 31st July 2006. However, an increase in uptake of EID on farms would lead to the justification of routine staffing to read tags at the abattoir and read rates would be likely to improve. The management of this abattoir were not convinced that installation of a static automatic reader on the line would provide a reliable alternative. They feared that if it missed one sheep, perhaps because a sheep fell off the line, this would mean all the data for the batch would be out of synchrony. 

Annex B – Extract  from EBLEX Business Pointers Beef and Sheep Enterprise Tables 2005/06

	England Lowland Suckler Herds 2005/06 (£ per cow)
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Bottom
	Average
	Top 

	
	Third
	
	Third

	Number in sample
	17
	49
	17

	Average herd size (head)
	56
	67
	69

	
	
	
	

	Output
	£ per cow
	

	Calf output after valuation changes
	262.37
	279.23
	294.30

	
	
	
	

	Variable and replacement costs
	
	
	

	Replacement costs
	37.72
	30.71
	33.07

	Variable Costs
	
	
	

	Total concentrates
	22.58
	16.00
	17.32

	Other feeds
	13.62
	11.90
	11.15

	Forage
	40.93
	34.69
	33.06

	Total feed and forage
	77.13
	62.59
	61.52

	Veterinary
	25.76
	18.99
	15.97

	Bedding
	20.53
	21.45
	23.11

	Other costs
	16.73
	13.53
	11.81

	Total Variable and Replacement Costs
	177.87
	147.27
	145.48

	
	
	
	

	Gross Margin
	84.50
	131.96
	148.83

	
	
	
	

	Fixed Costs
	
	
	

	Paid labour
	94.94
	83.77
	46.15

	Power and machinery repairs
	93.43
	57.54
	36.12

	Administration
	58.81
	32.06
	17.43

	Property charges
	45.27
	30.49
	20.50

	Quota leasing
	11.81
	7.11
	6.88

	Land resource costs (e.g land rent)
	32.85
	33.16
	24.46

	Machinery depreciation and fixtures
	87.32
	52.21
	32.54

	Total Fixed Costs excluding non-cash costs
	424.42
	296.33
	184.08

	
	
	
	

	Net Margin excluding non-cash costs
	-339.92
	-164.37
	-35.25

	
	
	
	

	Non-cash costs
	
	
	

	Unpaid family labour
	157.01
	109.96
	65.49

	Rental value of owned land
	44.22
	36.14
	32.68

	Interest on working capital
	45.06
	41.09
	38.24

	Total non-cash costs
	246.28
	187.19
	136.41

	
	
	
	

	Total costs
	848.58
	630.79
	465.96

	
	
	
	

	Net Margin including non-cash costs
	-586.20
	-351.56
	-171.66

	
	
	
	

	Physical performance 
	
	
	

	Barren cows per 100
	8.9
	8.0
	9.7

	Calves born alive per 100 
	90.0
	90.4
	90.4

	Calves died per 100 
	3.2
	3.5
	2.6

	Calves reared per 100 
	87.3
	87.1
	87.9

	Calving period (weeks)
	17
	20
	22

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Return per calf (£ per head)
	286.98
	313.56
	328.50

	Calf price (£ per kg lw)
	1.08
	1.10
	1.08

	Weight per calf (kg)
	264
	284
	301

	Daily liveweight gain (kg)
	1.10
	1.06
	1.04

	
	
	
	

	Purchased concentrates (kg)
	86.8
	90.4
	143.2

	Home grown concentrates (kg)
	96.9
	60.8
	53.5

	Total Concentrates (kg)
	183.7
	151.2
	196.6

	N Fertiliser use (kg per ha)
	113.3
	64.0
	62.2

	
	
	
	

	Stocking rate (LSU per ha)
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1

	
	
	
	

	Figures may not add to totals due to rounding
	
	
	

	Source: Promar International
	
	
	


Annex C – Glossary

CDR:  Central Data Repository a web-enabled database that allows data to be viewed and used by a number of parties.

Carcase quality data:  The information from the placing of carcases into categories with relation to conformation and fat class.

Condemnation data:  Information about meat or parts of the animal (e.g livers, lungs) that are deemed unfit for human consumption, as condemned by veterinary surgeons or meat inspectors at the abattoir.  The data may indicate specific abnormalities with parts of the meat or offal

Conformation:  The overall thickness of muscle and fat in relation to the size of an animal’s skeleton, i.e. the “shape” of the carcase profile and degree of muscularity.

Data logger:  A hand held device for recording data.  Data is either entered manually or automatically e.g. via an EID reader and can be linked to other devices. The data logger can upload and download data to a personal computer.

Deadweight:  The weight of the carcase after the process of removing various parts of the body of an animal following slaughter.  Also referred to as dressed weight.

Dorset sheep:  A breed of sheep that is used in early lambing systems ahead of the usual lambing season. This allows farmers producing Dorset lambs to market their stock earlier often attracting a premium price.

EID – Electronic identification:  A method of identifying livestock using a microchip attached to the animal. In the SWLP the microchip was help in the sheep’s ear tag.

Fat class: A subjective score given for the degree of fat cover of a carcase.  There are five main classes (1 to 5) according to fat cover, in sheep carcase classification classes 3 and 4 are divided into low and high

Hydatid: The larval form of a tapeworm, having the head and neck of a tapeworm attached to a saclike body filled with fluid
Killing out percentage:  The dressed weight of a carcase as a proportion of the liveweight of the animal prior to slaughter.  Typical killing out percentage for sheep is 47%

Lambing percentage:  Is calculated in different ways by different farmers.  It relates the number of lambs born to the number of ewes.  The differences arise form the number of ewes that are counted e.g. the number put to the ram, the number of ewes that become pregnant or the number of ewes that carry to term.

Liveweight:  A live animal’s weight

MHS – Meat Hygiene Service:  An agency of the Food Standards Agency

Race reader:  A reader capable of reading EID as the lambs pass down a narrow passage.  In the SWLP the weigh crate could be used as a race reader by locking off the scale

SSFF:  Strategy for Sustainable Farming and Food.

SWLP:  South West Livestock Pilot

SWRDA:  South West Regional Development Agency

SWREG:  South West Rural Enterprise Gateway: Funded by SWRDA and Business Links as part of the SW SSFF Delivery Plan  For further information see: www.sw-gateway.com
Slaughterline:  Production line (often semi-automated) along which the various processes involved in slaughter and dressing, meat inspection, weighting and classification of carcases take place within the abattoir.  The part of the slaughterline on which dressing takes place is often termed the dressing.

Wand reader  / static reader:  Each electronic device contains a 16-digit number that is linked on insertion to the official visual ear tag of the animal. This creates a unique link that will remain with the animal for life. The microchip contains a passive transponder that is only activated when a reader sends a signal to it. The chip then sends its number back to the reader. This information is then captured on a Handheld stock recorder. Once the initial link is made, the handheld will display the animal's tag number whenever the device is read. 

Weigh crates:  Scales incorporating a small pen with separate entrance and exit so stock can be weighed.  Can be combined with an EID reader to automatically record individual lamb weights.
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						EBLEX 04/05 Lowland Flocks		SWLP 04/05 All Flocks

		Average Flock Size				556		540

		Number of Flocks in Sample				53		23

						£ per Ewe

		TOTAL OUTPUT				67.26		74.09

		Variable Costs:

		Total feed and forage				13.25		23.60

		Veterinary				4.82		5.10

		Bedding				1.33		0.46

		Other costs				3.10		2.79

		Total variable costs				22.50		31.95

		GROSS MARGIN				44.76		42.14

		Fixed costs:

		Paid Labour costs				16.21		12.27

		Power and machinery				5.90		8.02

		Administration				4.15		3.26

		Property charges				2.67		2.15

		Machinery and fixtures				3.97		6.00

		Total fixed costs				32.90		31.70

		NET MARGIN before finance, rent and unpaid labour				11.86		10.44

		Finance1				2.16		2.16

		Rent2				6.53		6.53

		Unpaid Labour3				23.58		23.58

		NET MARGIN after finance, rent and unpaid labour				-20.41		-21.83





MBD0000E3B1.xls

Lowland


			Lowland breeding flocks £ per ewe


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results									Bottom third			Average			Top third


			Number in sample			18.00			53.00			18.00												18.00			53.00			18.00


						£ per ewe


			Lamb output after valuation			53.74			63.20			78.50						24.76						90.3			94.0			90.3


			Subsidies			16.84			15.45			14.34						-2.50						28.3			23.0			16.5


			Wool			1.33			1.47			1.71						0.38						2.2			2.2			2.0


			Less replacement costs			10.39			8.99			8.54						-1.85						17.5			13.4			9.8


			Net receipts			59.49			67.26			86.89						27.40						100.0			100.0			100.0


			Concentrates			8.66			8.53			7.98						-0.68						12.0			13.3			14.7


			Other feeds			0.24			0.37			0.37						0.13						0.3			0.6			0.7


			Forage			4.21			4.35			4.69						0.48						5.8			6.8			8.6


			Total feed and forage			13.11			13.25			13.04						-0.07						18.1			20.6			24.0


			Veterinary			5.26			4.82			4.22						-1.04						7.3			7.5			7.8


			Bedding			1.07			1.33			1.44						0.36						1.5			2.1			2.6


			Other costs			2.91			3.10			3.00						0.09						4.0			4.8			5.5


			Total variable costs			22.34			22.50			21.69						-0.65						30.9			35.1			39.9


			Fixed costs:


			Labour costs			23.19			16.21			9.56						-13.62						32.0			25.2			17.6


			Power and machinery			5.95			5.90			5.75						-0.20						8.2			9.2			10.6


			Administration			4.73			4.15			2.90						-1.83						6.5			6.5			5.3


			Property charges			2.24			2.67			2.12						-0.13						3.1			4.2			3.9


			Land resource costs (rent)			7.93			6.53			6.14						-1.80						11.0			10.2			11.3


			Machinery and fixtures			3.84			3.97			3.78						-0.06						5.3			6.2			7.0


			Finance costs			2.06			2.16			2.16						0.10						2.8			3.4			4.0


			Quota leasing			0.07			0.11			0.19						0.12						0.1			0.2			0.4


			Total fixed costs			50.02			41.70			32.61						-17.42						69.1			64.9			60.1


			Total costs			72.37			64.20			54.30						-18.07						100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net Margin			-12.88			3.06			32.59						45.46


			Average No of Ewes			803.68			556.17			447.04


			Lambs reared per 100 ewes			135.04			136.38			142.75


			Return per lamb sold finished			48.21			50.70			54.40


			Carcase weight finished			19.46			19.16			18.62


			Return per sold store			34.13			34.33			34.60


			LAMBS SOLD%


			Slaughter			33.79			48.12			63.19


			Stores			50.54			32.40			14.16


			Breeding			3.36			9.95			14.65


			Closing valuation			12.31			9.53			8.00


			Lowland breeding flocks p per kg lw


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results


			Number in sample			18.00			53.00			18.00


			Lamb output after valuation			1.21			1.30			1.43												88.7			94.0			95.0


			Subsidies			0.40			0.32			0.26												29.1			23.0			17.4


			Wool			0.03			0.03			0.03												2.3			2.2			2.1


			Less replacement costs			0.22			0.18			0.11												16.1			13.4			7.0


			Net receipts			1.36			1.38			1.50												100.0			100.0			100.0


			Concentrates			0.19			0.17			0.15												10.9			13.3			14.7


			Other feeds			0.01			0.01			0.01												0.4			0.6			0.7


			Forage			0.08			0.09			0.08												4.7			6.8			8.1


			Total feed and forage			0.28			0.27			0.24												16.4			20.6			24.0


			Veterinary			0.11			0.10			0.08												6.6			7.5			7.8


			Bedding			0.03			0.03			0.03												1.5			2.1			2.6


			Other costs			0.07			0.06			0.05												4.0			4.8			5.5


			Total variable costs			0.49			0.46			0.39												28.6			35.1			39.9


			Gross Margin			0.88			0.92			1.11


			Labour costs			0.53			0.33			0.17												31.1			25.2			17.6


			Power and machinery			0.15			0.12			0.10												8.7			9.2			10.6


			Administration			0.13			0.08			0.05												7.5			6.5			5.3


			Property charges			0.06			0.05			0.04												3.5			4.2			3.9


			Land resource costs (rent)			0.20			0.13			0.11												11.8			10.2			11.3


			Machinery and fixtures			0.10			0.08			0.07												5.7			6.2			7.0


			Finance costs			0.05			0.04			0.04												3.2			3.4			4.0


			Quota leasing			0.00			0.00			0.00												0.1			0.2			0.4


			Total fixed costs			1.22			0.85			0.59												71.4			64.9			60.1


			Total costs			1.70			1.32			0.99												100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net Margin			-0.34			0.06			0.52


			Average No of Ewes			803.68			556.17			447.04


			Lambs reared per 100 ewes			135.04			136.38			142.75


			Return per lamb sold finished			48.21			50.70			54.40


			Carcase weight finished			19.46			19.16			18.62


			Return per lamb sold store			34.13			34.33			34.60


			LAMBS SOLD%


			Slaughter			33.79			48.12			63.19


			Stores			50.54			32.40			14.16


			Breeding			3.36			9.95			14.65


			Closing valuation			12.31			9.53			8.00








LFA


			England Less Favoured Area Breeding Flocks 2004/05 (£ per ewe)


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results									Bottom third			Average			Top third


			Number in sample			25.00			73.00			25.00												25.00			73.00			25.00


			Lamb output after valuation			41.07			59.61			80.83						39.76						85.4			87.2			88.1


			Subsidies			20.04			18.99			18.88						-1.16						41.7			27.8			20.6


			Wool			1.00			1.18			1.36						0.36						2.1			1.7			1.5


			Less replacement costs			9.17			9.55			9.09						-0.08						19.1			14.0			9.9


			Net receipts			48.11			68.33			91.77						43.66						100.0			100.0			100.0


			Concentrates			4.40			6.10			6.20						1.81						7.4			10.6			11.0


			Other feeds			0.24			0.49			0.77						0.53						0.4			0.9			1.4


			Forage			4.71			3.86			2.27						-2.44						7.9			6.7			4.0


			Total feed and forage			9.35			10.45			9.24						-0.11						15.6			18.2			16.5


			Veterinary			3.33			4.46			4.89						1.56						5.6			7.8			8.7


			Bedding			0.66			1.19			1.99						1.34						1.1			2.1			3.6


			Other costs			2.64			2.99			3.77						1.13						4.4			5.2			6.7


			Total variable costs			15.97			19.09			19.89						3.92						26.7			33.2			35.4


			Fixed costs:


			Labour costs			8.42			8.05			6.33						-2.09						14.1			14.0			11.3


			Power and machinery			7.89			7.09			7.11						-0.78						13.2			12.3			12.7


			Administration			4.80			4.32			4.53						-0.26						8.0			7.5			8.1


			Property charges			4.38			3.41			3.16						-1.22						7.3			5.9			5.6


			Land resource costs (rent)			7.85			6.77			6.88						-0.97						13.1			11.8			12.3


			Machinery and fixtures			5.74			5.55			5.99						0.25						9.6			9.7			10.7


			Finance costs			4.09			2.71			1.44						-2.65						6.8			4.7			2.6


			Quota leasing			0.59			0.55			0.80						0.21						1.0			1.0			1.4


			Total fixed costs			43.76			38.44			36.24						-7.52						73.3			66.8			64.6


			Total costs			59.73			57.52			56.13						-3.60						100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net Margin			-11.62			10.81			35.64						47.26


			Average No of Ewes			597.35			541.35			441.35


			Lambs reared per 100 ewes			102.87			129.02			150.71


			Return per lamb sold finished			43.39			49.82			53.64


			Carcase weight finished			18.24			19.58			19.69


			Return per sold store			29.59			33.65			39.93


			LAMBS SOLD%


			Slaughter			18.77			40.20			58.19


			Stores			45.29			36.24			23.27


			Breeding			24.89			19.73			18.44


			Closing valuation			11.06			3.83			0.11


			England Less Favoured Area Breeding Flocks 2004/05 (£ per kg lw)																					Bottom third			Average			Top third


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results									25.00			73.00			25.00


			Number in sample			25.00			73.00			25.00


																								87.6			87.2			88.4


			Lamb output after valuation			1.21			1.24			1.36												36.9			27.8			21.7


			Subsidies			0.51			0.40			0.33												2.1			1.7			1.3


			Wool			0.03			0.02			0.02												18.1			14.0			11.4


			Less replacement costs			0.25			0.20			0.18												100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net receipts			1.38			1.42			1.54


																								10.3			10.6			11.0


			Concentrates			0.17			0.13			0.10												0.3			0.9			1.7


			Other feeds			0.00			0.01			0.02												7.4			6.7			6.6


			Forage			0.12			0.08			0.06												18.2			18.2			16.9


			Total feed and forage			0.30			0.22			0.15												6.4			7.8			8.8


			Veterinary			0.11			0.09			0.08												1.0			2.1			4.8


			Bedding			0.02			0.02			0.04												4.7			5.2			6.9


			Other costs			0.08			0.06			0.06												30.4			33.2			37.4


			Total variable costs			0.50			0.40			0.34


			Fixed costs:																					16.5			14.0			10.4


			Labour costs			0.27			0.17			0.10												12.4			12.3			12.2


			Power and machinery			0.20			0.15			0.11												7.0			7.5			9.0


			Administration			0.11			0.09			0.08												6.7			5.9			5.0


			Property charges			0.11			0.07			0.05												11.1			11.8			12.6


			Land resource costs (rent)			0.18			0.14			0.12												9.0			9.7			10.9


			Machinery and fixtures			0.15			0.12			0.10												6.1			4.7			1.7


			Finance costs			0.10			0.06			0.02												0.9			1.0			0.8


			Quota leasing			0.01			0.01			0.01												69.6			66.8			62.6


			Total fixed costs			1.14			0.80			0.57												100.0			100.0			100.0


			Total costs			1.63			1.20			0.91


			Net Margin			-0.26			0.22			0.63


			Average No of Ewes			597.35			541.35			441.35


			Lambs reared per 100 ewes			102.87			129.02			150.71


			Return per lamb sold finished			43.39			49.82			53.64


			Carcase weight finished			18.24			19.58			19.69


			Return per lamb sold store			29.59			33.65			39.93


			LAMBS SOLD%


			Slaughter			18.77			40.20			58.19


			Stores			45.29			36.24			23.27


			Breeding			24.89			19.73			18.44


			Closing valuation			11.06			3.83			0.11








Stores


			


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results						Bottom third			Average			Top third


			Number in sample			13.00			37.00			13.00									13.00			37.00			13.00


						£ per lamb


			Lamb output			45.26			44.56			43.77


			Less store lamb purchase cost			37.45			33.30			26.66


			Output after valuation changes			7.82			11.26			17.10																					Average			Top third


			Concentrates			3.12			1.90			1.71									29.2			20.5			22.5						38.0			40.2


			Forage			1.21			1.02			0.44									11.3			11.0			5.8						20.4			10.4


			Other feeds			0.18			0.29			0.01									1.7			3.1			0.1						5.8			0.3


			Total feed and forage			4.50			3.21			2.16									42.1			34.7			28.4


			Veterinary			0.35			0.39			0.47									3.2			4.2			6.2						7.8			11.1


			Bedding			0.08			0.06			0.12									0.7			0.7			1.6						1.2			2.8


			Other costs			1.45			1.34			1.50									13.6			14.5			19.7						26.8			35.3


			Total variable costs			6.38			4.99			4.25									59.7			54.0			55.8


			Fixed costs:


			Labour costs			0.88			1.03			0.78									8.2			11.2			10.3


			Power and machinery			1.00			0.85			0.72									9.3			9.2			9.4


			Administration			0.68			0.59			0.38									6.3			6.4			5.0


			Property charges			0.44			0.45			0.28									4.1			4.8			3.7


			Land resource costs (rent)			0.51			0.53			0.42									4.7			5.7			5.5


			Machinery and fixtures			0.61			0.60			0.60									5.7			6.5			7.8


			Finance costs			0.20			0.20			0.19									1.9			2.1			2.5


			Total fixed costs			4.31			4.25			3.37									40.3			46.0			44.2


			Total costs			10.68			9.24			7.62									100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net Margin			-2.87			2.02			9.48


			Feeding period (days)			113.10			121.33			113.97


			Liveweight at start (kg)			35.20			37.14			32.69


			Liveweight at finish (kg)			41.06			40.98			39.10


			Mortality			2.98			2.21			1.88


			Concentrates (kg per head)			20.95			14.36			11.10


						Bottom third			Average			Top third			Your results


			Number in sample			12			35			12


						£ per kg


			Lamb output			5.53			5.01			5.87


			Less store lamb purchase cost			4.44			3.72			4.07


			Output after valuation changes			1.08			1.29			1.8


			Concentrates			0.36			0.22			0.19									31.6			25.3			21.3


			Forage			0.09			0.09			0.12									7.9			10.3			13.5


			Other feeds			0			0.01			0.01									0.0			1.1			1.1


			Total feed and forage			0.45			0.32			0.32									39.5			36.8			36.0


			Veterinary			0.03			0.02			0.03									2.6			2.3			3.4


			Bedding			0.01			0.01			0.01									0.9			1.1			1.1


			Other costs			0.2			0.18			0.18									17.5			20.7			20.2


			Total variable costs			0.7			0.52			0.54									61.4			59.8			60.7


			Fixed costs:


			Labour costs			0.07			0.08			0.09									6.1			9.2			10.1


			Power and machinery			0.12			0.08			0.06									10.5			9.2			6.7


			Administration			0.06			0.04			0.03									5.3			4.6			3.4


			Property charges			0.04			0.03			0.03									3.5			3.4			3.4


			Land resource costs (rent)			0.06			0.05			0.07									5.3			5.7			7.9


			Machinery and fixtures			0.07			0.06			0.05									6.1			6.9			5.6


			Finance costs			0.02			0.02			0.02									1.8			2.3			2.2


			Total fixed costs			0.44			0.35			0.35									38.6			40.2			39.3


			Total costs			1.14			0.87			0.89									100.0			100.0			100.0


			Net margin			-0.06			0.42			0.91


			Feeding period (days)			113.10			121.33			113.97


			Liveweight at start (kg)			35.20			37.14			32.69


			Liveweight at finish (kg)			41.06			40.98			39.10


			Mortality			2.98			2.21			1.88


			Concentrates (kg per head)			20.95			14.36			11.10











