 REPLY TO DARD CONSULTATION PAPER OF 
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Proposal for the Introduction of Revised Compensation Arrangement for Bovine Tuberculosis and Brucellosis

Agriculture is recognised by DARD to be an important element in the Northern Ireland economy.  Northern Ireland agriculture is predominantly grazing livestock based, with dairy, beef cattle and sheep accounting for 59% of gross output at a value of £813m in 2008.  The value of the output of cattle and calves was £320m and the value of the output of milk was £444m.  Agriculture and its processing sector accounts for 8.6% of employment and around 42,000 full time employees.  

84% of farms in Northern Ireland have cattle.  There are a large number of small to medium sized farms. In Northern Ireland there are 1.6m bovines and the total value of cattle has been estimated to be in excess of £1,600m.  Therefore, the capital tied up in cattle on the average farm is £75,000.  

It is therefore imperative that a fundamental and comprehensive new approach to animal health issues be agreed by all interested parties ie the farming community, the veterinary profession and DARD.

In 2010 DARD recognised that the payment of compensation for diseased animals and in-contact animals was an insurance mechanism to protect farmers' livelihoods against the risk of their animals having to be slaughtered as a result of contracting bovine Tuberculosis and/or Brucellosis.  Without such compensation DARD confirmed that the continued viability of the local livestock agri-food industry would be threatened.  Whilst no other business in Northern Ireland is insured by Government in this way, DARD stated that none was more important to the Northern Ireland economy and no other economic sector is subject to such rigorous controls including compulsory slaughter.

By virtue of Articles 18(6) of the Diseases of Animals (NI) Order 1981 DARD has powers to withhold compensation.  These powers have been stated by DARD to be a vital control mechanism to ensure that farmers or individuals who engage in behaviour prejudicial to disease control, including fraudulent behaviour, do not benefit financially at the taxpayers' expense.  

We support unreservedly the rule of law and condemnation of the wrongdoer.  It is not only our duty as citizens to do so but we recognise that our industry must continue to strive for ever higher standards.

It is against this background that DARD have brought forward proposals for the introduction of reduced compensation arrangements for bovine Tuberculosis and Brucellosis.  

The public is entitled to assume, and indeed expect, that these proposals have been brought forward by Officers employed at public expense who are subject to the normal scientific disciplines.  Particularly the public is entitled to require such scientific Officers, including professional veterinarian and other scientists, to apply rigorously the principles of Scientific Method.  The Oxford English Dictionary defines “Scientific Method” as “a method of procedure that has characterized natural science since 17th Century, consisting in systematic observation, measurement, and experiment, and the formulation, testing, and modification of hypotheses”.

Thus, scientific enquiry is intended to be as objective as possible in order to reduce biased interpretation of results and to document, archive and share all data and methodology so they are available for careful scrutiny by other scientists giving them an opportunity to verify the results.  This allows statistical measures of the reliability of these data to be established.  

Scientists are required to adopt systematic methods used in scientific investigations of the natural world, which include designing controlled experiments, gathering data and developing and testing hypotheses.  They are required to follow a series of steps: 1. identify a problem to be solved, 2. formulate a hypotheses, 3. test the hypotheses, 4. collect and analyse the data, 5. make conclusions.  

In general terms this paper sets out to demonstrate that the Consultation Paper only contains the first of these five elements and the last of these five elements but little if anything of the other three elements.  Thus the Consultation Paper is fundamentally flawed and is patently incapable of withstanding scientific scrutiny.  

Reference is made below to individual paragraphs in the Consultation Paper and the numbering of the paragraphs has been replicated in this response.  

Para 1

There is no definition of the term “compensation”.  The Oxford English Dictionary defines it as “an award to someone in recognition of loss, suffering or injury”.  Existing compensation provisions for the slaughter of cattle by DARD almost uniquely exclude any element of compensation for any consequential loss.  At Common Law compensation is recoverable, not only for the actual loss, but for the consequential loss.  Government pays compensation for consequential loss as well as actual loss in relation to property and/or business damaged as a result of terrorist activity.  Thus, the existing compensation arrangements provide only for a fraction of the loss sustained by an individual farmer consequent to disease outbreak.  Disease outbreaks are followed by the compulsory closure of herds or in some cases the entire depopulation of herds.  A separate Paper on these consequential losses is annexed hereto to demonstrate the nature of these losses, none of which have been taken into account by DARD in their Consultation Paper.  

However the following is an extract from the Northern Ireland Audit Office Report of 18th March 2009 entitled The Control of Bovine Tuberculosis in Northern Ireland

“In the Department's view, the cost to the herdkeeper in time, business interruption and consequential loss in milk yields, may be an incentive to prevent infection.  It pointed to a 2004 DEFRA study which estimated the costs of a breakdown to a herdkeeper at some £1,020 per herd.”

DARD has deliberately ignored this data in the present Consultation Paper.  The conclusion has been reached without the benefit of reference to this data.

“If the level of compensation is too high it may not encourage farmers to actively avoid disease and may encourage fraud by a small number of individuals”.  There is no evidence produced in the Consultation Paper to demonstrate that this is the case.  DARD have not produced any evidence of the number of farmers convicted of fraud or the number of farmers who have been subject to withholding of compensation under Article 18(6).  Without such evidence there is no basis for making such a contention.  It is, in short, a supposition leading to a conclusion without an intervening scientific approach.  DARD have stated that the focus of the Consultation Paper is on the potential for fraud that arises where the level of compensation is too high.  If the existing compensation provisions relate only to a fraction of the total loss, since it excludes consequential loss, it is rather difficult to appreciate that the existing level of compensation is too high.  This is particularly so since the Department have in place rigorous valuation processes.  

Para 2

This refers to the two most costly cattle diseases endemic to “the North of Ireland” and DARD's attempts to reduce and eradicate both diseases.  There is no empirical evidence produced by any statutory body which confirms that compensation arrangements as they exist at present encourage fraud to any significant extent.  Again assertion is accepted to be equivalent to fact.  

DARD states that revised compensation arrangements will assist in the final push towards eradication of Brucellosis by 2014/15.  Over the last 20 years there has been a rise and fall in the incidence of Brucellosis in Northern Ireland.  Over the same period of time DARD has effectively changed its policy on a number of occasions as to whether or not it should depopulate a herd consequent to the finding of a reactor animal in the herd confirmed by post mortem examination.  With the possible exception of the consequences of the Foot and Mouth outbreak it can clearly be demonstrated that the incidence of Brucellosis declines substantially shortly after DARD rigorously impose a depopulation regime and the starts to rise again after this policy is reversed or relaxed.  

It is accepted by all that within the British Isles that Northern Ireland or the North of Ireland is the only region which has a Brucellosis problem.  It is surely not without significance that Northern Ireland or the North of Ireland is the only region in the British Isles which has failed to impose a rigorous depopulation policy.  

AT THIS POINT THE CONSULTEES WISH TO STRESS IN THE STRONGEST POSSIBLE TERMS THAT THEY RESENT THE GENERAL TENOR OF THE CONSULTATION PAPER THAT FARMERS HAVE AN INCENTIVE TO COMMIT FRAUD AND HAVE THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ERADICATION AND CONTROL OF DISEASE RATHER THAN AN ACCEPTANCE BY DARD AS THE STATUTORY AGENCY THAT FARMERS AND DARD HAVE A SHARED RESPONSIBILITY WHICH CAN ONLY BE DISCHARGED BY A SPIRIT OF CO-OPERATION, MUTUAL RESPECT AND POSITIVE REGULATION.  

Para 3

DARD states that it has made considerable progress with Tb in recent years.  It fails to accept that the incidence is much too high and fails to offer any explanation or scientific proposal as to how the incidence of disease might be reduced by any method whatsoever including the control of wildlife.  Once again it does not even accept that Government policy should be the eradication of this disease but it seems to be content rather to control the disease.  The comparative failure to eradicate Tuberculosis and Brucellosis is a disincentive to Scottish purchasers of our cattle.  An observer is entitled to enquire why Scotland has succeeded and if Northern Ireland is ever aiming to eradicate both these diseases.  

Whilst there may be differences between various Government agencies and the farming community about the amount of this disease caused, directly or indirectly by the growth of the badger population, there is an acceptance by both that this is a significant factor.  There is no reference in this Paper to the ambition of DEFRA to introduce a marker vaccine for Tuberculosis within the foreseeable future nor is there any reference to any attempt by DARD to address how such a vaccination programme might be implemented in accordance with EU requirements.  Obviously if such a vaccination procedure might be available within the foreseeable future then this would have a dramatic effect on the expenditure of public funds in this area.  

Similarly, there is no evidence in this Consultation Paper as to the proportion of money recovered by DARD from the EU in implementing EU policy on Brucellosis and Tuberculosis.  

Para 5

This suggests that a less complex valuation system would allow for the quicker removal of affected animals.  One would have thought that there is sufficient electronic equipment contained within mobile telephones and digital cameras to retain sufficient evidence of the physical characteristics of individual animals by which animals could be assessed for valuation purposes without the retention of the animal on farm.  Apart from this there is an existing procedure in place enforced by DARD for the isolation of all reactor animals.  Once again DARD have produced no scientific evidence to correlate the rate of decline of infection in any herd with the number of days for removal of reactor animals.  

Para 6

This repeats para 5 contention about the reduction of the potential for fraud.  There is no evidence produced for this whatsoever.  It is once again a mere assertion.  Para 6 also refers to a greater incentive to herdkeepers to reduce the risks of infection of their herds.  This is entirely based on the assumption that existing compensation arrangements provide 100% recovery of compensation or even greater recovery, whereas the consequential loss particularly in relation to pedigree animals is far greater.  

Para 6 also suggests that the proposal will push towards the eradication of Brucellosis by 2014/15.  If Brucellosis has been eradicated in the past in Northern Ireland without such a proposal where is the evidence to suggest that this proposal will have the dramatic effect suggested?  

Para 7

This refers to DARD striking the proper and appropriate balance between ensuring reasonable compensation and protecting the interests of the taxpayer.  Such a balance can never be achieved so long as the definition of “reasonable compensation” is limited to the actual loss of the slaughtered animal, rather than the total loss to the farmer caused by a minimum of 120 days closure in the case of Tb and perhaps a minimum of 12 months in the case of Brucellosis.

Under the Human Rights Act the State must maintain a "fair balance" between public and private interests and "normally" this means that it must provide compensation that is "reasonably related to the value of the property". 

Where the amounts are fixed by reference to objective standards with the possibility of representation for those deprived of property in the process, intervention by the European institutions is unlikely.  In this proposal there is no possibility of representation.  If the average price of a house in Northern Ireland is £150,000. does anybody seriously suggest that an owner of a mansion would receive only £150,000. if it were required for road-widening?  Thus an average can never be always reasonably related when there is no right of representation.

Para 9

This refers to “early agreement” of valuation and consequent removal before the spread of infection.  Once again no reference is made to the isolation procedures or indeed any proposal to take advantage of modern technology to expedite the existing valuation procedures.   The paper is silent on the interval between completion of the test and the final decision of DARD being communicated to the herd owner and further silent on the period of time between DVO decision and the valuation visit.

Para 12

This states that 14% of cattle slaughtered for Tb in 2009/10 were pedigree animals.  Compensation totalled £10.2m.  The logical analysis of the figures contained in para 12 and elsewhere in Department documents demonstrates that about 1,300 animals were pedigree and that on average these animals were valued somewhat less than 100% above commercial values.  Thus, about 1,300 animals were valued in round figures at £1,000. per head more than commercial value making a total of £1.3m.  In order to potentially save this amount DARD wish to attack the viability of many small to medium sized pedigree herds which are vital to the improvement of the Northern Ireland cattle population.

Paras 13 & 14

There was 2,370 animals slaughtered for Brucellosis.  14% of those were pedigrees ie approximately 332.  The compensation for these pedigree animals was £540,000.  Once again these pedigree animals averaged well beyond commercial values.  Thus the potential saving in DARD's proposal would be relatively small.

Para 16

There is absolutely no reason why the existing valuation procedure cannot be expedited.   A Loss Adjuster for an Insurance Company which receives a claim for damaged property will usually respond in 2-3 working days.  There is no reason why a DARD Valuer cannot have a similar response time.

Para 17

This refers to the further spread of disease and the potential risk to farmers and their families.  In the last 10 years there have been 21 reported cases of bovine related Tuberculosis in humans and there were nine cases of Brucellosis reported in humans in 2008.  Most scientific experts confirm that it is almost physically impossible to treat and look after a case of an animal infected with Brucellosis without exposure to a significant risk of infection.  Thus the only real protective measure in a case of Brucellosis outbreak is complete and prompt depopulation of the entire herd followed by rigorous disinfection.  If DARD really want to remove the risk of infection from Brucellosis, both to humans and to other bovines, they must immediately restore a policy of depopulation.  

Para 18

This refers to individual valuations involving an element of subjectivity.  All valuations particularly of land required for public purposes is subject to valuation and determination by the Lands Tribunal.  There is no suggestion by any Government Department that such valuation procedures are inadequate or in any way defective.  They rely upon trained Valuers who proceed in accordance with RICS guidelines laid down in their Codes of Practice based on comparables.  It is respectfully suggested that if DARD Valuers were given the appropriate training in such procedures then the reservations expressed in this paragraph could be adequately addressed.  

In any event an objective analysis of the contention that individual valuations involve an element of subjectivity is found in the Northern Ireland Audit Office Report previously referred to.  In 2004-5 the total variation after appeal was +11% and in the following year there was no variation.  If the Valuers were erring on the high side then appeals would surely have shown reductions.  Once again data has been ignored before a conclusion has been reached.

Para 20

This refers to difficulty in producing a valuation list for pedigree animals based on local market data.  Any average list is always going to be fundamentally flawed.  RICS require their members to assess any valuation by comparisons not by averages.  Compensation by average is not compensation.  It is merely a token.  

The farmer is entitled to argue for compensation based on comparable values attained in the open market between a willing buyer and a willing seller.  DARD cannot justify reliance on any average list.  Pedigree breeders always seek to produce animals above the average.  They are dedicated to building up trends of increasing excellence in their herds over a period of years.

Para 22

This states “it is recognised”, one is left to ponder as to who recognises because there is no subject stated.  It also refers to “may encourage fraud”.  If DARD employ significant resources in Veterinary Officers and Enforcement Officers who already have considerable powers under statute and these powers are backed up by very general powers under Article 18(6) then it seems to imply that there is a failure of operational control, training or direction from headquarters.  This paragraph generates the impression that there may be a widespread problem which can only be controlled by a radical change in policy.  There is no evidence of either successful prosecutions, failed prosecutions or a failure of Article 18(6) procedures to justify such a proposal.  

The Northern Ireland Audit Office issued a Report on 18th March 2009 “The Control of Bovine Tuberculosis in Northern Ireland”.  It found that between 2001 and 2009 eight cases of fraud were investigated, five went to prosecution and two resulted in conviction.  Thus 1.6m bovines were annually examined over eight years which makes a total of 12.8m.  So 12.8m tests resulted in two convictions.  If this is the true extent of the alleged temptation to fraud then it hardly justifies DARD's case.  This is yet another instance of data not being considered before a conclusion is reached.

Para 23

The PAC Report was entirely based on information provided by DARD Officials which was never substantiated in a substantive way in any Court of Law.  Once again the legislature was invited to reach conclusions based on assertions which were never challenged before a tribunal of fact.  At least one allegation of fraud was subsequently proved to have no evidential basis whatsoever.

Para 24

This refers to a study from D A Abernethy suggesting that 13% of Brucellosis breakdowns between 1999 and 2005 were possibly related to fraudulent infection.  There is no evidence produced of a significant number of prosecutions.  If the figure is correct then DARD should have exercised its functions under Article 18(6).  Without sight of the relevant document which is not annexed to the Consultation Paper it is not possible to obtain an expert view on its conclusions.

Para 27

This refers to some evidence of compensation being paid above the rate of market value.  Unfortunately the evidence is not made available for scrutiny and one can only assume, therefore, that the authors of this Consultation Paper do not feel sufficiently confident in this evidence to produce it.  Reference is made to a comparative analysis over a two year period but there are no precise details produced.  If the assertion is correct then this is surely a failure which can be remedied by the proper and continued training of valuation staff.  Paragraph 27 again makes an assertion of recognition without indicating who is doing the recognising.  This paragraph refers to comments that the compensation scheme should not encourage farmers to implement biosecurity measures.  There is little evidence produced of any specific biosecurity training given by any DARD staff to individual farmers consequent to disease breakdown.  With one or two exceptions the extent of such education is the provision of a leaflet and once again this is a failure on the part of DARD to implement a process of positive regulation.  

Para 28

This refers to the PAC Report of 2009.  It is quite clear that the relevant Committee was not made aware that a very large share of the cost is already borne by the industry in the form of consequential loss for which no compensation is received.  

Para 29

This again refers to proper and appropriate balance.  This unfortunately does not start from the proper base which would be a determination of the total loss sustained by the individual herdkeeper.  

Para 30

This refers to table valuations.  There has been no attempt to analyse the consequences of such valuations on the industry in England and Wales.  Most scientific observers accept that there are areas in England and Wales which have a significant Tb problem.  It would be interesting to do an analysis of the prices paid by farmers for pedigree animals within those areas compared to other areas of the same jurisdiction.  

Para 33

This refers to the incentive to commit compensation fraud.  Brucellosis was eradicated before in Northern Ireland and there is no reason to suppose that its eradication in the future is dependent upon such incentive.  

Para 35

This refers to the speeding up of the removal of infected animals once again without reference to the existing isolation requirements.  If DARD is recognising that the existing isolation requirements are failing they should specifically say so and state their evidence for making such assertions.  

Para 37

This refers to lessening the incentive to commit fraud through deliberate infection.  Even DARD at para 2.41 of the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment refers to possibly related fraud.  

Para 42

This refers to the fact that transmission from wildlife to cattle is not something that herdkeepers are able to fully control at present.  This is a gross understatement.  Herdkeepers are not able to control it at all because they are prevented by law from disturbing the wildlife in question.  It is significant that throughout this Paper DARD do not produce any documentation of any discussions they may have had with other Statutory Agencies and Departments on the possible control of infected wildlife.  

Public expenditure is to be reduced entirely at the expense of farmers.  Badgers are to increase and farmers are to decrease.

In 2006 the European Commission produced a Report entitled Working Document on eradication of bovine tuberculosis in the EU.  The following is an extract:

" An active approach to the removal of TB-infected wildlife and the urgent development of alternative means of preventing transmission of TB from this source to cattle is proposed. It has now been reliably demonstrated that the persistence of an infected wildlife reservoir that enters into contact with cattle is a major obstacle to the eradication of TB. This obstacle should be addressed in tandem with the measures implemented in relation to the cattle population. 

While future prospects for the development of suitable TB vaccines for use in wildlife are promising, considerable obstacles remain which make it difficult to foresee the use of such vaccination on its own as the most suitable tool to use to address the persistence of the variety of infected wildlife reservoirs worldwide in the near future. In the meantime, therefore, alternatives to vaccination, in order to address the role of infected wildlife in the persistence of TB should be implemented without any delay so as to allow the progress of the eradication programmes. 

Removal of wildlife, either proactively or reactively following outbreaks, has proven to be an effective ancillary, and in certain situations necessary, measure to control and eradicate TB. " 

It then goes on to say the following.

"The elimination or reduction of the risk posed by an infected wildlife reservoir enables the other measures contained in the programme to yield the expected results, whereas the persistence of TB in these wildlife populations impedes the effective elimination of the disease." 

Para 43

Once again this refers to the incentive to commit fraud which is again a repetition of this concept.  Indeed if one is to analyse the entire Consultation Paper the words “incentive to commit fraud” are repeated seven times.  

In general terms the proposal to introduce the tabular system of valuation is based on assertion rather than fact.  Furthermore, if the assertion or belief is correct that there is a proportion of the farming community determined to commit fraud, then the tabular system will be equally vulnerable to such.  A fraudulent farmer need only acquire a number of the poorest quality animals that he can find, then he can infect those animals and claim the average price.  

At present the polluting farmer suffers twice – once in the Criminal Courts and secondly on Cross Compliance.  The fraudulent farmer suffers four times – once in the Courts, secondly for Cross Compliance, thirdly in the loss of the animal and fourthly in consequential loss.  Apparently this is still not enough for DARD.  They seek to punish the innocent farmer as well.

If Government seeks to preserve and increase the badger population then it is obliged to ensure that the cost of this is spread throughout the community rather than increasing the already disporportionate share of farmers.

The central tenor of this Consultation Paper and indeed many published statements from DARD in recent years has been one of attempting to fix blame for disease problems.  Such a continued policy, either deliberate or by default, is bound to fail.  

Firstly because it is not based in fact and secondly because it alienates those whose co-operation is vital to the goal that DARD seeks to achieve.

Firstly, significant savings on the existing procedures could be achieved by improved training of valuation staff and by the deduction of the standard Auctioneer fee from each valuation.  If the farmer is willing to pay Auctioneer rates to sell an animal then he should equally be required to pay this rate to the valuation staff.  

Secondly, if DARD are intent on improving biosecurity then they must publicly recognise the following: (a) the large number of small farms means that this is much more difficult than in GB; (b) they must make farmers aware that the number of movements in the life of the average animal detracts from biosecurity; (c) their compensation arrangements could be based upon whether or not the herdkeeper is part of a regional recognised herd health scheme which imposes recognised biosecurity standards.  These standards would take into account local conditions and local challenges.  In the same way as Farm Quality Assurance enhances the values per kilo, so such proven standards would enhance valuations in the case of breakdown.  

A more positive approach would lead to an improvement in herd health standards, genetic quality of herds and the reputation of the cattle industry in Northern Ireland.

We suggest the establishment of a truly representative and transparent forum which regularly meets in public session to discuss how to promote the quality and health of the bovine herd in Northern Ireland could create public acceptance.  Thus DARD must be a Partner with farmers and the veterinarian profession in this Body.   It would create a Northern Ireland herd health scheme.  Such a scheme would be a marketing tool as well as a veterinary one.  It would be our “appellation controllee”.  We advocate a unique and unified herd health scheme available to all farmers in this area which would be promoted by both the private and public sectors and which would be capable of evolving to meet new challenges from new diseases.  If the cattle industry in Northern Ireland is to have a competitive edge it must rely upon the improvement of genetic quality in both the beef and dairy sectors which will enhance the marketability of cattle from this region and improve profit margins which, in turn, will stabilise extensive rural communities.  

This process need not involve substantial additional public expenditure and the potential savings to Government and the private sector would be enormous.  For example, DARD Animal Health and Welfare Inspectors could monitor herd standards at annual tests.  Alternatively monitoring could be built into the role of the Private Veterinary Practitioner in his Tb test procedures.  Whatever the ultimate solution might be after full and meaningful consultation between the parties such a pro-active approach is bound to be of mutual benefit.  

In this way the recommendation of the European Commission Report of 2006 will be fulfilled:

“The compensation scheme should be aimed at modifying the behaviour of the farmers in a way that they do their best to avoid the reintroduction of the disease in their herds .... it is extremely important to ensure that the level of compensation is the appropriate and serves to encourage farmers to respond to their situation in an appropriate manner that will prevent or considerably reduce future risk of infection .... compensation schemes should be thoroughly and constantly reviewed, taking into account local conditions so as to ensure that the amounts payable are reasonably sound and that the payment is linked to full compliance with stated measures aimed at the prevention of reinfection.  Over-compensation should be avoided.”

The expenditure of public money in preserving viable rural communities is minimal when compared to the infrastructure expenditure required in significant movements of population to expanded urbanised areas.  These communities are already disadvantaged in public transport, health and other public services yet they must provide the resources for our agri-food industry.  

The Draft Opinion of the Commission for Natural Resources clearly “stresses that, in a situation of crisis regarding the price of agricultural raw materials, quality production chains have a stabilising effect on the regions.  The establishment of quality production chains makes it possible to develop investment, research and innovation and to ensure that producers receive a fair share of the added value”.  

DARD's proposal does not give farmers such a fair share.

Removing part of the insurance provisions which DARD have recognised to be vital to the survival of cattle farming will clearly be destabilising.  In the light of considerable uncertainty in the general economic climate, uncertainty of the future about CAP and confusion on the part of HMRC in its taxation policies for agriculture, such further destabilisation could have a disproportionate effect.

European Union policy is that regions can themselves decide issues such as those in the Consultation Paper.  It would be unfortunate if such a decision in these matters were to disadvantage a significant part of the local economy.  If only 7% of farmers are under 35 what incentive will there be for the younger generation to invest in superior quality livestock which cannot be insured by either the private or the public sectors?  Experience in GB consequent to the outbreak of Foot and Mouth demonstrates that it takes a decade for pedigree breeders to recover from a major disease outbreak.  On this basis the majority of our pedigree farmers would never recover in their lifetimes.

The proposed policy is based on suspicion.  It is a suspicion which is repeated seven times in the Consultation Paper.  This suspicion must be born out of distrust.  If the cattle industry is to prosper then partnership must replace this distrust.  If Government endorses the proposed policy it will be seen to endorse suspicion and distrust.

A transparent and accountable partnership will profit both the private and public sectors.  
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