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Introduction
The Rural Economy and Land Use programme (Relu) promotes interdisciplinary research collaborations to advance understandings of the social, economic, environmental and technological challenges facing agriculture and rural areas. It aims to facilitate a two-way exchange between researchers and users through diverse forms of engagement, and to build networks between research, policy and practice. The purpose of this workshop was to bring together Relu researchers and stakeholders from government, industry and independent organisations to share expertise on animal and plant diseases. Six Relu projects were represented at the meeting:

· Lessons from Dutch Elm disease in Assessing the Threat from Sudden Oak Death

· Assessing and Communicating Animal Disease Risks for Countryside Users

· The Governance of Livestock Diseases

· Assessing the Potential Rural Impact of Plant Disease

· Reducing Ecoli Risk in Rural Communities

· Assessment of Knowledge Sources in Animal Disease Control

Rethinking Strategy from First Principles: what have animal and plant disease management got to learn from each other?

Breakout groups discussed: what are the key characteristics of animal and plant disease management? Are there similarities/differences? And what can the two learn from each other?

Comments fed back from the groups included:

Key characteristics:

· Plant and animal diseases are in separate policy ‘boxes’, with little connection, despite crossover in the technical/research arena. 
· The branch of Defra which deals with animal disease has a much more complex organisational structure than that for plant diseases, and its objectives are more diffuse. 
· Animal disease receives much more attention from policy makers than plant disease.

· Animal disease management is government-led, while plant disease management is industry-led. There is compensation for some animal diseases but not for plant diseases. However the situation is changing slowly with the introduction of the cost and responsibility sharing agenda for animal disease. 
· Some argued that government can’t decide the extent to which it wants to intervene and how to share costs for both plant and animal diseases. 
· Others criticised the fact that for both plant and animal disease, the emphasis of regulation at the national level is on facilitating trade rather than preventing disease entry. As new diseases like bluetongue emerge, new strategies for controlling disease are required. 
· It is much more difficult for government to control animal diseases because of the heightened public interest; plant diseases rarely attract public attention. 
· The public good arguments for intervention differ, with plant diseases raising concerns about protecting biodiversity and landscape, and animal diseases raising concerns about animal welfare and human health protection.

· For plant diseases the industry has a large role to play because Defra is only interested in eight or nine plant diseases, whereas the industry is interested in thousands. 
· Animal diseases have been controlled since the eighteenth century and the veterinary profession has emerged as a strong link between government and producers. Local veterinary inspectors work closely with industry and are important channels of communication. Plant diseases, by contrast, have only been controlled since the 1950s and plant health inspectors are not perceived to be such a core profession.  They are moreover government employees, and government accepts responsibility for the diagnosis of plant diseases which is seen to be the role of the private veterinarian in animal diseases.

· While it was felt that animal industry groups had stronger relationships than those on the plant disease side, others argued that it was difficult to encourage animal industry groups to work together because of a lack of leadership. 
· Genetic improvement to increase resistance to diseases is faster and simpler in plants than animals, with much higher success rates.

· Internationally, there are legislative codes for both plant and animal diseases and similar horizon scanning and surveillance arrangements, although participants noted that these arrangements are patchy for both. 

· Devolution is disintegrating national control strategies for animal disease as the devolved administrations have a degree of control over the ways they deal with disease outbreaks.
Lessons that plant and animal disease policy makers could learn from each other: 
· Plant disease control could benefit from more explicit assessments of the costs of outbreaks. It is very common in animal disease management to calculate the costs to industry and government. 
· The emphasis on prevention rather than cure could also be transferred to plant diseases because in some cases it is much easier to prevent a disease entering the country than to prevent it spreading once it has arrived. 
· Managing disease on a risk basis could be transferred from plant to animal. However, other participants noted that in the UK, risk appetite has to be tempered with the fact that we are a trading nation.

· Participants generally felt that animal diseases were easier to control because there are fewer hosts, pests and diseases; they are diagnosable on clinical signs, whereas plant diseases are not; and they are (mostly) well known to producers and government whereas plant diseases continue to be diagnosed. Plants don’t move but can be moved and are everywhere. Plant diseases can affect a lot of plants at the same time, whereas animal diseases are (usually) more specific. 
Disease Foresight – Disease Hindsight: How useful is past experience in thinking about future disease challenges?
In this session there were short presentations and general discussion.  Points made by speakers included:
· With hindsight we can see that the imposition of strict import controls in 1967-68 would probably have been effective in preventing the spread of Dutch elm disease on such a scale.  Public interest in controlling the disease was great, and if it had been better exploited the disease could have been managed more effectively.  The historical experience helps us to define the questions which need to be asked of policy making today, including: How successfully has government shifted from focusing on existing known diseases, to looking at foreign diseases which are presently harmless in their native countries? Whose experience are we talking about? How should we think about past experiences? In what ways is it useful? We must be wary about hindsight which is about looking backwards, not about understanding how people thought about what was happening at the time. It is also about judging people’s decisions to be right or wrong, which creates a ‘heroes and villains’ narrative.   We have to see their actions in context if we want to understand why they did what they did.
· We need to make connections between past, present and future disease events. This means exploring predictability and uncertainty. Uncertainty is increasing due to international trade, which results in more complex supply chains and greater risk of illegal importation, and climate change, which affects the ability of diseases to spread.  We need appropriate resources. The Government expenditure on plant diseases is comparatively small for the task of protecting both plants and the environment. Secondly, we need to increase the speed of reaction to new diseases.  Thirdly, we need to explore stakeholder involvement in managing diseases and understand who is missed out. At the present time, non-commercial growers have a minor role in policy making for plant disease control but they are a resource to be exploited in the future.
· History and hindsight can be useful in dealing with animal diseases, but its application to contemporary disease issues is sometimes limited. Traditional control measures still work for some animal diseases, such as the slaughter policy used to control foot and mouth disease but for diseases, where the agencies are unconventional or unknown, traditional methods are not always applicable. Vaccine development and epidemiology is not always keeping up with the spread of disease. For animal disease control to be successful, we need clarity on objectives and methods of disease control, use of new technology, evidence, scientific uncertainty and who takes responsibility for surveillance and control.
Morning discussion

Participants responded to the presentations by debating the extent to which history can be useful in managing disease. 
· Some participants were concerned about the scale of effort being advocated to learn lessons from and preserve the records of past disease outbreaks and questioned whether this was the best use of scarce resources. However, it was pointed out that the cost of archiving has decreased in recent years, and electronic archives are becoming increasingly accessible. One proposed solution to the problem of using history effectively is scenario based thinking which entails posing the question ‘how will we feel about this intervention in the future?’ This was seen as an appropriate way of using historical methods of contextualisation alongside future-oriented thinking. 

· Many participants felt that institutional memory was being lost in government, and as a consequence historical experience is not being drawn upon when making policy. However, the 2007 Anderson report, into the Surrey foot and mouth disease outbreak of the same year, was held up as an example of how institutional memory can be improved. It was argued that Defra has learnt how to assess and communicate its (recent) history more effectively by producing less formal accounts of disease outbreaks where staff can recount their experiences and the lessons they have learned. 
· Other participants pointed out that with the development of tools such as epidemiological and mathematical modelling it is possible for Defra to learn lessons in real time, during an outbreak, because the development of diseases can be tracked and predicted. Questions were also raised about the wider evidence base, as historical knowledge is only one type of information which can be used to inform policy. 
· Some participants felt that scientists need to act more like policy makers, taking contextual factors into account. They should treat diseases differently when there is an economic dimension to controlling them, or when there is an animal welfare dimension. It was also argued that it is not always necessary to understand pathology in order to be able to control disease, so the scientific component of the evidence base does not always have to be the highest priority.

Framing Being Framed: how are responsibilities and problems defined and apportioned in disease management?

Points made by the speakers included:: 

· For disease control to be effective, we need to understand the social as well as scientific and policy parameters of decision making. In the 2001 foot and mouth disease outbreak, we were shocked at the rate at which the disease spread.  The livestock industry had changed rapidly and the routine daily transport and mixing of livestock was not well understood in policy or scientific circles.  Policy making needs to develop capacity for including such social parameters in decision making processes but this is very difficult because social practices are often informal and local. Slaughterhouse practices during the BSE crisis are another example of crucial variations in practice in a local context. 

· There are significant differences in the impacts which exotic and endemic diseases have on the livestock industry in terms of farming practices. Exotic diseases are overlaid onto the farming system; they are temporary events which only affect farming practices in the short term. Endemic diseases change the system because farmers try to mitigate the impact of the disease, rather than eradicate it. Endemic diseases also have a different effect on the research and policy environments. There is less impetus to do research into diseases that are always going to be present in the UK, whereas exotic diseases receive a higher degree of attention. To eradicate endemic diseases would entail radically altering existing farming systems.  
· Farmers frame animal disease by making decisions about how to deal with the problem.  There are many factors influencing their response to disease threat, including: Do they know they have a disease or if they are likely to get it? Do they have the knowledge to do anything? Can they afford to? Will they need to collaborate? How much risk are they prepared to take? There is a role for government in both decision making for disease control and funding for disease control. Government wants to mitigate political risk as well as financial cost, and this is currently driving the cost and responsibility sharing agenda. If we get cost and responsibility sharing right it will encourage best practice within the farming industry and change the nature of the relationship between government and farmers from one of ‘parent and child’ to one of consenting adults.

· We have seen a growth in the trade of plant material in terms of both volume and diversity, meaning more risk to plant health.  We can characterise approaches to disease risk in two ways: the biological approach and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) approach. The biological approach can be summarised as ‘don’t allow movement until you understand risk and can agree on it’. The WTO approach, by contrast, is ‘anything can move until you can prove that you cannot deal with the risk’. The latter approach will not work for plant diseases. There is also a question of where responsibility for paying for plant diseases lies. Trade in plants is complex involving lots of movements, and it is not always clear who carries the risk within long supply chains. Government can mitigate the cost of plant diseases through a range of measures but these depend upon industry and stakeholder engagement.

Points made during the discussion included:

· Too many scientific researchers don’t understand supply chains – they need to be closer to industry in order to produce more relevant research. However, others disagreed, and commented that it is very difficult to get funding for research which simply ‘looks into’ a particular scientific problem. Scientists have to be policy or industry relevant in order to win funding. Other concerns about funding for research were that disease research is long term, but much funding (especially that from the levy boards) is short term and near market.
· Social scientists have a much greater role to play, but they have to work harder to ensure their potential contributions to debates are understood.  Social science research could be useful in understanding behaviour change and the consequences of government interventions. For example, if government stops paying compensation, will livestock producers increase their vigilance against disease and improve biosecurity practices? We need to look at common themes and problems in disease management to see how social scientists can contribute.

· More could be done to assign liability or blame to those who cause disease outbreaks. For some zoonotics like toxoplasma and cryptospiridia the threat of liability has significantly improved the control of those diseases.  Is it difficult to identify the source of an animal disease outbreak, making prosecutions impossible? Others denied this was the case, and gave examples of disease outbreaks where the source had been identified and individuals named where this was legally possible. 

· Should government intervention in animal disease be guided by the classification of diseases as either exotic or endemic? This is a problematic distinction: anthrax, for example, is classed as endemic but in practice it is effectively exotic. Instead, we should be guided by the public good of each case. The animal health and welfare strategy gives four reasons for government intervention: human health, international trade, animal welfare, economic impact. Government intervention should be limited and targeted; we need to be in a situation where statutory regulation is secondary to self or co-regulation by industry.

Policy research dating exercise

A networking session followed with “speed dating sessions” where delegates could meet researchers, ask questions and explore the possibilities for future links.

Lessons for the Programme and Next Steps 

In the concluding session, the following points were raised:

· Democratisation of research outputs (for example, by publishing reports on websites) means anyone can become a stakeholder in a particular issue. New forms of constructive engagement are needed, including responsibility sharing and engaging stakeholders as partners in decision-making as well as policy implementation. This will need new structures and processes of governance. New forms of engagement were used in the 2007 foot and mouth disease outbreak: a ‘core group’ of individuals were asked to contribute in a personal capacity rather than as a representative of a particular industry group, which was a risk for them.  If policy makers are to be more open about uncertainty and risk in policy making, then stakeholders too have to be willing to accept that such uncertainty exists. 

· The Relu programme is especially valuable as research councils can seem unwilling to fund interdisciplinary research.  One potential source of future funding is the Living With Environmental Change programme led by the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC). This programme has a climate change focus but there is also scope for research into animal and plant diseases.

In conclusion:

Participants felt that the workshop had been very useful in raising important issues in animal and plant disease policy. It is evident that the landscape of responsibility in these areas is very dynamic, and as new pressures are being placed on farmers, new challenges are emerging for government and industry. When debating disease control, three dimensions of policy must be considered: economic, environmental and political. The workshop had made participants aware of alternative sources of information (especially history and the social sciences) which could add to their understanding of these different dimensions. Participants agreed that running a similar workshop, or other related events in the future, would be beneficial. 

