03/2010 Twickenham & Thames Valley BKA: The BBKA shall cease to endorse pesticides and insecticides as soon as contractually possible.

Supporting notes: This arises subsequent to Martin Smith’s editorial comments in BBKA News of February 2009 which reads:

‘The second two propositions (discussed at the 2009 ADM) were concerned with whether to grant a license to use our logo (paraphrased as endorsing) and whether to receive funds to the granting of such a license. These were debated in detail with reasoned arguments both for and against being made by the delegates. It was clear that most associations had held detailed debates at both local and area levels and their delegates had been given very clear instructions. Both of these propositions were passed, but not overwhelmingly as with the first two. It was clear that a significant minority of the membership is uneasy with this policy and this is something that the Executive will have to consider in its future dealings with these companies.’

Executive Comment

The debate behind this single proposition was split into 5 separate propositions at the 2009 ADM. This proposition seeks to overturn two of those propositions. In addition the proposition in relation to allocation of funds received is rendered obsolete.

It would not however overturn the first two propositions that the BBKA should engage with the Agro-Chemical industry and should evaluate specific compounds. Engagement and evaluation is costed at £2,500 per annum – to allow for meetings and time expended.

The papers issued prior to the 2009 debate were widely circulated and extensively debated. The Executive's position has not changed in the intervening year and delegates are referred to our supporting papers in last years ADM papers for the detailed arguments for each of the five 'hurdles'. There have been no reported incidents in relation to the products endorsed in the last twelve months.

Further amplification is provided here concerning the comments made in the Chairman's letter of February 2009. The 2009 ADM debate on whether to endorse centred the benefits to bees that accrued from such endorsements in terms of farmer education. These benefits have not changed in the last twelve months. Having said this the Executive do not intend, in the light the disquiet of a significant minority as expressed in the votes at the 2009 ADM, to expand the policy and would therefore not consider a request to endorse any new pesticides beyond the four products currently endorsed.

For the continued clarification, the types of pesticides endorsed are synthetic pyretheroids. The BBKA does not endorse any neonicitinoids, (which caused been deaths in Germany / Slovenia in early 2009) and has called for more research into the possible sub-lethal effects of these products in our research concepts document.

As a point of information were the motion to be passed the contractual position means that the income from endorsements would be as follows

2009-2010
£17,500

2010-2011 
£5,500

2011-2012 
£nil

05/2010 Dorset County BKA: This meeting expresses its regret at the action of the Executive in withdrawing from the (Fera) Healthy Bees Project Board. By the vote of this meeting, the Executive are instructed to rescind their action and rejoin the Project Management Board at the earliest possible opportunity.

Supporting notes

During recent years members have been encouraged to actively campaign for more support and funding for beekeeping from Government. Funding was made available to complement the Healthy Bees Plan published by Government early in 2009. This funding is time limited so that delays in implementation could result in less being achieved. By the action of withdrawing from the Project Management Board, the Executive have effectively disenfranchised the BBKA membership. Members pay their subscriptions in the belief that their interests will be best represented by the Executive — non engagement can never be the best option.  Costs of this motion are zero as expenses are payable to Project Board members. Other than their time to attend to Project Board matters, no other time commitment is required.

Executive Comment

The campaign run by the BBKA and strongly supported by the membership was for improved research funding. It has been a notable success. Some £10.5 million has now been made available under the Insect Pollinator Decline initiative and the Executive remains fully committed to this project. The Executive remains firmly committed to the basic principles of the Healthy Bees Plan (HBP) but has major difficulty with the way FERA has committed the £2.3 given to FERA/NBU without stakeholder involvement. Faced with the flawed structure of the Project Board and clear evidence that FERA was not listening or consulting, the Executive decided reluctantly after many months of negotiations to withdraw from the Project Board, to concentrate on the urgently needed education project. This decision was made in good faith and on the clear understanding of the ADM’s mandate to the Executive to get on and manage the Association’s affairs. Compelling the BBKA to return to the Project Board prematurely without exacting any change in its structure, governance or a change in FERA’s approach to consultation is potentially disastrous and will dramatically weaken the position of strength and influence that the BBKA has achieved, with strong continuing public, media and political support. Much of what has been gained in recent years will be undone.

The background is set out here. As soon as the first announcement of funding was made by Hilary Benn in January and subsequently on publication of the Research Concepts document in February, the BBKA requested meetings with Defra. Further pressure for a meeting to review the application of the £2.3 million funds for the NBU and to review the Research Concepts was applied at the launch of the HBP at the beginning of March. A meeting was finally convened in York on 15 April, some three months after the initial request. At this meeting we asked for details of how the NBU funds should be applied but little was forthcoming. A further meeting in London on 20 May still failed to produce any solid information, although by now it was becoming clear that a large chunk was being committed to hiring more seasonal inspectors and there was talk of appointing an education officer. We held a meeting with senior FERA management in London on 17 June when we were promised information. The business case in ‘redacted’ form was made available to us in a meeting on 2 July. Whilst it contained limited information, this document and questioning revealed that of the £2.3 million given to the NBU, most of it had already been committed, without discussion or consultation with stake-holders, for increased inspectors, the disease survey (at an unrealistic and costly 99% confidence level), BeeBase and the now, two part-time education officers. Just some £350K remained for the implementation of the HBP. The BBKA expressed grave concerns over the emerging structure of the HBP Project Board structure which did not conform to the Government’s own ‘PRINCE2’ format, combining ‘stakeholders’ and ‘suppliers’ in the same group, rather than providing for separate fora in which these groups could form their views and transmit them to the project director to deliberate and instruct the project manager. A further meeting was convened at York with senior FERA officers to revisit these issues and on the basis of some reassurances, the BBKA committed to attend the first Project Board Meeting, held in London on 23 July. At this meeting, it quickly became clear that because of its composition it would be easy to override the opinions of major stakeholders such as the BBKA, due particularly to the presence of other Government representatives. The structure failed to recognise the fact that the BBKA represents by a large margin the biggest single group of beekeepers in the UK. The BBKA’s proposal for a more conventional project structure was over-ridden with little discussion. FERA had decided how it wanted to run matters and was not open to negotiation or suggestions that might improve the chances of a successful outcome.

From the foregoing (6 meetings) it will be clear just how much effort for so little gain was put into trying to achieve a firm and proper basis for the implementation of the HBP. FERA clearly wanted it all its own way and once having secured our involvement in the Project Board, felt confident that it could drive matters down its own chosen route. It was also very clear by this point that it would fall largely to the BBKA to fill the various groups on education, science and communications etc. Given that the BBKA had already identified an urgent need to develop its own educational activities, the realisation began to emerge that we did not have the capacity to work on both FERA’s plans and our own, and that it seemed likely that we would have to make a choice in favour of supporting our own project, avoiding being bogged-down in the machinations of government bureaucracy and control.

Further stark illustration of FERA’s unwillingness to consult emerged during August when some £100K was ‘found’ by Defra to facilitate bee research. Instead of seeking advice on what this should be dedicated to (based perhaps, one might have hoped, on the BBKA Research Concepts document) FERA put forward work on Nosema and Small Hive Beetle, with which we had some but not full agreement and a surprising Social Science Study of beekeepers, for which we expressed total negativity, being a waste of funds urgently needed for other work. This episode was further compounded by pressure for instant decisions; ‘we have to spend the money now or it would be lost’ was the message! Indeed this has been a feature of the whole sorry story, in that FERA justifies its actions by stating that they had to spend the money straight away, rather than as we would prefer, agree the right priorities to be dealt with first. It was this last episode that ‘broke the camel’s back’ and caused the Public Affairs Committee to recommend to the Executive that we attend the Project Board meeting on 8 September but to advise them of our withdrawal.

We remain in contact with FERA and look to them to fulfill their proposed changes to the structure and governance of the board. In the meantime the BBKA is concentrating on the all important Education Project which we believe will deliver more in terms of bee health than staying in the time consuming and resource sapping project board in its present form. The BBKA Executive is constantly urged to get on and manage, and in all modesty has delivered well to the membership. To second guess difficult decisions will not help the standing of the BBKA and the prospect of compelling the BBKA to return to the Board will massively weaken our position and achieve nothing to the good. It is of course the Executive’s intention to continue in close contact with FERA and may return to the Board in due course but that decision must be predicated by a clear and sustained change in FERA’s approach to consultation; this requires confidence to be rebuilt over-time. Compulsion will only ensure that FERA will continue in its present style, lose our hard-won position of strength and enable FERA to ignore the views expressed by the BBKA on behalf of the vast majority of beekeepers it represents.

