COR IOR
The colloquium of organic researchers

Notes from a COR workshop

Therole of participatory processes in organic research programmes
Held at: HDRA, Ryton Organic Gardens, Coventry, CV8 3LG.
on 25th January 2005

Introduction

The aim of the workshop was to explore and discussthe relevance of participatory approac
to organic farm reseacch in general taking some on-going projeds as examples. The context
for the workshop was to examine:

1) who is stting the research agenda and how?

2) arethe organic reseach programmes addressng the needs of farmers, growers and
advisors, reseachers and policy makers?

3) isthereseach addressing the needs of the wider organic movement?

4) how can wider stakeholder engagement with research be encouraged?

The outline plan for the day is provided in annex 1. During the day summaries of the reseach
approach of four contrasting ‘participatory reseach’ projeds were presented and the
audience invited to compare them using various participatory methods. These notes briefly
detail the outcome of these exercises. Analysis and presentation of qualitative data was
discussed and some time was gent discussing and identifying research projeds that might
benefit from a more ‘participatory approady. This report is only intended as a set of notes
outlining the day as an aide to recdling the events and as arecord of the meeting.

Expectationsfor Day
+ lean some new techniques that can be gplied to work (x2)
+ share experiences with others running participatory projeds (x3)
+ plan new reseach together
+ good lunch
+ trade-offs and synergies
+ new ideas and approadies

Issuesto address
+ socia/ natural scientist learning processes
+ datisticsand participatory reseach? How to do quality research with statistics (x3)
» how to scale up both temporally and spatially
+ “balance” in adion
+ pulishing (in journals?)
+ engaging scientists or reseachers

Stakeholder Analysis
Stakeholders are persons, groups or institutions with interests in a projed or programme. See
also notes from the day are presented in annex 2.

Who?
+ Primary stakeholders are those ultimately affeded, either positively (beneficiaries), or
negatively.
+ Semndary stakeholders are the intermediaries in the delivery process
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+ theidentificaion of a projed's key stakeholders,

+ asEssing projed suitability and viability,

+ assssment of interests and the ways in which these interests affect project riskiness
and viability,

+ linked to both institutional appraisal and social analysis.

+ Clarifying objectives of the analysis. Could include a chedlist for identifying
asumptions and risks from stakeholders, e.g.:
» What isthe role or response of key stakeholders that must be assumed
if the project isto be successul ?
» Aretheseroles plausible and realistic ?
» Can negative responses be expected, given the interests of the
stakeholder ?
+ Placing issles in a systems context
+ ldentifying decision-makers and stakeholders
+ Investigating stakeholder interests and agendas
« Investigating petterns of interadion and dependence (e.g. conflicts and
compatibilities, trade-offs and synergies)

A group exercise using CATWOE analysis was carried out by brainstorming a list of projeds
or outcomes considered useful in order to advance the organic agenda (see anex 3). The
exercise was useful in outlining the roles of participants in projeds. It is smetimes difficult
to pin down the stakesthat various adors have in a projed or process

Discusson of Projeds
Experiences with participatory reseach in four organic reseach projects, covering various
sedors, were given (seepresentations in annex).

+ Participatory weeds projed (annex 4)

+ Participatory cereal variety projed (annex 5)

+ Poultry (annex 6)

+ Farming Connect organic herbage seed projed (annex 7)

Participants were asked to evaluate the projeds using a stakeholder approach to determine
who was participating and in what capacity and these ae presented in annex 8. This approad
to analysis of a projed did not seem to work well in the time available although participants
might like to take the analysis and develop them (say for changes over time, or changes from
the initial projed documentation). Identificaion of projeds often involves a diffuse gathering
of information over a long period. Sometimes the roles of adors or the ‘stakes involved are
not very clea and it needs more time to develop this, perhaps by including a wider range of
stakeholders in the analysis.

The results of the stakeholder analyses and projed descriptions emphasised the importance of
perceptions when engaged in this type of reseach. The participatory approach provides a
different emphasis, is not a thegoer option, and can often take agreat ded more organization.
The results can however be more rewarding and applicable, to farmers in particular. We
should also reagnise that we did not fully complete the stakeholder analysis. In a more

reali stic situation we would need to spend longer on it and complete the different exercises,
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which would enable us to analyse the implicaions fully (this may take many different
medings during the projed even). The outcome would be to decide which stakeholders are
important and whether they are ading in a positive or negative manner that might affed
projed outcomes. |If they were negative we would need to dedde what to do about it.

Evaluation of different research approaches

(On-farm) reseach can take place on a number of levels as, perhaps, shown by the range of
approadhes taken by the four projeds above. In this energizer exercise participants were
asked to split into four groups and do a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threas) analysis on each of four caegories of research:

Contractual- reseacher designed and implemented (farmer input minimal)
Consultative-reseacher designed and implemented jointly (farmer manages trial)
Collabarative joint consultation, researcher in control but farmer involved in planning and
design and implements trial

Collegial- fully participatory with design, implementation and evaluation by all partners

The SWOT diagrams for ead are given in annex 9. The SWOT analyses emphasize the
advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches to on-farm reseach. It should be
appreciated that the reseach types form a mntinuum and are not discrete types and that
different approaches might be neaessary or desirable depending on the topic or issue being
addres=d. In itself this was a useful exercise, asit pushed people into roles that they may not
have thought about previously. Asatednique, it had a valuable function.

Qualitative research and evaluation
A brief talk was given on qualitative reseach and evaluation. This is presented in annex 10.

A discusson indicaed that the biologists present have not realised that social science
approadhes were also rigorous and involved corroboration and triangulation of information in
order to build upreliable datasets. Agricultural journals increasingly reacgnise the value of
such data sets and social science journals will accept them as well (e.g. geography, rural
development).

In order to develop some of the ideas an exercise was presented and briefly discussed (annex
11). The exercise was not meant to imply that a division existed between quantitative or
qualitative methods but rather that they are part of a cntinuum and when used in a
complimentary way are apowerful analyticd tod. Participants were urged to real various
books on qualitative reseach methods and inform themselves of the isaues. The exercise is
presented in annex 11 and could be used by all researchers to examine their perspedives.

A handout on research approades and methods was distributed to allow participants to get an
overview of some qualitative methods.

Discusson possble research ideas
A brief discusgon of ways to move the participatory agenda forward from the day included:
+ Develop ways to measure the impad of such projects, that is monitoring change and
learning
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(Global) climate dhange- could be better dedt with by a participatory and inclusive
approach

Local food production projeds

Biodiversity isaues can be dealt with using this approach

Health and well being projeds are well suited to inclusive methods

Educaion and knowledge transfer projeds sould be developed which take advantage
of the participatory approadch. We should continue adialogue on these themes and try
to develop some of them for future organic projeds.

Some Issues arising during the day

DEFRA- therole of DEFRA was discussed at many points during the meding. Are
they owners of the processand/ or adors (seestakeholder exercises). How can we
draw DEFRA in or how do they want to become involved. How do they cope with
participatory processes and outcomes internally?

Why are there no extension services in the UK or why is there no funding for
extension service type work? (Note added: There ae extension services but most are
privatised and farmers pay for these services. An issue for further discusson would
be: is there aplace for pulically funded extension today? If so, what aspeds of
farming and rural livelihoods should it cover? Are there aeas of reseach and
extension that are now being negleded because the extension system is privatised e.g.
organic?)

How do we measure the impad of participatory projeds? (Note added: Thereisalot
of literature on this, especially in development literature (e.g. NRI, DiFID) and this
could be followed up)

Summary
The day provided on overview of the use of participatory methods. The participants, mainly
organic reseachers, but also extensionists, were &le to share agrea ded on information and
contribute with many different perspedives. Many of the exercises could be built upon to
address ®me of the isaues with participatory research arising from both the projects and the
workshop.

Thanksto all who took part;

Notes summarised by
Gareth Davies,
HDRA, 27 January 2005
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Outline plan for the participation workshop
Aimsfor day to explore and discussthe relevance of participatory approad to organic farm
reseach in general taking some on-going projeds as examples. Context for questions. 1) who
Is tting the research agenda and how? 2) are aurrent organic (participatory) reseach
programmes addressing the needs of farmers, growers and advisors, reseachers and policy
makers? 3) isreseach addressing the needls of the wider organic movement? 4) how can
wider stakeholder engagement with research be encouraged?

Activity

Who?

M aterial etc...

Expectationsfor day: on arrival

1) Put expedations up on poster,

2) write up issues to addressduring the
day

3) introduceyourself to someone new.....

al to
participate
HDRA staff
organise

Chart for expedations (flip
chart), chart for problems,
main hall, minimal seaing?

Graffiti poster

Introduction: aims for day, projed
bad<ground (10 mins)

GD/BP

Laptop/projedor/ Main Hall

Stakeholder Analysis: who arethe
stakeholdersin organic research? What
arethere nedals, expedations and rewards?

Discusson groups, brainstorm, initial
discussion (to be continues below) (20 mins)

Report back very briefly on stakeholders to
main group (10 mins)

DG to advise

Form groups, flip charts,
pens, table and wall space

Crib shed available

Current Participatory Projeds: (45 mins)
experiences with paticipatory approachesin
organic research

+  Weeds projed (GD)

+ Ceredl varieties (BP)

+ Poultry (Josie)

+ Farming Connect organic herbage

sed projed (HM)

GD, HM, BP,
Josie

Projedor and flip charts

Discusgon of Projeds: carousel group
discussonfor each projed with the theme
‘delivering to whom and how? .

Continuation of stakeholder analysis
introduced above (45 mins)

Brief report back to the whole group. What
are the main issues emerging for ead project?
(15 mins)

all

Flip charts

Lunch

Evaluation different approaches. quick

DG GDBP

Crib shed, flip charts
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SWOT andysis of two contrasting research
approaches (participatior/coll egial vs
contractual collabarative) What are the
advantages to ead and where to the previous
projedsfitin......

Qualitative research and evaluation: talk FH, GD
and dscusson d researcher fears of using
social sciencetype approaches....
Handouts

Talk and/or discusson (15 mins)

GD Exercise sheds
Exercise on charaderistics of quantitative and
qualitative (15 mins).
Research Proposals. what types of research | GD, BP Flip Charts
can kenefit from these approaches and
discusson pdential research projeds

GD
Group brainstorm (20 mins)

All
Group discusgons (30 mins)

All
Report back on patential reseach projects
and funding proposals (10 mins)
Wrap up and tea GD, BP

GD, 24 January 2005
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Annex 2 (thanks to David Gibbon)
STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS (SA)

1. Introduction

Stakeholder Analysisisthe identificaion of a projed’s key stakeholders, an assessnent of
their interests and the ways in which these interests affed projed riskinessand viability . It is
linked to both ingtitutional appraisal and social analysis: drawing on the information deriving
from these gproadhes, but also contributing to the mmbining of such datain asingle
framework.

Stakeholders are persons, groups or institutions with interests in a project or programme.

Primary stakeholders are those ultimately aff ected, either positively (beneficiaries), or
negatively. Seandary stakeholders are the intermediaries in the delivery process

2. Stagesin processes
Clarifying objedives of the analysis
Placing issues in a systems context
[dentifying cecision-makers and stakeholders
Investigating stakeholder interests and agendas

Investigating patterns of interadion and dependence
(e.g. Conflicts and compatibilities, trade-offs and synergies)

o 3. Stakeholder AnalysisMatrices

Chedlist for identifying assumptions and risks from stakeholders

 What istheroleor response of key stakeholders that must be assumed if the projed
isto be successful ?

e Aretheserolesplausibleand realistic ?

¢ Can negativeresponses be expeded , given theinterests of the stakeholder ?
e If such responses occur what impact will they have on the projed ?

* How likely arethe negativeresponses and arethere major risks?

* Which plausible assumptions about stakeholders support or threaten the projed ?
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e Customer
S
—thevictims
or
beneficiaries
of ‘T

 Actors
—those
who do
T

T: Transformation
processes

—the onversion of
inpu to output

Wdtanshau
ng

—the world
views which
makethe T
meaningful in
context

e Owners
—those who
couldstop T

Environmental
constraints

— elements
outside the
system (which
aretaken as
givens)
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4. Stakeholder Participation Matrices
Who should be included when, in what capacity — projed level or wider systems level ?

Table2

Inform Consult Partnership Control

Identification

Planning

I mplementation

Monitoring and
Evaluation

Who should beincluded, when and in what capacity ?

Table3

Stakeholder | What does this major Which groups | What are the implications
stakeholder doin the doesthisaffect | of including or not

projed ? ? including this gakeholder
in the projed ?

+ve -ve Inclusion Not

adivities adivities included
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Stakeholder I nfluence/l mportance matrix

What are the impads of including or not including different stakeholders likely to be for the
issues identified and the successof the projed.

Table4

High importance/low influence High influence High importance
A. B.

C. D

Low importance/low influence High influence/Low importance

1C
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Annex 3: CATWOE analyses of various transformation processes

IOR

e Customers e Actors T:Transformation |«  Weltanshaung |+ Owners Environmental
—thevictimsor — those who do processes —theworld —those who constraints
beneficiariesof ‘T | ‘T’ —the onversion of | viewswhich makethe | could stop T — elements outside
input to autput T meaningful in the system (which
context are taken as givens)
Farmers (organic Certifying bodies | #| mproving “Enviromentalists’ Policy makers | Institutional context
and potentially Policy makers Organic “Freetrade’ Retailers (e.g. WTO)
organic) Farmers? g9 i “level playing field” | Farmers Costs
Consumers Standards “| owest common Consumers Public relations
Retailers denominator”
Certifying bodies
Local food markets
Local communities
Policy makers Where do
researchersfit in?
Farmers Farmers “On farm cereal | “best practice” DEFRA Fundng
Organic farming Researchers variety trials’ “better understanding | EFRC Policy
Community (socia and y of processs’ Kingston Uni Natura disasters
Advisors natural sciences) “robust science” Middlesex Uni
Millers? Advisors aso “seal NIAB
?
Sedl producers? DEFRA treatment
experiments’
and “farmer
interviews’
Farmers/ growers | Farmers “Organic Wedd |* need moreorganic | DEFRA Nature of weeds
Consumers Advisors " farmers’ Short termism
General public Researchers M anagement “reducing costs’ Inertia
DEFRA DEFRA “more dfective weel Consumer awareness
also “interadion | management” Pre-conceived ideas
. “the market place” to weed control and
and learning )  conventional’
about weeds... approaches
Wanting clean fields
Pee presaure
money
Farmer Farmers “think of “increasein Competitors Greater
Businesses Govn't production to make Environmentalist | environmental gaals,
NGOs ted“mlo_g}{ and money on world s wildlife, pests
Scientists develop it markets’ Tamil Tigers
Researchers
Businesses
Local people context
development
projed in Sri
Lanka

11
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Annex 4. Participatory investigation of the management of weeds in organic production

systems (OF0315

Participatory investigation d
the management of weealsin
organic production systems

f
ADAS 3 st

sie_f,rq DEFRA funded projed OF0315

Participatory investigation of the management
of weedsin organic production systems

« DEFRA funded project OF0315
* 4 years - total cost £400000- started August 2002

« Collaborative led by HDRA in partnership with
EFRC, HRI, ADASand RULIVSY'S

« DEFRA evaluating perticipatory approach
ewe am.....

Aims of the project

..... to define weed problems together with organic

farmers and gowers, propose ways of addressng these

problems, and then reseach solutionsin order to arrive
at the most appropriate for usein organic systems.”

Project approach

« gpproach and methods have been continually modified as aresponse to
the developing interadion between farmers, advisors and researchers.

« (at present) the projed is takingon arole of fadlit ating discussion and
leaning between ‘stakeholders (mainly farmers, growers, reseachers
and advisors, but also widening to include @nservation and other
concerns) on issues surrounding organic weed management.

« therefore has developed an emphasis on process as well as trying to
produce pradica and useful outputs.

Specific Project approaches:
« leaning from and gathering o knowledge relating to weed management
from organic farmers

« areview of the scientific literature (reseach knowledge) and other sources
of information (including advisor knowledge)

« identifying (and prioritising some) weed related problems to work on

« monitoring and trialling weed management strategies or techndogies on-
farm

« promoting the sharing and devel opment of knowledge within the organic
(farming) community

« promoting an approach in which al participants- farmers, advisers and
researchers- have equal voices in the design, planning and implementation
of the project

Project methods:

« medings workshops, focus groups, field walks and open days during
which leaning takes place anong all participants

« case studes of wead management on farms
« scientific/grey literature review(s)

« monitoring weed management pradices on-farm (rearding difference and
monitoring change, exploring novel methods gich as use of phatographs)
« ‘reseacher led' trials

« ‘farmer led’ field trials

12
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Project methods:
« development of website.....

« |ledlets, popular press articles, atechnical booklet, and, where gpropriate,
refereed scientific journals..... ....

http://www.organicweeds.org.uk

Projed outcomes: three themes have emerged

» Docksand perennid weals
* System approaches to weed management
» Knowledge mllation and dissemination

Project outcomes: on weed management in arganic systems
~organic weed management is an intensely practica business

swedl “problems” are essentially systemic and cannot be “solved” by smple
cause — effed analysis but require adeep understanding of land history,
timing and spatial context.

«it is often not clear where ‘ scientific’ research can help as eat farm system
isin some senses unique

sconsequently farmers'growers do alot of ‘ pradica experimentation’ on
their farms (which includes observation, informal investigation and smple
comparisons (i.e. experiential learning)

sresearchers and advisors are best used to support this on-farm practical
research (through providing information, monitoring, and devising waysin
which farmers can do some of their own assessments by using qualitative
indicators such as photographs and scores)

«basic reseach into weed biology provides auseful underpinning to
resolving weed “problems’

Project outcomes: outputs (what will the project deliver)

* Knowledge development (combining farmer, advisor and researcher
knowledge for more eff ective weed management options)

« Web based weed management information for organic farmers and
growers, advisors (and resea chers)

A series of unique farmer case studies which present stories of weed
management histories and weed management in practice

« Knowledge/protocols for on-farm trials to support on going farmer
research

« Closer links between farmers, advisors and researchersin defining weed
research agendas through the development of regular fora for reviewing ,
re-planning and re-designing research approaches and methods

Project outcomes: outputs (what will the projed deliver)

«Specific topics for basic or applied reseach (funding appli cations?)

« Propasals on reseacch methads which include more interdisciplinary,
systemic and participatory research

« Proposals for a greder emphasis on the research process as a complement
to reseach products

« An understanding d how farmer participatory reseacch can add value to
conventiona , researcher- driven formal reseach approaches

13
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Annex 5: OF033Q Cereal Varieties for Organic Production: Developing a Participatory
Approach to Seal Production and Varietal Seledion.

A COR Workshop.
The role of participatory processes in
organic research programmes

Dr Bruce D Pearce
IOR- Elm Farm Research Centre.
25% January 2005. HDRA.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Participatory Cereals.

Four Year Project .
« Started on 15t August 2002.
« Finish on 31st July 2006.
Costs of £295K

Aim: To develop a robust system for identifying, testing,
multiplying and marketing cereal varieties, lines, mixtures
and populations best suited to organic production in different
parts of the country.

© Elm Famm Research Centre

Objectives.

4. To obtain information on which seed-borne diseases,
including ergot, may cause problems in the organic seed
production chain of wheat, barley, oats and triticale, and to
examine any relationship between organic husbandry
conditions (seed rate, sowing date, rotation etc.) and
incidence/severity of disease.

5. Determine whether cultivars with good potential for
organic production are resistant to one or more of the seed-
borne disease problems.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

How the project ran.

Desk study on participatory methods.
Development of UK methods.

Survey of varieties used.

Survey of diseases.

Variety resistance tests.

Seed treatments tests.

Pilot and then further field trial with farmers.

Study, analysis and evaluation of the approach.

© Elm Farm Research Centre
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OF0330: Cereal Varieties for
Organic Production: Developing a
Participatory Approach to Seed
Production and Varietal Selection.

(NIAB

UNTVERSITY

v

Middlesex
University

dﬁtrqa KpesTon

© Elm Famm Research Centre

Objectives.

1. Develop a participatory research and development
methodology for UK organic farmers using variety trialling
and the management of seed-borne disease as examples.

2. Collect information on the range of cereal varieties
currently grown by organic farmers to help identify the major
priorities and constraints among the varieties available.

3. Establish a pilot programme of cereal variety trials with
organic farmers on organic farms using the methodology
developed by Objective 1.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Objectives.

6. Working with farmers (Objective 1), review and identify a
range of organically acceptable seed treatments and
processes, considering both chemical and physical methods,
and test these under organic conditions to determine
efficacy.

7. Formulate a code of best practice for the production of
certified organic seed, and for the processing of seed on
organic farms.

8. To evaluate the participatory research and development
approach throughout the entire research process and
produce guidelines and materials for best practice. Data will
be collected throughout the duration of the project.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Evaluation of the Approach.

Expectations different for different actors.
+ Funder.

+ Biologists.

+ Social scientists.

+ Farmers.

Planning.

+ Field trials & Ownership.

+ Scientific rigour.

+ Training and learning.

+ Dissemination/Communication.

© Elm Farm Research Centre
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Evaluation of the Approach.

« Current experience and immediate needs.

+ Biologists - Positive.

= Scientifically robust methods are being developed —
Participatory?

+ Biologists — negative.
= Understanding others needs.
= Failing to make others understand our needs.
= Getting farmers involved.

= Boundaries of the project.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Evaluation of the Approach.

Current experience and immediate needs.
+ Farmers.
= More regular support.

= Scientists more sensitive to their needs.

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Evaluation of the Approach.

« Lessons for the future - farmers.
+ Experience of mistakes has been recognised.
+ Develop better relationships with scientists.
+ 18 of the 20 came back.

« Lessons for the future — biologists.
+ Experience of mistakes has been recognised.
+ More inclusive planning.

« Better communication.

©EIm Farm Research Centre

Personal Experience.

COMMUNICATION!!

Dynamics.

Entrenched ideas.

Scary.

Juggling different expectations, priorities, interests.
Frustrating!!

Some results.

Infected sam ples 2003 harvest

Ssamples (%)

* = Limited dataset

© Elm Farm Research Centre

« Reward!!
© Elm Farm Research Centre
Straw height versus grain yield correlation (N.S.)
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© Elm Farm Research Centre

Some results.

Mean grain yield for sites in soll types heavy. medium and light

[] stensies
TR 58 5%

Mean yield (tha at 15% molsture)

Heavy Medium Light
Soil type

©EIm Farm Research Centre
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Annex 6: The Participatory Approach: Poultry Reseach at Shegydrove Organic Farm

The Participatory Approach:
Poultry Research at
Sheepdrove Organic Farm

Josie O'Brien BSc (Hons.) MSc
Poultry Researcher

Elm Farm Research Centre
Hamstead Marshall
Nr Newbury
Berkshire
RG20 OHR

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Introduction

» EFRC contracted by Peter and Juliet
Kindersley of Sheepdrove Organic
Farm

» To condu ct research into, and develop a
silvo-poultry system at Sheepdrove
organic farm

> Envisaged by Sheepdrove
> Designed using organic and holistic farm
ideals

> System was designed and implemented

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Past Research

» Result of development partnership
spreads to other areas
» problems or ‘symptoms’ identified by
Sheepdrove poultry staff

» ‘cause’ investigated by EFRC research team
» Migration
» Effect of temperature on bird weight

Approach

¥ In the following areas

Expertise
» Behaviour, veterinary, processing and

slaughter, experimental design and
statistical analysis provide
> far,mermag:ger and poultr manager
»—Reqtirea{esearc
Sheepdrove | approached %entlfled T ol t
S
Poiducer | mmp | T Val of Y
Farm MinimGm f%ég? ent organic

consulted coggponent in poultry ration
Viability feeding 100 per cent ration

» Feed merchants contacted for

Expertise

"4

Sheepdrove

Organic —) EFRC -—) University

Farm of Bristol

\ Feed
Merchants
» S 1 itabl |
U Bl by e AT lude
parameter:

S
>> Egreocé uocner set research o gj%&%gable parameters
Q

chniques for measurement
>_Agronomic and Econgmic factors q
» Research addressed needs of producer

» Behaviour Health and Welfare . . )
» OBJECTIVE: To compare 100 percent organic ration with an

80 percent organic production ration

© Elm Farm Research Centre

» Effect of initial bird weight on final weight Feed information on
Merchants » viability and nutrition
» Current research , composition and production
i f rat
» Instigated by Sheepdrove staff o reton
© Elm Farm Research Centre © EIm Farm Research Centre
Approach Parameters

» Weekly weights
» Weekly behavioural observations
» Gait scoring (1 week prior to slaughter)
¥ At slaughter
» On-line flapping
» Feather damage and cleanliness
> Contact dermatitis
> Dressed carcase weight
» Wing haemorrhages and red wing tips
» Carcase bruising, damage and conformation

© Elm Farm Research Centre
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On-Going Development

> Offered indasmed farm staff of training oppo rtunities
> Raised poxeRoall prolykd fasebatd bemdéisen ool sdeedule and
productiop sehiedallvelfare courses

Sheepdrove ] ]
Organic [ EFRC <gmmm| University
Farm of Bristol

bd
>

» Discussed of experi

ffered ideas on further

iscussed of measural

> Carried out research

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Experimental Results

Agronomic and Economic Factors

» Growth curve average live weight

3000

2500

S 2000

1500

Average weight

1000

500

0

Week

[ coloupac 80% —m—1SA 257 80% —m—Colourpac 100% —&—ISA 257 100%

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Experimental Results

Agronomic and Economic Factors

» Feed Consumption

18000

16000

14000

12000

10000

000

6000

000

Total feed consumption (kg)

2000

o

14 7 1013 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 40 43 45 49 52 55 5B 6L 64 67 70 73

Dpay

——50% Ration 100% Ration

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Experimental Results

Agronomic and Economic Factors
» Feed Costing

-4 35 -3 25 -2 15 -1 0.5 0 05

Estim ated cost, % increase on baseline (all birds on 80% orangic ration)

Batch 1 80% Ration [Batch 1 100% Ration

mBatch 2 80% Ration mBatch2 100% Ration

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Experimental Results

Behavioural, Health and Welfare Factors

» Behavioural Observations
» Some significant difference were identified between
the two rations - No trends
» Cannibalistic behaviour could reflect nutritional
deficits - low levels of essential amino acids
» Absolutely no difference in cannibalistic behaviours
» Virtually no incidence
» Gait Scoring
» Low levels gait scores — no sig. different in rations

» Good leg health and welfare

© Elm Farm Research Centre

100% Organic Ration

Summary

% No justification on economic health or
welfare grounds for an extension of the
derogation to allow for an 80% organic
poultry ration

© Elm Fam Research Centre

Highlights and Lowlights

v

Production scale trial » Boundaries to possibilities
of research

v

Farmers facing problems
directly involved in » Effective communication —
researcher understanding
of farmer needs

research to tackle
problems
» Re-evaluation of needs and » Effective communication —
farmer und erstanding of
research needs

direction possible
» Experience and input of
several partners » Scheduling and
organisation

v

Rewarding for partners
Forging useful links for » Retaining research focus
sometimes difficult

v

future information
exchange » Personalities

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Conclusions

» Successful approach?
»Produced valuable applicable results for
farm
» Addressed a major issue causing current
concern for organic poultry producers

»Removal of 20% non-organic feed component
derogation in August 2005

» Applicable to wider organic movement
outside Sheepdrove Organic Farm

© Elm Farm Research Centre
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Conclusions

» Success ful approach?

» Good distribution of results
» Farm - regular updates on progress and farm report
produced

»Researchers in team — Report produced and
circulated

»Feed merchants - Results discussed and data

made available

»Wider Farming Community - Presentation of
research findings at conferences

» Researchers - Presentation of research findings at
conferences

> Researchers - Publication in scientific journals

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Conclusions

» Successful approach?

» Discussion of results and
directions with partners
» Development of further trials

possible

» Further Trials
» Small scale

» Further investigation into one hundred percent
organic rations with differing compositions

»Trials to factor in the effect of season, in
particular winter weather and temperatures

© Elm Farm Research Centre

Summary

» This project success fully incorporated
participatory type approach

» Trial provided
¥ Robust findings valuable to all involved
¥ Good relationships between partners
» Learning curve for future trials

» Potential and ideas to continue this work

© Elm Farm Research Centre
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Annex 7: Improving the availability of organic forage seed (Heaher McCalman, IGER)

Introduction of the EU regulation requiring organic farmersto use 100% organic herbage
sedl is getting closer. Currently they are enjoying derogation from this because suitable seed
Is not avail able. For 2004 seads mixtures must contain at least 50% organic seed. This
breahing spacebefore full 100% organic seal gives the organic industry time to improve the
availability of suitable species and varieties.

In arecent survey, organic farmersin Wales identified persistence, total annual yield and
ealy spring growth asthe most important charaderistics of a sead mix. Sourcing organic
sedl of such forage varieties is essential for the continued development of the organic sedor.

Following a series of farmer discussion group meetings, where these mncerns were
highlighted, afeasibility projed funded by Farming Conred is looking at the potential of
producing organic forage seed in Wales.

Experimental plot work at IGER has been tacling some of the dallengesin organic seed
production. Four farmers from organic discussion groups, with arange of farm types and
systems are involved in developing thiswork by hosting field scae demonstration plots.

Field plots designed with the farmers have focused on different approachesto forage seed
production. Initially the emphasis has been on weed control, crop nutrition and integration of
forage seed production into the farming systems using perennial ryegrass hybrid ryegrass
and timothy seed crops.

Harvesting, drying and cleaning of seed have also been covered. The first demonstration area
of the hybrid ryegrassvariety Aber Linnet was siccessfully harvested in July 2003 with
further areas to be harvested in 2004

To involve all stakeholders, the projed includes Organic and Seal Certification bodies, as
well as sed companies to progressorganic forage seed production in Wales and to develop a
better understanding of the dhallenges involved.

(from http://www.iger.bbsrc.acuk/Pradice GTT/OrganicSeed.htm)
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Annex 8: Stakeholder participation matricies

Wedls projed
Inform Consult Partnership Control
Identification DEFRA HRI, EFRC, ADAS, | Farmers, DEFRA
RULIVSYS researchers
Planning DEFRA Farmers Uncertain?
advisors
| mplementation Farming Environmental Farmers Uncertain?
community bodies advisors
Certification
agencies
Monitoring and Farming Farmers Uncertain?
Evaluation community advisors
Cereal Projed
Inform Consult Partnership Control
Identification OAMG OAMG OAMG OAMG
OsP OsP OsP OsP
farmers Farmers Farmers farmers
millers Sedl cleaners
Planning Farmers Sedl cleaners Researchers
OAMG
OsP
| mplementation Advisor Sedl cleaners Farmer
Researchers
Monitoring and REFRA gEFRAh
; visors esearcher
Evaluation Farmer
Poultry Projed
Inform Consult Partnership Control
Identification Bristol Uni EFRC Sheepdrove Organic
Farm (SOF)
Planning Feed merchants | Bristol Uni Bristol Uni
EFRC
SOF (al aspects)
| mplementation SOF Fead merchants SOF (farm staff and | EFRC
Brigtal Uni manager)
EFRC
Bristol
Monitoring and SOF (all) Bristol Uni SOF(staff and EFRC
. manager) SOF (contral of
Evaluation EFRG output)
Bristol Uni

20




COR
IGER Projed
Inform Consult Partnership Control
Identification Farmers Farmers Farmers Industry
EU standard Cert bodies Certification bodies
Sedl certs and Sed certifiers
industry Sedd indwstry
Plant breeders Plant breeders
Extension agents Extension agents
Planning Farmers Certification bodies | Farmers Farmer
Extension agents | Sed certifiersand Certification bodies
industry Sedl certifiers
Farmers Sedd indwstry
Plant breeders
Extension agents
| mplementation Farmer Farmer farmer Farmer
IGER IGER
Monitoring and Sedl Extension agents Funoer
certificaion Sedl certification

Evaluation
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Annex 9: SWOT analysis of on-farm research approacdes.

Contractual

Srengths: Weaknesses.

Targeted and frame limited Narrow

Controlled Inflexible

Primary stakeholder focus Like acircle, limits innovation
Evaluation easy Often short term

Easy funding, costing and management Complex systems not described
Oppartunities: Threats:

“more work needed” syndrome

kegos cash flow into reseach

can be generalised and extended to other
farmers?

Depends on “funder” fashion
Farmer interadion and changing goals,
changing mind

Consultative
Srengths: Weaknesses.
Focused Don't addressa nedl
Rigorous Not enough farmer involvement
Some farmer involvement Not relevant

Unegual ownership
Oppartunities: Threats:

Knowledge exchange between farmer and
reseacher

Scientific innovation

Farmer opps advisor involvement to take
reseach forward

Can go off at atangent
No uptake of results
Ignore important fadors

Collaborative

Srengths:

Coversall partners (reseach, advisor,
farmer)

Statistically rigourous

Relevant

Dired disemination to partners
Commercial confidentiality

All own projed

Weaknesss:

Hard to maintain focus
More difficult to plant
Increased admin costs

Oppartunities:

Better knowledge transfer to wider audience
Good feadbadk

Building rew or improving existing
relationships

Better understanding of others needs

Threats:

Commercial confidentiality
Ladk of acountability/ un clea
Too much compromise
Inappropriate implementation
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Collegial

Srengths: Weaknesses.

All involved Lad of control

Inter disciplinary Takes longer

More ajuitable Requires learning how to work together
Oppartunities: Threats:

Relevanceto al involved (meding needs)
Develop new way to work

Lean about eadt other

New perspedives

Failure to read consensus
Such a big team that it is unmanageable
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Annex 10: Using Qualitative Methods in Organic Farming Reseach

Using Qualitative Methods in
Organic Farming Research

e Qualitative research is nat wishy:washy,

but collected with structure and od
and analysed rigorously to provide sound
results

Frances Harris
Kingston University

Data collection: Sampling Data collection: Interviewing

o Probability sampling and ron-proBagili ty
sampling ||||||||||“|
o |dentifying small samples "“|
Purposive sampling

e Establish arelationship with iMee which is
relaxed, informal, equal

i
o Establish amutually convenient time aJuW“‘Face
to meet

Snow-balling e Semi-structured interview

Clustered sampling — Core questions, but flexibility to exploreissuesin
e Other isues more detail

Trustworthiness - tL]Jse Lnterrogators who? what? where? when? why?

. OW'?

C a

Aggz on — Use scdes, rating, ranking exercises

Key informant e Take copious notes, or record interview on tape

i e Post interview, add context, fill in gaps 4
. Quiality control in qualitative
Data Analysis y 9
research

e Review notes/ Listen to ta%'ﬂlm
o Identify key themes and issues |||||“|\|“|
e Use mding in ndes

¢ Consigency \""

— Researcher trained in interviewing mww gues
— SS| ensures comparable data llected fr

om
¢ Develop analysistables each interview
e Draw out themes e Corrobaation
— Triangulation
e Evidence

— Document the process

Case studies

Summary
o |llustrate issues clearly \"" e Qudlitative researchisa u%ﬁthodfor
e Provide opportunity for depth of MMMysis discovery, explanation |||||||\|“||
e Enable more halistic analysis e Thereisa gructure and methodto “
e Useful in explaining relationships qualitative reseach which will provide

acalemic rigour

e Qualitative research complements, rather
than replaces, scientific research
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Annex 11 Charaderistics of quantitative and qualitative reseacch; look at the quantitative
column, fill inthe complementary charaderistics on the qualitative side.

Quantitative

Qualitative

Scientific

Objeadive

Data aenumbers

Deductive

Explanation/ prediction

Generdlisation

Nomothetic

Large sample sizes macro scale

Incidence and frequency

Artificial

Subjedd objeds

Society

Data gathered by technology or prescription

After doing the exercise doesthis make you any more or lessapprehensive? Why? How

could you addressany issues that are emerging?
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