APPENDICES

Appendix I.
 European Community Legislation which Requires Diagnostic Support
Table 1.
European Community legislation which requires laboratory support
	Legislation
	Title
	Laboratory Requirements

	Commission Decision 2006/133
	Commission Decision of 13 February 2006 requiring Member States temporarily to take additional measures against the dissemination of Bursaphelenchus xylophilus (Steiner et Buhrer) Nickle et al. (the pine wood nematode) as regards areas in Portugal, other than those in which it is known not to occur.
	Nematology

	Commission Decision 2002/757/EC
	2002/757/EC: Commission Decision of 19 September 2002 on provisional emergency phytosanitary measures to prevent the introduction into and the spread within the Community of Phytophthora ramorum Werres, De Cock & Man in 't Veld sp. nov. 
	Mycology


	Commission Decision 2003/64/EC
	2003/64/EC: Commission Decision of 28 January 2003 on provisional measures to prevent the introduction into and the spread within the Community of pepino mosaic virus as regards tomato plants, intended for planting (notified under document number C(2003) 339).

	Virology

	Commission Directive 92/70/EEC
	Commission Directive 92/70/EEC of 30 July 1992 laying down detailed rules for surveys to be carried-out for purposes of the recognition of protected zones in the Community.
	Mycology

Bacteriology

Entomology

Virology                               

	Commission Directive 2002/29/EC
	Commission Directive 2002/29/EC of 19 March 2002 amending Directive 2001/32/EC as regards certain protected zones exposed to particular plant health risks in the Community.

	Bacteriology

Entomology

Virology

	Commission Directives 2003/90/EC

(& 2002/53/EC)
	Commission Directive 2003/90/EC of 6 October 2003 setting out implementing measures for the purposes of Article 7 of Council Directive 2002/53/EC as regards characteristics to be covered as a minimum by the examination and the minimum conditions for examining certain varieties of agricultural plant species.


	Crop Yield & Quality

Seed testing

Mycology

GMO analysis

Soil nutrient analysis 



	Commission Directive 2003/126/EC
	Commission Directive 2003/126/EC of 23 December 2003 on the analytical method for the determination of constituents of animal origin for the official control of feedingstuffs.
	Feedingstuff microscopy

Cont’d/…





Table 1. (Cont’d/…)
 European Community legislation which requires laboratory support
	Legislation
	Title
	Laboratory Requirements

	Commission Regulation (EC) No 1234/2003
	Commission Regulation (EC) No 1234/2003 of 10 July 2003 amending Annexes I, IV and XI to Regulation (EC) No 999/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council and Regulation (EC) No 1326/2001 as regards transmissible spongiform encephalopathies and animal feeding.

	Feedingstuff microscopy



	Council Directive 66/402/EEC
	66/402/EEC: Council Directive of 14 June 1966 on the marketing of cereal seed.

	Seed testing

Mycology

	Council Directive 79/373
	Council Directive 79/373/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the marketing of compound feedingstuffs.
	Feedingstuffs analysis

Cont’d/…

	Council Directive 82/471/EEC 
	Council Directive 82/471/EEC of 30 June 1982 concerning certain products used in animal nutrition.


	Feedingstuffs analysis

	Council Directive 90/167/EEC
	Council Directive 90/167/EEC of 26 March 1990 laying down the conditions governing the preparation, placing on the market and use of medicated feedingstuffs in the Community.


	Feedingstuffs analysis

	Council Directive 92/34/EEC
	Council Directive 92/34/EEC of 28 April 1992 on the marketing of fruit plant propagating material and fruit plants intended for fruit production.


	Mycology

Nematology

	Council Directive 93/74/EEC 
	Council Directive 93/74/EEC of 13 September 1993 on feedingstuffs intended for particular nutritional purposes.
	Feedingstuffs analysis

	Council Directive 93/85/EEC
	Council Directive 93/85/EEC of 4 October 1993 on the control of potato ring rot.

	Bacteriology

	Council Directive 98/57/EC
	Council Directive 98/57/EC of 20 July 1998 on the control of Ralstonia solanacearum .
	Bacteriology



	Council Directive 2000/29/EC
	Council Directive 2000/29/EC of 8 May 2000 on protective measures against the introduction into the Community of organisms harmful to plants or plant products and against their spread within the Community.
	Bacteriology

Entomology

Mycology

Nematology

Virology

Cont’d/…





Table 1. (Cont’d/..)
European Community legislation which requires laboratory support
	Legislation
	Title
	Laboratory Requirements

	Council Directive 2002/2/EC
	Directive 2002/2/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 January 2002 amending Council Directive 79/373/EEC on the circulation of compound feedingstuffs and repealing Commission Directive 91/357/EEC.

	Feedingstuffs analysis



	Council Directive 2002/32/EC
	Directive 2002/32/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 7 May 2002 on undesirable substances in animal feed - Council statement.

	Feedingstuffs analysis

	Council Directive 2002/54/EC
	Council Directive 2002/54/EC of 13 June 2002 on the marketing of beet seed.

	Mycology

Seed testing                           

	Council Directive 2002/55/EC
	Council Directive 2002/55/EC of 13 June 2002 on the marketing of vegetable seed.

	Seed testing

	Council Directive 2002/56/EC
	Council Directive 2002/56/EC of 13 June 2002 on the marketing of seed potatoes.

	Virology

	European Communities Regulations 1774/2002
	Regulation (EC) No 1774/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 3 October 2002 laying down health rules concerning animal by-products not intended for human consumption.


	Feedingstuffs microscopy 



	Regulation 999/2001/EC 
	Regulation (EC) No 999/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 May 2001 laying down rules for the prevention, control and eradication of certain transmissible spongiform encephalopathies.


	Feedingstuffs microscopy



	Regulation (EC) No 178/2002
	Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 January 2002 laying down the general principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety Authority and laying down procedures in matters of food safety


	Feedingstuffs analysis

Cont’d/…


Table 1. (Cont’d/..)
 European Community legislation which requires laboratory support
	Legislation
	Title
	Laboratory Requirements

	Regulation (EC) No 1831/2003
	Regulation (EC) No 1831/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 September 2003 on additives for use in animal nutrition (Text with EEA relevance)
	Feedingstuffs analysis

	Regulation 1829/2003 
	Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 September 2003 on genetically modified food and feed.


	GMO analysis

	Regulation (EC) No 2003/2003
	Regulation (EC) No 2003/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of the 13 October 2003 relating to fertilisers.


	Fertiliser

	Regulation 183/2005/EC
	Regulation 183/2005/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 Jan 2005 laying down requirements for feed hygiene.


	Feedingstuffs analysis






Appendix II.
Laboratory Requirements of Individual Divisions
Table 1a.
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Crop Variety Evaluation Division (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Cost €
	Rating1
	Comments
	No Tests Required
	Trend 2

	FBA
	Forage Maize
	Starch %
	8,640
	A
	Timeliness. Chain of evidence.
	640
	S

	Identigen
	Seed Testing
	GMO testing: Maize Oilseed Rape
	2,912
	G
	
	16
	S

	SAC
	Forage Maize
	Metabolisable energy
	438
	G
	
	80
	S

	SAC
	Forage Maize
	Dry Matter
	438
	G
	
	80
	S

	SAC
	Forage Maize
	Starch %
	438
	A
	Accuracy.
	80
	S

	STS
	Cereals
	Sprouting test
	0
	G
	
	97
	S

	STS
	Seed Testing
	Germination: cereals
	0
	G
	
	190
	S

	Teagasc
	Cereals
	Milling & Baking tests
	25,500
	G
	
	102
	S

	Teagasc
	Grass & Clover
	Dry Matter
	Not agreed
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1,500
	S

	Teagasc
	Grass & Clover
	Protein %
	Not agreed
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1,500
	S

	Teagasc
	Grass & Clover
	Carbohydrate %
	Not agreed
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1,500
	S

	None
	Grass
	Endophyte presence
	No testing
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	I

	None
	Clover
	Cyanogenic glycoside content
	No testing
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	I

	Teagasc
	Potatoes
	Moisture %
	No Fee
	G
	
	21
	S

	Teagasc
	Potatoes
	Eating quality
	No Fee
	G
	
	21
	S

	Teagasc
	Potatoes
	Crisping quality
	No Fee
	G
	
	21
	S

	Teagasc
	Potatoes
	Processing quality
	No Fee
	G
	
	21
	S

	None
	Oilseed Rape
	Oil % in seed
	No testing
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	I

	None
	Oilseed Rape
	Erucic acid %
	No testing
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	I

	None
	Oilseed Rape
	Glucosinolate %
	No testing
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	I

	Teagasc
	Soil Analysis
	Soil nutrient levels
	1,700
	G
	
	50
	S


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing







	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table 1b 
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services provided by the Crop Variety Evaluation Division (2004 figures)
	Area
	Test
	Cost €
	Rating1
	Reason
	Current Service Provider
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	Yield and Quality
	
	Staff
	Assets
	Consumables
	Recovered
	Total
	
	
	
	
	

	-Cereals
	Kernel content (Oats)
	1206
	1,569
	---
	
	2,775
	G
	
	CVE
	66
	S

	
	Screenings content
	12,929
	3,244
	---
	1,500
	14,673
	G
	
	CVE
	1,876
	S

	
	Drying and Moisture %
	20,201
	12,597
	1,000
	1,000
	32,798
	G
	
	CVE
	3,078
	S

	
	Protein %
	20,201
	3,999
	1,000
	3,000
	22,200
	G
	
	CVE
	3,078
	S

	
	Thousand grain weight
	20,201
	7,922
	1,000
	1,000
	28,123
	G
	
	CVE
	3,078
	S

	
	Hectolitre weight
	20,201
	3,999
	1,000
	
	25,200
	G
	
	CVE
	3,078
	S

	-Forage Maize
	Sample grinding
	8,080
	2,422
	1,000
	
	11,502
	G
	
	CVE
	640
	S

	
	Drying and Moisture %
	12,610
	7,763
	3,000
	
	23,373
	G
	
	CVE
	640
	S

	-Grass & Clover
	Sample grinding
	6,464
	2,422
	1,000
	
	9,886
	G
	
	CVE
	1,500
	S

	
	Drying and Moisture %
	75,383
	27,941
	5,000
	
	108,324
	G
	
	CVE
	25,000
	S

	-Potatoes
	Tuber blemishes/shape
	808
	0
	200
	
	1,008
	G
	
	CVE
	84
	S

	
	Tuber size grading
	19,882
	2,000
	500
	
	22,382
	G
	
	CVE
	84
	S

	Mycology
	Various diseases of maize
	808
	500
	---
	
	1,308
	P
	Credibility
	CVE
	60
	S

	
	Various diseases of potatoes
	808
	500
	---
	
	1,308
	P
	Credibility
	CVE
	60
	S

	
	Various diseases of cereals
	4,040
	1,500
	---
	
	5,540
	P
	Credibility
	CVE
	620
	S

	Seed Testing
	Germination: grasses
	808
	1,000
	500
	
	2,308
	G
	
	CVE
	100
	S

	
	Seed Packing: potatoes
	808
	0
	200
	
	1,008
	G
	
	CVE
	84
	S

	
	Maturation: potatoes
	808
	200
	100
	
	1,108
	G
	
	CVE
	7
	S

	
	Seed packing: cereals
	8,080
	8,000
	2,000
	
	18,080
	G
	
	CVE
	8,966
	S

	
	Seed packing: maize
	1,616
	910
	1,000
	
	3,526
	G
	
	CVE
	640
	S

	
	Fungicide treatment:
	4,040
	2,890
	1,000
	
	7,930
	G
	
	CVE
	164
	S

	
	Seed packing: grasses
	6,464

	4,000
	500
	
	10,964
	G
	
	CVE
	2,000
	S


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing









Table 2.
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Feedingstuffs, Fertilisers, Grain, Pigs and Poultry Division for feedingstuffs controls (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Cost €
	Rating 1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend 2

	CVRL
	Salmonella
	Salmonella
	3,980
	G
	
	199
	S

	IEC
	Feedingstuff Microscopy
	Proscribed material (PAP)
	174,000
	G
	
	3,000
	D

	State Lab
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Diclazuril
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Dimetridazole
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Lasalocid sodium
	0
	G
	
	20
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Monensin sodium
	0
	G
	
	60
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Narasin
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Nicarbazin
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Sulphadiazine
	0
	G
	
	17
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Crude protein
	0
	G
	
	794
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Crude oil
	0
	G
	
	421
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Crude fibre
	0
	G
	
	463
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Crude ash
	0
	G
	
	353
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Ash insol in HCl
	0
	G
	
	19
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Starch
	0
	G
	
	5
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Sucrose
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Total N
	0
	G
	
	3
	S

	
	Feedingstuff Components
	Moisture
	0
	N/A
	No activity
	0
	S

	
	GMO Testing
	Presence of GMOs
	0
	G
	
	53
	I

	
	GMO Testing
	Level of GMOs
	0
	G
	
	0
	I

	
	Macro elements
	Calcium
	0
	G
	
	250
	S

	
	Macro elements
	Phosphorus
	0
	G
	
	257
	S

	
	Macro elements
	Sodium
	0
	G
	
	188
	S

	
	Macro elements
	Magnesium
	0
	G
	
	245
	S

	
	Trace elements
	Cobalt
	0
	G
	
	30
	S

	
	Trace elements
	Copper
	0
	G
	
	194
	D

	
	Trace elements
	Manganese
	0
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Trace elements
	Zinc
	0
	G
	
	30
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Aflatoxin B1
	0
	G
	
	150
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Ochratoxin
	0
	G
	
	90
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Free gossypol
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Theobromine
	0
	G
	
	9
	S


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing






Cont’d/..

Table 2. (Cont’d/..)
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Feedingstuffs, Fertilisers, Grain, Pigs and Poultry Division for feedingstuffs controls (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Cost€
	Rating1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	State Lab
	Trace elements
	Iodine
	4,553
	G
	
	29
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	DON
	14,550
	G
	
	75
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	ZEA
	9,975
	G
	
	75
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Aldrin
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Dieldrin
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Campheclor (Toxaphene)
	165
	G
	
	15
	I

	
	Undesirable Products
	Chlordane
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	DDT
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Endosulfan
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Endrin
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Heptachlor
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Hexachlorobenzene
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Hexachlorocyclohexane
	165
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Dioxins
	43,092
	G
	
	81
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Dioxin-like PCBs
	2,754
	G
	
	81
	S

	
	Undesirable Products
	Non-Dioxin Like PCBs
	10,773
	G
	
	81
	S

	
	Vitamins
	Vitamin A
	2,415
	G
	
	35
	S

	
	Vitamins
	Vitamin D
	5,845
	G
	
	35
	S

	
	Vitamins
	Vitamin E
	2,070
	G
	
	30
	S

	
	Amino acids
	Lysine
	0
	G
	
	20
	S

	
	Amino acids
	Methionine
	0
	G
	
	20
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Avilamycin
	0
	G
	
	22
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Chlortetracycline
	0
	G
	
	17
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Penicillen V
	0
	G
	
	17
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Salinomycin
	0
	G
	
	30
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Tylosin
	0
	G
	
	47
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Zinc Bacitracin
	0
	G
	
	15
	D

	
	Trace elements
	Selenium
	0
	G
	
	105
	D

	
	Undesirable Products
	Fumonisins
	0
	G
	
	45
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Arsenic
	0
	G
	
	76
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Lead
	0
	G
	
	89
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Fluorine
	0
	G
	
	6
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Mercury
	0
	G
	
	56
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Nitrites
	0
	G
	
	0
	S

	
	Undesirable substances
	Cadmium
	0
	G
	
	83
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Carbadox
	0
	G
	
	15
	S

	
	Antibiotics +Coccidiostats
	Decoquinate
	0
	G
	
	34
	S

	State Lab /STS
	Undesirable Products
	Rye Ergot
	0
	G
	
	1
	S

	STS
	Ingredient analysis
	Ingredient analysis
	0
	G
	
	50
	S

	
	Microscopy
	Proscribed material (PAP)
	72,058
	G
	
	800
	D




1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing 3 Out-sourced by State Laboratory on behalf of FFGPP Division





	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	










Table 3.
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Feedingstuffs, Fertilisers, Grain, Pigs and Poultry Division for fertilisers controls (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Cost €
	Rating1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	State Lab
	Ground limestone
	T.N.V.
	0
	G
	
	80
	S

	
	Ground limestone
	Moisture
	0
	G
	
	80
	S

	
	Ground limestone
	Fineness
	0
	G
	
	80
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Total-N
	0
	G
	
	350
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Rock phosphate
	0
	G
	
	5
	S

	
	Inorganic
	P-total
	0
	G
	
	300
	S

	
	Inorganic
	P-ws
	0
	G
	
	300
	S

	
	Inorganic
	K-ws
	0
	G
	
	320
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Mg-ws
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Na
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Total-S
	0
	G
	
	70
	S

	
	Inorganic
	Total-B
	0
	G
	
	10
	S

	
	Inorganic
	B-ws
	0
	G
	
	10
	S


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing









Table 4.

Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Horticulture and Plant Health Division (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Costs €
	Rating1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	
	
	
	Staff
	Assets
	Consumables
	Total 
	
	
	
	

	None
	Bacteriology
	Xanthomonas fragariae
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	20
	I

	State Lab
	
	Erwinia amylovora
	
	
	
	
	G
	
	1,800
	S

	State Lab
	
	Clavicbacter m. spp. sepedonicus
	
	
	
	
	G
	
	750
	S

	State Lab
	
	Ralstonia solanacearum
	
	
	
	
	G
	
	850
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State Lab
	Contaminants
	Nitrate levels
	
	
	
	
	G
	
	100
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consultant
	Entomology
	Bemisia tabaci
	
	
	
	7,000
	A
	Guaranteed service
	100
	I

	Consultant
	
	Diabrotica virgifera
	
	
	
	5,250
	A
	Guaranteed service
	75
	I

	Consultant
	
	Liriomyza spp.
	
	
	
	7,000
	A
	Guaranteed service
	100
	I

	Consultant
	
	Thrips palmi
	
	
	
	3,500
	A
	Guaranteed service
	50
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HPH
	Mycology
	Phytophthora ramorum
	29,463
	5,000
	4,500
	38,963
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1,000
	S

	HPH
	
	P. fragariae var. fragariae
	1,434
	250
	220
	1,904
	A
	Guaranteed service
	50
	S

	HPH
	
	Ciborinia camelliae
	3,175
	500
	440
	4,115
	A
	Guaranteed service
	50 +
	I

	HPH
	
	Fusarium basal rot of bulbs
	1,434
	250
	220
	1,904
	A
	Guaranteed service
	50
	S

	None
	
	Monilinia fructicola
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	20
	I

	None
	
	P. cactorum
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Puccinia horiana
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	10
	I

	None
	
	Colletotrichum acutatum
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Tilletia indica
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	20
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing










Cont’d/..
Table 4.
(Cont’d/..)  Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Horticulture and Plant Health Division (2004 figures)
	Current service provider
	Area
	Test
	Costs€
	Rating 1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	
	
	
	Staff
	Assets
	Consumables
	Total 
	
	
	
	

	Teagasc
	Nematology
	Aphelenchoides besseyi
	
	
	
	200
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	20
	I

	Teagasc
	
	Ditylenchus destructor
	
	
	
	500
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	50
	I

	Teagasc
	
	Ditylenchus dipsaci
	
	
	
	500
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	50
	I

	Teagasc
	
	Heterodera schachtii
	
	
	
	2,000
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	150 - 250
	S

	Teagasc
	
	Meloidogyne chitwoodi and M. fallax
	
	
	
	5,000
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	500
	S

	Teagasc
	
	Virus vector nematodes
	
	
	
	200
	P
	Timeliness, guaranteed service
	20
	S

	None
	Virology
	Arabis mosaic virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Pepino mosaic virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Raspberry ringspot virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Strawberry crinkle cytorhabdvirus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Strawberry latent ringspot nepovirus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Strawberry mild yellow edge virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Tomato black ring virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	50
	I

	None
	
	Tomato spotted wilt virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	40
	I

	None
	
	Tomato yellow leaf curl bigeminivirus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	
	I

	None
	
	Viruses of daffodil bulbs
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	40
	I

	None
	
	Plum pox virus
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	No service
	200
	I

	Teagasc
	
	Beet necrotic yellow vein furovirus
	
	
	
	1,620
	G
	
	200
	D

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing








Table 5.

Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Seed Certification Division (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Costs €
	Rating 1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend2

	
	
	
	Staff
	Asset
	Consumables
	Recovered
	Total
	
	
	
	

	State Lab
	Bacteriology
	Clavicbacter m. spp. sepedonicus
	
	
	
	
	0
	G
	Flexibility 
	750
	S

	State Lab
	
	Ralstonia solanacearum
	
	
	
	
	0
	G
	Flexibility 
	850
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State Lab
	GMO testing
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	G
	Flexibility
	20
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	STS
	Mycology
	Ustilago nuda
	12,829
	2,580
	517
	4060
	11,866
	A
	Inappropriate use of resources
	140
	I

	STS
	
	Phoma betae
	785
	718
	152
	500
	1,155
	A
	Inappropriate use of resources
	20
	D

	STS
	
	Ascochyta fabae
	448
	359
	76
	250
	633
	A
	Inappropriate use of resources
	10
	I

	STS
	
	Fusarium and Dreschlera spp.
	9,984
	8,622
	1,826
	6,000
	14,432
	A
	Inappropriate use of resources
	240
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teagasc
	Nematology
	Globodera pallida and G. rostochiensis
	
	
	
	
	159,000
	P
	Guarantee Service
	9,340
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	STS
	Seed Testing
	Germination
	505,127
	11,900
	3,520
	68,680
	451,867
	G
	
	6,528
	S

	STS
	
	Purity test
	108,540
	17,600
	0
	20,574
	105,566
	G
	
	2,182
	S

	STS
	
	Biochemical viability test
	58,842
	1,000
	1,023
	10,521
	50,344
	G
	
	501
	I

	STS
	
	Moisture
	29,000
	1,800
	0
	848
	29,952
	G
	
	106
	S

	STS
	
	Fluorescent test
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	G
	
	0
	S

	STS
	
	Intervention Tests
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	G
	
	0
	S

	STS
	
	Other Seed Searches
	23,136
	0
	0
	420
	22,716
	G
	
	28
	S

	STS
	
	1000 seed weight
	21,211
	0
	0
	255
	20,956
	G
	
	51
	S


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing










Cont’d/..
Table 5.
(Cont’d/..)
Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Seed Certification Division (2004 figures)
	Current Service Provider
	Area
	Test
	Costs €

	Rating 1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Trend 2

	
	
	
	Staff
	Asset
	Consumables
	Recovered
	Total
	
	
	
	

	STS
	Seed Testing
	Hectolitre Weight
	96
	0
	0
	
	96
	G
	
	1
	S

	STS
	
	Electroconductivity
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	G
	
	0
	S

	STS
	
	International and Phyto-certificates
	30,302
	0
	0
	1,591
	28,711
	G
	
	86
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Potato Lab
	Virology
	PLRV
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PMTV
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	20
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PVA
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PVS
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PVX
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PVY
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	Potato Lab
	
	PVYn
	1,178
	1,376
	1,157
	
	3,711
	A
	Credibility
	3,270
	S

	SASA
	
	PSTV
	
	
	
	
	0
	G
	
	50
	S

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing









Table 6.

Description, cost, rating and trend in laboratory services required by the Forest Service (2004 figures)
	Area
	Test
	Cost €
	Rating 1
	Reason
	No. Tests
	Current Service Provider
	Trend2

	Entomology
	Cephalcia lariciphila
	46
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1
	Consultant
	S

	
	Dendroctonus micans
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	Ips amitinus
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	I. cembrae
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	I. duplicatus
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	I. sexdentatus
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	I. typographus
	580
	A
	Guaranteed service
	76
	Consultant
	S

	
	Gilpinia hercyniae
	0
	A
	Guaranteed service
	0
	Consultant
	S

	
	General (inc. technical support)
	598
	A
	Guaranteed service
	13
	Consultant
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nematology
	Bursaphelenchus xylophilus
	4,250
	A
	Security/confidentiality/accessibility
	50
	Dutch PPS
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mycology
	Gremmeniella abietina
	4,392
	G
	
	33
	GMIT
	S

	
	Hypoxylon mammatum
	1,331
	G
	
	10
	GMIT
	S

	
	Phytophthora ramorum
	0
	A
	Guaranteed service
	1413
	HPH
	I

	
	General (inc. technical support)
	8,059
	G
	
	22
	GMIT
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Timber Technology
	General (inc. technical support)
	2,060
	A
	Guaranteed service
	20
	Consultant
	I

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 Good, Acceptable, Poor, 2 Static, Increasing, Decreasing; 3 Included in HPH requirement








	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	







	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	







	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



Appendix III.  
1
Report on Visit made to the Central Science Laboratory, York

Purpose: 
In the context of the recent Bearing Point Report on Department of Agriculture and Food’s (DAF) overall laboratory requirements and the Expenditure Review on the more specific requirements for plant health, feedingstuffs, fertilisers, forestry and crops, a DAF delegation visited Central Services Laboratories (CSL) in York (UK) to establish:

i. what is their relationship with DEFRA (Dept. Environment, Food and Rural Affairs);

ii. what is their role in the UK laboratory services;

iii. what services do they provide;

iv. what level of activity are they engaged in the private sector; and

v. what issues are of relevance to DAF in (i) finalising an overall laboratory structure for DAF; and (ii) completing the abovementioned Expenditure Review.

The visit concentrated mostly on the activities in the Plant Health Science Group within the laboratories.  The other Science Groups include Agricultural and Rural Strategy; Environmental Biology; Wildlife Ecology; Food Science; and Proficiency Testing. 

Date:

23 and 24 January 2006.

Present: 
DAF represented by Mr Michael Hickey (Sen Insp); Dr James Choiseul; Mr Tom McDonald and Mr John Downey.

Dr. Martin Hims; Business Development Contact of the Plant Health Science Group acted as coordinator for the visit and arranged meetings with the heads of the various disciplines in the Group; e.g. Entomology; Virology, Nematology; Mycology; Bacteriology; and Molecular Diagnostics.  The Delegation also met with Prof. Stephen Hill, Head of the Plant Health Science Group.

The following information was established as a result of the visit:

1. CSL is one of three Laboratory Executive Agencies of DEFRA, established by the then MAFF in 1992.  The other two Laboratory Executive Agencies are CEFAS (environment and fisheries etc) and VLA (veterinary).  The CEO of CSL reports to the DEFRA Permanent Secretary;

2. The current financial and operations arrangement with DEFRA is that a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is established whereby DEFRA make an annual payment to CSL in return for routine diagnostic work required by DEFRA in operating their statutory controls in the various areas. CSL must also carry-out diagnostic work in additional areas identified by DEFRA from time to time.

3. According to CSLs Annual Accounts for 2004-05, the organisation received £29 m (70%) from DEFRA (through MOU), £3m (7%) from other government departments, £1m (2%) from the EU and £9m (21%) from commercial activities.  It operated at a deficit of £1m. 

4. The Divisions within DEFRA that operate CSLs Plant Health Science Group MOU are Plant Health Division (PHD) and the Plant Health Service Inspectorate (PHSI);

5. CSL have a ‘free hand’ and are actively encouraged by DEFRA to engage in diagnostic work for the private sector.  This area of their activity has grown significantly in the last number of years. The laboratories also engage in consultancy work; staff training and R&D work, both for DEFRA and for the commercial sector. 

6. CSLs commercial customers include the Swedish and Danish authorities; large commercial growers and businesses as well as individual farmers and consumers.  CSL were successful in a tender competition for all of Sweden’s diagnostic work in the Plant Health area.  It is accepted by CSL management that, ultimately, success in this area will affect the annual payment received from DEFRA;

7. The Plant Health Science Group tender for other State work such as nematology (failed to secure the DEFRA tender last time when ADAS were awarded the contract); and GMO food and feed testing (hope to secure the contract from the Food Standards Agency next time of asking).  CSL currently carry-out GM testing in animal feed for the private sector;

8. The majority of CSL work is devoted to diagnostics in crop production; pesticides; plant health; horticulture and food safety;

9. Provisions are made in the MOU for exceptional diagnostic requests in times of ‘outbreak’ when additional financial resources may be required by CSL; 

10. CSL are free to discontinue services which it considers to be of diminishing importance (so called ‘sunset’ services);

11. The Plant Health Science Group has about fifty staff, averaging eight staff in each of the six discipline laboratories;

12. Most of the accreditation status (UKAS) gained by CSL is based on the procedures used in the various disciplines rather that on the laboratory premises and staff.  The accreditation starts from the time the sample is received in the laboratory; 

13. The samples of the products requiring analysis are delivered (by post, courier etc) to the CSL.  Only in exceptional circumstances are CSL staff involved in taking samples themselves.   

14. CSL have a licence to hold quarantine products and are obliged under licence to dispose of their own contaminated waste.  They also possess a quarantine building with specialised water treatment facilities to eliminate the risk of accidental release of quarantine organisms into the environment

15. Pest Risk Analysis at CSL is the responsibility of a dedicated unit outside the Plant Health Science Group, which utilises the various sources of expertise within the institute when compiling their assessments. 

16. The Plant Health Science Group are actively involved in providing training.

17. CSL engage in the printing of high quality publications outlining their activities and services and also engage in pro-active public relations;

18. Staff of the Plant Health Science Group are encouraged to develop their skills.  Less specialised staff are freely transferred between different disciplines as the need arises.  Weekly and monthly staff meetings are used to determine how staff can be used most efficiently.

19. The Plant Health Science Group management and staff project a very flexible image and are highly motivated towards attracting commercial business, in that they are willing to consider most diagnostic requests.  Customer focus and attention play a big part in the Group’s drive to attract external customers;  

20. The Plant Health Science Group were actively involved in the diagnostic work associated with the GMO Farm Scale Evaluations – the staff who were involved in this work, which is now completed, make up a new GM inspectorate within the Group;

21. The entomology service at CSL employs five specialist staff, each of which are responsible for 800-1000 analyses per annum.  This service is 95% involved in providing a diagnostic service.  Attempts to use remote digital imaging to enhance this service have not been successful due to the very detailed nature of the examinations involved.

22. The Molecular Technology Unit (MTU) of the Plant Health Science Group is involved in a wide range of testing programmes including GMO.  The expertise of this unit is freely available to other disciplines in order to enhance the overall service provided.

23. The position of CSL as the authoritative service seems to be well established. This is evident in forestry diagnostics where there would appear to be clear division between Forestry diagnostics carried-out by The Forestry Commission/Forest Research at Alice Holt and CSL. The Forestry Commission use CSL as the confirmatory service.

24. Staff in the Plant Health Science Group, as do other CSL staff, represent the UK Government on specialist EU and FAO Working Groups.  It is believed that this involvement enhances the ability of CSL to provide services and do research.

25. Exposure of CSL to such international bodies as SCPH & EPPO, where new directions and developments may be observed at first hand, significantly helps CSL in their strategic planning.  

In assessing how the information gathered may be of benefit to the structure and expenditure of laboratories in the DAF, the following may be pertinent:


1. The general physical structure and ambiance of the Laboratories in York is quite similar to that in the new Laboratories in Backweston, thereby facilitating a multi discipline team, all in one, laboratory structure to undertake the routine diagnostic work required by DAF in operating their statutory controls in the areas of plant health, feedingstuffs, fertilisers, forestry and crops;

2. It is highly unlikely that there is a commercial sector in Ireland requiring the level of diagnostic service necessary to generate the same percentage of overall income as CSL achieve;

3. While CSL expressed high degrees of staff mobility within and between their various disciplines, the flexibility extends only to the support staff. Similar levels of flexibility could be introduced in the DAF structure;
4. The commercial income achieved by CSL means that it can have larger work groups dedicated to the various disciplines in which it is involved.  This gives the organisation greater flexibility in dealing with its day-to-day work-load.  However it is the DEFRA funding, which constitutes the vast majority of it’s overall income, that allows CSL to develop expertise in different areas which can subsequently be commercialised where the demand exists.
2
Report of visit to Danish Plant Directorate

Purpose: 
As part of the Expenditure Review of the laboratory requirements of the Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF) for plant health, feedingstuffs, fertilisers, forestry and crops, an information gathering visit was made to the Danish Plant Directorate to establish:

vi. what is their relationship with their State Ministry;

vii. what is their role in the Danish laboratory services;

viii. what services do they provide;

ix. what level of activity are they engaged in the private sector; and

x. what issues are of relevance to DAF in (i) finalising an overall laboratory structure for DAF; and (ii) completing the abovementioned Expenditure Review.

This is the second is a series of visits undertaken by DAF officials for this purpose.  The first Visit was to Central Science Laboratories (CSL) in York, UK. 

Date:

23 March 2006.

Present: 
DAF represented by Mr Michael Hickey (Sen Insp); Dr James Choiseul; and Mr John Downey.

The following information was established as a result of the visit:

1. Dr. Christiane Scheel, Head of Plant Health Division acted as coordinator for the visit and arranged meetings with staff in other relevant Divisions;

2. Dr Scheel outlined the structure of the Danish Plant Directorate as being a government institution, under the Danish Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries.  The main focus of their work is ensuring quality, health and safety in both horticultural production and in the agricultural sectors’ growing of vegetables as well as protecting the food chain in ensuring proper standards in animal feed inputs are maintained;

3. The Directorate is headed by a Director and a Board of Directors and has seven distinct Divisions; viz Seeds Div; Feed and Fertilizers Div; Plants and Plant Health Div; Environment Div; EU Control (viz IACS and SPS payments) Div; Organic Farming Div;  Coordination Div; and Districts (Regional Inspectorate) Div;

4. The Director has formal meetings with the Ministry on a monthly basis.  These meetings allow the Ministry to inform the Director of how the Directorate should be using its resources.  At the same time the Director will advise the Ministry of areas where from a scientific perspective more attention should be given at an executive level.

5. The Director has the authority to sign secondary legislation into law;

6. The Board of Directors receive advise from an Advisory Board comprising of representatives from the plant, seed and feed industries as well as farming groups and consumers; 

7. Research work does not constitute a core function of the Directorate.  This is a function of the Danish Institute of Agricultural Sciences, which is the equivalent to Teagasc.  However it has, from time to time, cooperated in research projects being undertake by other bodies and does limited research on methods to enhance its diagnostic services; 

8. The Ministry allocates finances to the Directorate on an annual basis based on an annual work programmes agreed by both the Ministry and the Board of Directors;

9. The discussions during our visit focused on the activities of the Seed Division; the Feed and Fertilizers Division and the Plants and Plant Health Division; 

10. Each of the above three Divisions have their own self-contained coterie of inspection and laboratory staff as well as their own laboratory facilities.  There are agreements among Division Heads to facilitate exchange of staff from one area to another during times of high or low activity;

11. Previously all the laboratories within the Directorate were amalgamated into one unit and separated from its inspectorate function.  It was found that this reduced the ability of the laboratories to respond to new analytical challenges as the link with industry was broken.  In addition there was little interaction between the component laboratories because of the wide divergence in the activities in which they were involved.  This management structure was subsequently abandoned in favour of the current arrangement;

12. The Seed Division employs 20 inspectors and 78 laboratory staff.  It collects about 20,000 samples per annum and carries out about 77, 000 analyses.  This division comprises a seed testing and crop variety testing laboratories.  The Seed Testing Laboratory has a staff of 25 and perform 40,000 analyses on 20,000 samples.

13. The Feedingstuffs and Fertiliser Division employs 11 inspectors and 28 laboratory staff.  It collects about 11,000 samples per annum and carries out about 28, 000 analyses;

14. The Plants and Plant Health Division employs 19 inspectors and 16 laboratory staff (4 professional and 12 technical).  It collects about 8,000 samples per annum and carries out about 12,000 analyses.  Its areas of expertise are mycology, bacteriology and molecular biology.  It also provides a limited entomology and nematology service for basic pest identification.  The microbiology unit within this division also provides expertise in this area to other Divisions such as testing for GMO;

15. Pesticides in horticulture produce is dealt with by the Department of Environment;

16. The Directorate has a policy that 20% of their activity should be outsourced.  However the Directorate is permitted to tender for the outsourced work; 

17. A significant portion of the direct costs incurred by the Directorate are recovered.  All inspection costs relating to plant (excl potato), seed, wood and plant products are recovered from the industry.  Costs associated with the plant health, seed and feedingstuffs/fertilizer laboratories are also almost completely recovered from the industry.  The financial arrangements involve an initial annual fee from the operators plus individual costs for certain analysis work.  Denmark is a major producer and exporter of seeds and plants;

18. The Directorate has responsibility for training field staff in inspection procedures.

19. The Directorate services EU and international meetings and negotiations on behalf of the Ministry.  They view this as a vital component in building up a network of contacts who could be of use in performing its analytical function.  They are currently involved in over 30 international fora.

In assessing how the information gathered may be of benefit to the structure and expenditure of laboratories in the DAF, the following may be pertinent:

2. The ‘ring fencing’ of inspectorate and laboratory staff for each distinct sector;

3. The high level of cost recovery;

4. The provision of a suite of services within each Department while out sourcing services for which in house expertise or resources are not available to other Danish institutions;

5. The importance attached to keeping the laboratory and inspectorate staff ‘connected’ within the same management structure;

6. The recognised role of the Directorate in formulating government policy on agriculture;

7. Molecular biology expertise in the Plant Health Division which is also available to other Divisions to service their requirements in this area;

8. The Directorate appears to be very efficient both in terms of cost and also the use of expertise and personnel


xi. 
xii. 
xiii. 
xiv. 
xv. 





20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
Appendix IV.

Estimated Costs Associated with Alternative Policy or Organisational Approaches
Table 1.
Proposed Changes to Charges levied by the Seed Testing Station for the provision of Seed Testing and Mycology Services and their Comparison with the Cost of providing Individual Tests and the Charges levied by Organisations in the UK.

	Test (as per STS price list 2005)
	Target
	Cost of Test €
	STS Charge €
	NIAB1 Charge €
(as %STS)
	SASA2 Charge  € (as %STS)
	Proposed Increase (%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Germination (G)
	Cereals
	56
	11.50
	42.20 (368%)
	23.60 (205%)
	25 (100%)

	Purity (P)
	
	36
	8.50
	24.80 (292%)
	29.00 (341%)
	20 (135%)

	Complete (G+P)
	
	92
	17.00
	
	44.10 (259%)
	34 (100%)

	Germination
	Mixed cereals
	
	15.00
	
	
	25 (66%)

	Purity
	
	
	11.00
	
	
	20 (81%)

	Complete (G+P)
	
	
	19.00
	
	
	34 (79%)

	Germination
	Wild flowers
	
	13.00
	
	
	25 (92%)

	Purity
	
	
	10.00
	
	
	20 (100%)

	Complete (G+P)
	
	
	20.00
	
	
	34 (70%)

	Germination
	Mixed wild flower 
	
	18.00
	
	
	25 (39%)

	Purity
	
	
	14.00
	
	
	20 (43%)

	Complete (G+P)
	
	
	30.00
	
	
	34 (13%)

	G+P, moisture, 1000 seed weight, viable seed kg-1
	Tree Seeds
	685
	32.00
	
	
	96 (200%)

	Biochemical viability test
	Various
	85
	25.00
	54.6 (218%)
	42.60 (170%)
	50 (100%)

	Fluorescent test
	Various
	
	14.50
	
	
	

	International certificate tests
	Various
	
	22.00
	
	
	

	Moisture appeal test
	Various
	198
	15.00
	21.80 (145%)
	22.10 (147%)
	20 (33%)

	1000 grain weight
	Various
	310
	5.00
	16.40 (328%)
	18.00 (360%)
	15 (200%)

	Hectolitre weight
	Various
	
	5.00
	
	
	

	General pathology test
	Various
	85
	25.00
	74.90 (300%)
	39.00 (156%)
	35 (40%)

	Loose smut test
	Barley
	113
	30.00
	74.90 (250%)
	57.30 (191%)
	55 (83%)

	Phytosanitary certificate
	Various
	
	15.00
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 National Institute for Agricultural Botany, Cambridge; 2 Scottish Agricultural Science Agency, Edinburgh

Table 2.
Estimated Costs Associated with Alternative Policy or Organisational Approaches
	Area
	Option1
	Staff Resources
	Total Cost 

	
	
	Current 2
	Additional 3
	Costs 4(‘€’000)
	5(‘€’000)

	Nematology
	Out-source to Teagasc
	none
	none
	0
	171

	
	Out-source to DARDNI
	none
	None
	0
	200+

	
	Service in-house
	none
	1 AAI (100%)
1 Technical (50%)
	85
	115

	
	Tender for service
	none
	None
	0
	171

	Entomology
	Out-source to Consultant
	none
	None
	0
	27

	
	Service in-house
	
	1 AAI (100%)
1 Technical (100%)

	107
	118

	Mycology
	Tender for service
	none
	None
	0
	2016

	
	Service in-house
	1 AAI (40%)


	1 AAI (50%)

1 Technical (100%)
	101
	1146

	Virology
	Service at Backweston
	
	1 AAI (10%)

2 Technical (40%)
	41
	73

	
	Service at the Potato Laboratory
	2 Technical (20%)
	1AAI (10%)

2 Technical (20%)
	41
	73

	Bacteriology


	Service in-house
	
	1 AAI (100%)

1 Technical (100%)
	107
	126

	
	Out-source to State Lab
	none
	None
	0
	0

	Molecular Biology
	Out-source to State Lab
	none
	None
	0
	0

	
	Service at Backweston
	
	1 AAI (100%)
1 Technical (100%)
	107
	139

	Seed Testing
	Staff flexibility
	N/A
	N/A
	
	6236,7

	
	Increase charges by up to 200%
	N/A
	N/A
	
	5836,8

	Feedingstuff Microscopy
	Out-source but retain Vet samples
	1AAI (10%)

1HSA (10%)
	None
	115
	116

	
	Service in-house
	1AAI (40%)

1 HAS (80%)
	1AAI (60%)

1 Technical (100%)
	160
	171

	Feedingstuff/Fertilisers
	No change
	-
	-
	-
	98

	Yield and Quality Evaluation
	No change
	-
	-
	-
	387

	Contaminants
	No change
	-
	-
	-
	0

	Timber analysis
	No change
	-
	-
	-
	2





1See Section 6 2 Staff resources currently assigned to these duties 3 Additional staff resources which may include additional posts but could be also be satisfied through redistribution 4 Midpoint of salary scale multiplied by 1.25*1.088 for overheads 5 Sum of staff costs (where applicable) plus estimates derived from Section 5 Tables 3-6 6 Incl. recovered costs (see Section 6.3.7.1) 7 Which is a saving of €87,000 on current cost 8 which is a saving of €127,000 on current costs





APPENDIX V.

List of Abbreviations
 and Glossary of Scientific Terms

Table 1.
List of abbreviations

	Abbreviation
	

	AAI
	Assistant Agricultural Inspector

	AI
	Agricultural Inspector

	CSL
	Central Science Laboratories, York

	CPL
	Central Plant Laboratory

	CVE
	Crop Variety Evaluation Division

	DAF
	Department of Agriculture and Food

	DARDNI
	Department of Agriculture and Rural Development for NI

	DEFRA
	Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (UK)

	ELISA
	Enzyme linked immuno-sorbent assay

	FFGPP
	Feedingstuffs, Fertiliser, Grain, Pigs and Poultry Division

	GMIT
	Galway-Mayo Institute of Technology

	GMO
	Genetically modified organism

	HSA
	Higher Seed Analyst

	HPH
	Horticulture and Plant Health Division

	IEC
	Irish Equine Centre

	ISTA
	International Seed Testing Association

	NIAB
	National Institute for Agricultural Botany, Cambridge

	PAP
	Processed animal protein

	PCN
	Potato cyst nematode

	PSTV
	Potato spindle tuber viroid

	PWN
	Pine wood nematode

	SAC
	Scottish Agricultural College

	SASA
	Scottish Agricultural Science Agency

	SC
	Seed Certification Division

	SO
	Scientific Officer

	STS
	Seed Testing Station

	TAO
	Technical Agriculture Officer

	USDA
	United States Department of Agriculture

	WTO
	World Trade Organisation

	
	


June 2005.








The State Chemist,


State Laboratory,


Backweston,


Co. Kildare.





Dear Sir,





The Department of Agriculture and Food is currently engaged in a review of its laboratory testing requirements for plant health, feedingstuffs, fertilisers and crops and the level of expenditure incurred.  This review is being carried-out as part of the Strategic Management Initiative Expenditure Review Process, which has the objective of analyzing in a systematic manner the achievements of Exchequer spending.





In accordance with Department of Finance Guidelines, a Steering Committee and a Review Group have been established to undertake this process.  The Review Group, under the chair of Dr James Choiseul, is currently gathering together details of all laboratory testing carried-out by or on behalf of, the Department in relation to plant health, feedingstuffs, fertilisers and crops including costs, staffing levels and performance issues. The Review Group in examining the information gathered will make their Recommendations on the understanding that the State Laboratory are willing to provide services to the Department of Agriculture in the areas currently covered (bacteriology, feedingstuff and fertilizer analysis, GMO testing) for the foreseeable future (say five years).  The Review Group will be making similar assumptions in relation to the other service providers who are supplying a satisfactory service to the Department.





In order to validate this assumption, I would appreciate it if you could indicate to Dr Choiseul, in writing, at his office in The Seed Testing Station, Abbotstown, Co Dublin, that such will be the case. 





A reply before June 30th 2005 would greatly help the working of the Review Group.








Yours sincerely,











_


Dave Beehan


Chairman


Steering Committee











�





Figure 2.	Response of Principle Chemist to letter sent by Expenditure Review Steering Committee 














