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Q1

Chair: Good afternoon, everybody, and welcome to the Public Accounts
Committee on Wednesday 2 November 2016.

We are here today to have a call-back about the update on the progress of
the implementation of the Common Agricultural Policy Delivery Programme
over the last year. As our witnesses and members of the Committee will
be aware, the Committee has looked at this issue a number of times, most
recently at the end of 2015, though we also touched on it in a Report we
did on European funding. Of course, our Deputy Chair has written a
chapter of a book about the Common Agricultural Policy and the rural
payments issue. So we are all over this subject, partly because it is a
hugely significant issue for farmers out there.

We want to hear from you today about how well it has gone in the last
year, because too many basic payment scheme payments were late and
inaccurate, according to the National Audit Office Reports. Some
improvements have been made, but the system is still not working as well
as was originally intended and, quite puzzlingly for us, accurate payment
is not used as a key performance indicator.

So we want to tease out some of these issues. We also want to find out
what you are doing to understand the impact on the supply chain for
farmers, because this affects not just farmers but the wider agricultural
community. We want to tease out a bit of that and look as well at some of
the cross-border issues with the other constituent countries in the UK.

This has been a bit of a sorry saga. We are hoping that today we will get
some clear idea about how things are going for the future, including what
your plans are for post-Brexit, Ms Moriarty. Obviously that is a huge
agenda, which will we come on to towards the end of our questioning. I
hand straight over to Richard Bacon, our resident expert on rural
payments.

Mr Bacon: Ms Moriarty, can you start by telling us for how long the
Government have been making subsidy payments to farmers under the
Common Agricultural Policy?
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Clare Moriarty: 1 assume since we joined the Common Market in the
early 1970s.

Mr Bacon: So since 1973.

Clare Moriarty: That is my assumption, but I am not an expert on the
history—

Mr Bacon: No, but we are members of the European Union and we have
been members since 1973.

Clare Moriarty: Yes.

Mr Bacon: And farm payments—subsidies to farmers—have been an
important component of the EU budget for all that time.

Clare Moriarty: That is my understanding, yes.

Mr Bacon: So your understanding is—although you are open to
correction—that we have been making these payments for 43 years.

Clare Moriarty: Yes.

Mr Bacon: How long have we been making payments under the reformed
Common Agricultural Policy?

Clare Moriarty: The Common Agricultural Policy is reformed and
reviewed every seven years or so. So it has been a series of schemes. For
the current scheme, 2015 was the first year of payment.

Mr Bacon: Of that particular iteration of the reform.
Clare Moriarty: Yes.

Mr Bacon: The big reform came when there was a decoupling from
support for production and an emphasis on paying farmers for
environmental protection work. That is right, isn't it? That is when the
CAP really started to reform seriously.

Clare Moriarty: Again, I would defer to others on the history of this. I
have been at DEFRA for a year and I am very focused on making sure that
we deliver effectively for our customers. I am not a major expert in the
history of it—

Mr Bacon: Neither am I.

Clare Moriarty: —but the previous scheme, which came in in 2005, was,
as I understand it, the scheme that marked the change from production-
based payments to land-based payments.

Mr Bacon: That was 20057
Clare Moriarty: That is my understanding.
Mr Bacon: So that would be 11 years? So, 43 years since the

Government started making these subsidy payments and 11 years since
they started doing it under the reformed system, and there have been
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various changes to the reformed system since then. That’s right, isn’t it?

Clare Moriarty: The new scheme, which came in in 2015, was a new
scheme with quite a lot of difference from the scheme that was run
between 2005 and 2014.

Mr Bacon: Could you turn to page 20 of the Report? In paragraph 3.12 it
says, “"The Department and the RPA have developed a disallowance
strategy that seeks to understand the underlying causes of disallowance
and to address systemic weaknesses”. Can you tell us when the work on
the disallowance strategy started?

Clare Moriarty: My understanding is that work was done on the
disallowance strategy during 2014. I am going to ask Mark, who has a
much longer history on this than I do.

Mark Grimshaw: Work on the disallowance strategy probably began the
moment that we entered into the new scheme, recognising that there
was—

Mr Bacon: What date was that?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 would suggest it was probably back in 2005.

Mr Bacon: In 2005? So work on the disallowance strategy has been going
on for 11 years?

Mark Grimshaw: Work on disallowance strategies, because clearly they
have to be altered to take into consideration any changes to the scheme.

Mr Bacon: I am particularly interested in paragraph 3.12. It says, “The
Department and the RPA have developed a disallowance strategy that
seeks to understand the underlying causes of disallowance and to address
systemic weaknesses”. What I am really trying to get to is when the
Department and the RPA started the work referred to at the beginning of
that paragraph.

Clare Moriarty: As Mark says, there are strategies. There has been work
going on.

Mr Bacon: I am really just after a date. This is very clear. It is in plain
English—a layman can understand it: “The Department and the RPA have
developed a disallowance strategy”. That's what it says. Clear English.
The disallowance strategy, it goes on, %“seeks to understand the
underlying causes of disallowance and to address systemic weaknesses”.
I just want to know when the work on that disallowance strategy started.

Clare Moriarty: My understanding is that work started on the current
strategy in 2014, but that was not the first time people had sought to
understand and address disallowance.

Mr Bacon: No. So work on the current strategy started in 2014. When in
20147

Clare Moriarty: To give you my honest answer, I was not here at the
time. I don’t know when in 2014.
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Mr Bacon: You are an experienced enough permanent secretary to know
that that is not really a good answer for the Committee. We want to know
what was going on, including what was going on before the present
incumbents as permanent secretary and accounting officer took office. It
is really quite a simple question: when in 2014 did the work on the
current disallowance strategy start? There must be somebody in the room
who knows. Mr Grimshaw said 2014 as well. Was it December? Was it the
day before Christmas? Was it on Valentine’'s day? Was it on
Shakespeare’s birthday? When was it?

Chair: Which quarter of 2014, perhaps?
Mr Bacon: When did the work on the disallowance strategy start?

Clare Moriarty: As I have said to you, I don't personally know. I can find
out and I can write to you.

Mr Bacon: I do not want somebody to write to me, because it is the
predicate for my next question. I want to know how long the disallowance
strategy work has been going on for. I can’t work that out unless you
give me a date. If it started in December 2014, it is at least 12 months
plus—where are we now? November—11. That's 23 months. On the other
hand, if it started in January 2014, that would be a further 12 months, so
that would be 35 months. It could be somewhere between nearly two
years and nearly three years. I am just trying to find out how long the
work on the disallowance strategy has been going on, that’s all.

Clare Moriarty: 1 am very, very sorry but I can’t give you a precise
month answer to that question.

Mr Bacon: That is extraordinary.

Clare Moriarty: One of the things it is worth saying about the
disallowance strategy is that we haven’t gone through the process of
developing a disallowance strategy without doing anything about
disallowance. We've been going through a continuous process, aided by
the work that the NAO did in its Report on disallowance, which was
published in July last year, to understand disallowance and what we can
do. It was a major plank of the discussions we had with the Treasury in
our 2015 spending review. We secured investment—

Mr Bacon: I am sure all of that is true, but it does not help me with my
question, which is: when did work on the disallowance strategy start?

Clare Moriarty: 1 think I have probably said enough times that I don't
have that precise information.

Mr Bacon: But you would agree with me that, if it started in December, it
must be at least 23 months ago and it could be 35 months ago. Is that
right?

Clare Moriarty: At a mathematical level, I absolutely agree.

Mr Bacon: Okay, so between two and three years. The Report says,
“have developed”, which suggests that the work has been completed, but
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we now know from our briefing from the NAO that it has not been
completed and has not yet been signed off by Ministers. Is that correct?

Clare Moriarty: 1t has now been signed off by Ministers.

Mr Bacon: It has been sighed off by Ministers. When was it signed off by
Ministers?

Clare Moriarty: 1t was signed off by Ministers quite recently.

Mr Bacon: How recently?

Clare Moriarty: In the last month.

Mr Bacon: What date?

Clare Moriarty: 1 can't tell you the exact date.

Mr Bacon: But the Report is dated 24 October; that was Monday last
week. So are you saying that this Report is inaccurate, even though it
was agreed? Mr Helps, is this an agreed Report?

Clare Moriarty: 1 am not saying that the Report is inaccurate. The
Secretary of State and I appeared before the Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs Committee in the same week that the Report was published. A lot
of work has been done since the change of Ministers, and to take account
of the impact of the decision to leave the EU.

That is work that has been going on quite intensively, and as soon as the
disallowance strategy was ready to be put to Ministers, it was put to
Ministers. There was no intention to land it in a spot between the
publication of the Report and today, but we have been seeking to finalise
the strategy as quickly as we could. As I say, we are already taking the
action that the strategy lays out. This is not something where we have
been waiting—

Mr Bacon: I wasn’t accusing you of scheming and plotting; it would
require a level of scheming and plotting that I am not sure the
Department is capable of, to be honest.

Charlie Elphicke: Currently, disallowance is a proportion of funds
received from the Commission. What is it as a percentage?

Clare Moriarty: The latest figures that we have, over the period from
2005 to the present day, is 2.98%.

Charlie Elphicke: When do you think we will catch up with Bulgaria?

Clare Moriarty: One of the points that it is worth making about the
statistics is that they are produced on the basis of a moment in time. Each
country will be at a slightly different stage of negotiations about the
disallowance from the Commission, so the figures are not directly
comparable. The percentage of the total fund that has been disallowed is a
figure that varies over time. What we are focused on is driving down that
figure to the greatest possible extent.
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Charlie Elphicke: What I am trying to understand is, why is it that
Bulgaria does a better job than your Department?

Clare Moriarty: 1 might ask Mr Grimshaw to explain a bit about why our
disallowance position is as it is. I am very focused on understanding what
we can do to reduce disallowance. I am conscious that, relative to the
position other countries are in, we have experienced high levels of
disallowance. Some of that is to do with things that happened at the start
of the previous scheme, but that is not the whole of the story.

Charlie Elphicke: That is not my question. My question is, why is it that
Bulgaria does a better job than your Department?

Mark Grimshaw: There are a number of challenges that need to be taken
into consideration here. One, clearly, is the length of time that we have
been running this particular scheme. A considerable amount of the
disallowance was plied in the early years of the scheme—2005, 2006,
2007—when the decision was taken to run the complex hybrid. I suspect
the Bulgarians did not run a system that was as complex and that had so
many controls and ancillary controls attached to it.

Mr Bacon: You say, “complex hybrid”, but do you mean the dynamic
hybrid? Just to be clear.

Mark Grimshaw: Sorry, yes. I beg your pardon.

Charlie Elphicke: To what extent have you looked at what they do in
Germany to run such an efficient system? Has your working group, or
whatever it is called, gone and looked at efficient countries that have
fewer problems?

Mark Grimshaw: Yes. We have looked at the way that the Germans
operate. The main area where they excel, in fact, is in the management of
their land information, with land information being critical to the way that
payments are calculated. When we were involved in discussions with the
Germans, they had over 200 digitisers who were working to bring the
quality of their land information to a level of currency of one year.

We have now got the funding for an improvement to our land parcel
identification service. Part of the disallowance defence approach is to get
to a three-year currency and then on to a one-year currency, which will
give us additional benefits as far as reducing future disallowance is
concerned. Clearly it has no impact on—

Charlie Elphicke: Okay, but small steps—were you not expecting to
catch up with Bulgaria?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 don’t draw comparisons with Bulgarians or any of the
other countries in the EU. I work—

Chair: To be clear, the source of this is the Department. Thank you for
that. This is the latest league table about where we rank with European
partners.

Mr Bacon: I was going to ask—Mr Elphicke helpfully teed up my



Q33

Q34

Q35

Q36

Q37

HOUSE oF COMMONS

question—which is the country you most admire in the EU, in terms of
the way it manages its obligations under the CAP?

Mark Grimshaw: The easy answer would be the country that is at the
bottom of the table, but in terms of the overall management of the
activity, the work that the Germans do in land parcel identification is first
class.

Mr Bacon: Yes. I was looking through the chart, and you can think of lots
of reasons why countries might not be comparable in lots of different
ways, but Germany is a big country. It is comparable in many ways. They
have a disallowance of 0.15%, which is—I just worked it out—19 times
less than ours. They get it 19 times more accurate than we do, so
obviously there is stuff to learn from them.

Could you turn to page 15 of the Report? In paragraph 2.4, it talks about
the land cover and says: “Identifying the land cover for some 200,000
land parcels...proved problematic”. Can you explain to the Committee and
for the benefit of the public what it means by “land cover”?

Mark Grimshaw: Certainly. Essentially, there are three types of land
cover that are picked up in the new scheme—the scheme that was
launched in 2015—and those are arable, landscape feature or non-
agricultural. Those are new classifications for the new scheme.

Mr Bacon: Right. The Report says that “Identifying the land cover for
some 200,000 land parcels...proved problematic”, but if there are only
three things that land cover can be—arable, landscape feature or non-
agricultural—why is it so difficult to identify the land cover for 200,000
land parcels?

Mark Grimshaw: Because the information that we hold on the system is
at the land use level, so it takes it down a level. For example, in arable, it
could be temporary or permanent grass. It could be peas, beans or any
other form of crop. For a landscape feature, it could be scattered scrub,
bracken, muck heaps or trees. That is the information customers
historically have been asked to provide to us.

Mr Bacon: Which is an even greater level of detail than you guys would
need in order to meet compliance with the scheme and not get
disallowances.

Mark Grimshaw: No, we actually need both levels. We need land cover
and land use. Where we were—

Mr Bacon: Forgive me, but if you've got it at the land use level and can
tell that it's arable, wheat or whatever, obviously you also know that it’s
arable.

Mark Grimshaw: That is correct. We were able to infer for the vast
majority of land cover exactly what it was from the land use that was
made available to us, but—

Mr Bacon: You are deducing it. Why didnt you just know, if the
information has been supplied to you by the farmers?
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Mark Grimshaw: The information was supplied at the land use level, not
at the land cover level. In a land parcel, it is quite possible to have all
those categories. Where it is quite clearly a field of maize, for example, we
can infer that the land cover is, in that case, arable, but where it has
scattered rocks, trees or ungrazeable woodland in it, we can't infer that
and we have to discuss it with the customer. That is in roughly 200,000 of
the 2.2 million land parcels out there.

Mr Bacon: So you are saying you cannot work out whether it is arable or
a landscape feature.

Mark Grimshaw: 1 am saying that we cannot infer from the information
provided by the customer exactly what the land cover is.

Mr Bacon: Why don’t you ask the customer for all the information that
you needed, rather than some of it?

Mark Grimshaw: We do ask the customers for all the information.
Because this was the first year of the new scheme, not all the customers
were able to fill it in.

Mr Bacon: So it's the farmers’ fault.

Mark Grimshaw: No, I'm not saying that at all. Where it was possible for
us to infer that information, we did, and where it was not possible for us to
infer it—

Mr Bacon: Hang on. You are talking about what you're deducing or
inferring. You said that because it was the first year of the scheme, the
customers couldn’t give you the answers. That presumably depends on
what questions you asked them. If you had asked them, “What is the
land use and what is the land cover?” they would have presumably
answered, “The land use is x and the land cover is y.” Did you not ask
them in each and every case those two questions?

Mark Grimshaw: Yes, we did. That information is required on the
application form. Recognising that this was the first year of the new
scheme, we sought to be as accommodating and flexible as possible, and
where customers couldn’t or didn’t provide it, we sought to infer it, which
worked in the vast majority of cases. Where there was a breakdown, we
then had to go back to the customer and seek further information, or send
inspectors out on a rapid field visit to assess the ground as it stood.

Mr Bacon: I am surprised that the people filling in the form would not
have known the answers to these two questions. It doesn’t sound that
complicated to me. If you are the landowner or the farmer, you would
know the land use and the land cover, would you not?

Clare Moriarty: Can I try to help? I think—

Mr Bacon: Sorry, can I just get an answer to that question? If you were
the farmer or the landowner doing the farming, would you not know the
land use and the land cover? You would know that in each case, wouldn’t
you?



Q43

Q44

Q45

Q46

Q47

HOUSE oF COMMONS

Clare Moriarty: You would know that. The critical thing is that the land
use was already in the system and could be imported over. That
information had been previously required, so it was simply imported
directly at system-to-system level into the new system, because it was
there already. That enabled the RPA, without needing to go back to the
farmers, to complete much of the information they needed on land cover,
but not all of it. If we had been starting from scratch, we would clearly
have had to go out to the farmers and ask them for all that information.

Mr Bacon: But hadn't they already told you the previous time the answer
to both those questions?

Clare Moriarty: No. We never previously asked them about land cover,
because under the previous scheme we did not need to know that. We
would ask them about land use, and we had that information. We were
able to use that to take some of the burden off farmers by not needing to
ask them about land cover in many cases, but that left a group of about
10% of the parcels where the land use information was not sufficient. We
then needed the information, which the farmers were able to provide, but
we could not just import it at a technical level.

Mr Bacon: I still have loads more questions. I would like to ask a top-
down question about digital mapping, which was a big problem 10 years
ago. Are you yet at the point where you can say you have a
comprehensive digital map for the UK?

Mark Grimshaw: We do have a comprehensive digital map for the UK.
However, it is not as current in certain parts of the country as we would
like it to be, hence the land parcel identification system improvement plan
to get everything in the system up to a minimum of three-year currency
and then move towards one-year currency.

Mr Bacon: When you say currency, you are talking about the information
on what the land was being used for three, two and one year ago.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes, that's right—how current the information is. I will
use an example. When did the Ordnance Survey fly over Derbyshire and
take photographs? That is the information in our system. If it was three
years ago, the information is three years old. We would seek to get them
to fly again, so that we can update the information with information that is
maybe two or three weeks old. It varies across the country.

Mr Bacon: But the problem originally was that the farmers did not
necessarily put in an application that covered all their land, because they
were, under the old system, only putting in the bits that were eligible,
and then that all changed. What I am really asking you is: do you now
have a system where every parcel of land owned by a farmer is covered,
even if the information might be three, two or one year old?

Mark Grimshaw: We do, but that doesn’t mean that every land parcel
has been activated by a customer. Much as you would be able to see
things on Google Maps, we can see things on the rural payments system.

Chair: You say “activated by a customer”. Can you explain that?
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Mark Grimshaw: Not every customer claims on every parcel of land that
they own, for many reasons, which are best known to them.

Chair: I am surprised at that, but that is why I asked.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes, but that is the case. It is known within the trade as
white space. Customers may decide that they do not want to claim on a
particular parcel or parcels of land. We can see them, so we could allocate
them, should they choose to claim on them, but they do not always claim.

Mr Bacon: You saw us some months ago. Was it December? You saw us
nearly a year ago. Can you talk us through what you have done to
stabilise things since you last saw us?

Mark Grimshaw: Yes. We have done quite a considerable number of
things, actually. The big challenge at the time of coming to see you was to
make sure that we were in a position to take online applications. This
year, for 2016, just over 80% of our applications have come in online.
That is a massive improvement on the previous year, and it means that
accuracy will be far enhanced.

We have improved the web portal so that customers can see what is
happening on their land. We have introduced a facility for them to be able
to trade entitlements and land online, which means that we do not have to
get ourselves involved in entering various bits of information into the
system. We have improved the payments and accounting system and we
are developing that so that we can get more information out to customers
more readily.

We have improved the data warehouse, so that we are able to track
performance across the agency and pick out the areas where we need to
focus. We have introduced a different approach to customer relationship
management, so all the information that a customer sends to us is
recorded in one central location and attached to their application form, so
that when a caseworker is looking at it, they can see all the transactions
between the agency and the customer. That’s just a flavour of what we
have done.

Mr Bacon: Thank you. You met your target for December and January,
but you missed the March target. What are you doing to give farmers
more confidence that you have got things under control, and it is not just
a question of pot luck whether they are one of the ones who get paid?

Mark Grimshaw: One of the challenges for us in the first year of the
scheme was dealing with the complexity of the new rules for certain
groups of customers. This is fairly well understood in the industry, mainly
because we have shared it with stakeholders and through the trade press.
We had difficulty with those customers that were inspected—those
customers that were part of commons; the bespokes, which are the large
customers such as the National Trust and the Woodland Trust; and cross-
border claimants, whom you mentioned earlier. That is roughly 14,000
customers in total. We knew that we did not have the technology at the
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beginning of 2015, and that we were not going to be able to deliver for
those customers at the beginning of December.

The good news is that we now have the ability to do inspections online and
to do the commons online. As a comparator between last year and this
year, we have just finished entering all the data for the National Trust, the
Woodland Trust and the RSPB, some six months ahead of when we did it
last year. There is relevance in that, because of the webs that those
customers operate—they have land all over the country. That links to a
disproportionate number of other claimants, whom we were not able to
process as quickly last year, because we had not processed the bespokes.
I'm fairly sure you will remember that we talked about 2015 being the
initiation year, 2016 being a stepping stone with improvements, which we
are seeing come to fruition, and the 2017 claim year being—

Chair: Nirvana!

Mr Bacon: Can you tell us what proportion of the basic payment scheme
payments were paid accurately first time this year?

Mark Grimshaw: In terms of those that were paid accurately, the work
that the NAO will do for us will pick up on anything that is above a level of
materiality of 1%. I expect that we would be in the area of 99%-plus in
terms of accuracy. The system is very good in terms of accurate
calculations, which is a benefit to us because that is one of the things that
the EU auditors will look at.

Mr Bacon: My question is really about the payments that have been
made already. What proportion of them were accurate first time?

Mark Grimshaw: Those payments that were made were accurate at the
time of them being made. There may have been a 10% or 15% tolerance
where we were waiting for further information to come in, but the
calculation would have been accurate for the data that we had when we
made the payment.

Mr Bacon: I thought that there were thousands of payments— aren’t
there 13,000 payments that you are revisiting and looking at again? Why
would you do that if they were right the first time?

Mark Grimshaw: Because we had additional information coming in that
customers had made us aware of, or we were aware that we were waiting
for. In order to get money out to the industry, because of the challenges
that the industry was under, we took the decision to allow a tolerance. The
calculation, bearing in mind the tolerance, was correct, and we knew that
we would have to go and do planned reconciliation a bit later in the year,
which is exactly what we have done.

Mr Bacon: It is paragraph 2.1, which says there are “13,600 claimants
that may require an additional payment, around one in six of the 87,500
total claimants.” If one in six require an additional payment, the payment
cannot have been accurate the first time round.
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Clare Moriarty: We absolutely need to make sure that we see this from
the perspective of the farmer. As you say, for the farmer’s point of view,
the amount of money they received in their first payment was not the
totality of their money. From that point of view, I would certainly put my
hands up and say—

Chair: Can we just be clear? For that one in six, this is an underpayment
of €100 or more, but actually €100 was very much the lower end of the
scale. For a lot of them we are talking about €10,000, aren’t we? It is a
lot of money for farmers.

Clare Moriarty: Yes. As Mark says, it was a planned process; however, I
absolutely accept that, from the point of view of the farmers, if they
receive two payments that certainly does not say to them that it was right
the first time. We should accept that from the point of view of the RPA, the
system worked as it was intended to and there was a planned process to
revisit.

Mr Bacon: [ just want to be clear. Mr Grimshaw, you are saying that it
was 99% accurate. I want to précis what you said, and then you can tell
me if it is wrong. What you were saying, when you said that it was 99%
or whatever, was that the payments that were made were accurate, but
not necessarily complete. Is that what you meant?

Mark Grimshaw: Exactly.

Charlie Elphicke: Page 21, figure 6, states under "NAO assessment of
progress (October 2016)” that, “"The chief executive of the RPA has stated
his aspiration to pay 90% of farmers in December 2016.” Will that be
achieved—yes or no?

Mark Grimshaw: That is still the ambition that we have. We are currently
on track to reach that level. Clearly I cannot talk about unknown
unknowns that are out there, but all of the signs at the moment are that
we will be on target.

Charlie Elphicke: It then goes on to say, “"The RPA first made its
payment targets public in October 2016, when it published its key
performance indicators. These included a target to pay 90% of BPS
claimants by the end of December 2016 and 93% by the end of March
2017.” Why are you expecting to pay only 3% of farmers in the three
months from January to March?

Mark Grimshaw: Because the claims that we will be working on at that
point become progressively more complex.

Charlie Elphicke: It says, “"No target for the end of June 2017 was
included, nor was any target on the accuracy of payments made.”

Mark Grimshaw: There is a statutory target of 95.238% by fund value
from the EU, which is essentially what we work to as a minimum.

Chair: By the end of June?
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Mark Grimshaw: The end of June, yes. I have already mentioned that we
are held to our performance level in terms of accuracy at 99%. It was not
deemed necessary to print a target reflecting that, because we are audited
to that level by the NAO and the EU.

Charlie Elphicke: So you are saying that that is your target?
Mark Grimshaw: Yes.

Simon Helps: 1t is probably worth clarifying what the NAO were auditing
to. We audit them to the accuracy of the financial statements. We audit
the equity and the financial statements as a whole, not that 99% of
individual farmers’ claims will have been fully accurate. It is a very
different level—

Charlie Elphicke: Mr Grimshaw, I am slightly confused by your answer.
It seems slightly different from the one in the NAO Report, which says,
“RPA told us that the delay in publishing its payment targets was due to
the European Union (EU) referendum and changes to ministerial teams.”
That seems slightly different from what you just said.

Mark Grimshaw: No, I don't think so. You didn’t ask me about the timing
of the publication of the targets. The targets were clearly something that
the new ministerial team wanted to review. As soon as they had reviewed
them, we were in a position to be able to publish them.

Clare Moriarty: 1t is worth distinguishing, as Mr Helps said, that there is
the NAOQO’s process of financial audit—as part of that it looks at the
accuracy of the financial statements and the materiality of any errors that
they find—and that, separately, from a management point of view, the
RPA has formulated its KPIs. Those are part of the management process,
but clearly they are public and become important commitments from that
point of view.

Charlie Elphicke: Then the Report says, “"The Department has not stated
when it expects to return to previous performance levels.” When do you?

Mark Grimshaw: As 1 said a few minutes ago, we see 2016 as a stepping
stone and 2017, providing there are no more surprises from the EU, as the
time when we will restabilise the performance of the system and the
scheme.

Kwasi Kwarteng: What went wrong when it came to missing whatever
targets or being slightly laggard in the payments for 2015?

Mark Grimshaw: There is a long history of the development of the
system. I am not sure whether you are aware of the background. In 2014,
we were at an all-time high, with 95% on day one and 98% by the end of
December. However, for the 2015 scheme, we had to change not only the
scheme itself, but the system on which the scheme was run. That IT
rollout was fraught with difficulties. However, we still managed to get
more than 35% out on day one and our performance, compared with
other countries in the EU, put us in the top quartile for payments.
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Chair: I want to come in on an issue about common land. Anne-Marie
Trevelyan, one of our members, is unfortunately unwell today, but there
are some common land issues in her area of Northumbria. We
understand—and the NAO Report touches on this in the first bullet point
of paragraph 1.7—that “where more than one applicant has rights to use
the eligible land, for example for grazing animals”, it gets more
complicated. There are some issues about how to calculate areas of
common land. That is obviously difficult for those involved. What is your
plan to tackle payment issues for people using common land?

Mark Grimshaw: Common land applicants were one of the complex areas
for 2015. We recognised quite early that one of the difficulties was that
rights on common land change on an almost hourly basis. We were
constantly going back and recalculating individual common by individual
common.

Chair: You say on an hourly basis. Is that because it depends whose
animals are on the land?

Mark Grimshaw: Exactly. What we have started to do this year, in
consultation with many of the common land trusts and groups, is to have
a cut-off point after which we will not recalculate. That will allow us to do
the calculations and allocations in one go.

Chair: Will they still be at the back of the queue?

Mark Grimshaw: No, they won't. There will be commons customers paid
early in December.

Chair: Will a re-evaluation be needed to check the accuracy, or are you
hoping that that first payment will be accurate?

Mark Grimshaw: 1t will be an accurate payment and if anything needs to
be done to make an adjustment, we would pick up on that as part of our
annual planned reconciliation, which happens every year.

Mr Bacon: Just to be clear: if somebody has a flock of 100 sheep, they
put them on the common land for seven days and then take them off
again, and somebody else puts some other animals that they own on and
leaves them there for 10 days and takes them off again, you have to
separately record each of those occurrences?

Mark Grimshaw: No. You may have 10 rights on a common and the
Chair may have 10 rights on a common. You both have to claim them. You
may then buy another right from Mr Foster. We have to make all the
adjustments as we go through. That was the problem in 2015. This time,
once you have bought your right, we are going to cut it off and say,
“That’s it, we're not doing any more adjustments after a certain period”.

Mr Bacon: May I stop you for a second? Whoever happens to own them
at any one moment in time may change, but the totality of rights
available to be owned on a piece of common land is a known quantum,
yes?

Mark Grimshaw: Yes.



5

Q71

Q72

Q73

HOUSE oF COMMONS

Mr Bacon: Would it not be more effective and efficient to identify what
that total is and get rid of all the stuff underneath? Is there no way of
doing that, so that, for common land, you don’t have this constant churn?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 wish there was. That isn’t something that is within my
bailiwick. It is further compounded by the legal decision around
Rodborough and Minchinhampton, in terms of the way that funds are
allocated to commoners. 2015 was very complicated indeed when it came
to allocating commons rights and the amount of money for each
commoner.

Mr Bacon: It seems to me, if you’re going to have any chance of getting
anywhere near the Germans, what you have to do is get much simpler.
We understand that the success the Germans have had is mainly around
the fact that, every time they have the choice to make something
simpler, they go for the simpler option. That is a country where they have
a huge amount of environmental lobbying and protection—actually more
than we do here—yet they still manage to be 19 times more accurate
than you are. What are you going to learn from them?

Mark Grimshaw: There is an awful lot to learn, in terms of attempting to
simplify the CAP, which the Department has been endeavouring to do for a
number of years—and it has had some success. Clearly, the amount of
time we have left in the EU will apply some sort of pressure to doing
certain things, as far as the CAP is concerned.

Sir Amyas Morse: 1 want to pick out something interesting you said
earlier about this. I get the impression that the Germans spent a lot more
money on getting the right data, and they therefore have much more
current data than we do. I thought I heard you give that as a major
reason.

Mark Grimshaw: You did. When we were talking to them, the Germans
had over 200 digitisers—people who take graphical information on maps
and turn it into digital information—permanently employed. We had about
a dozen at the time. We now have a contract with a third party that can
make available hundreds of digitisers, hence the ability to do all of the
digitising work that I talked about earlier on land cover. We are well on
our way to becoming a country that has a currency of less than three
years, and we will continue to drive that through to one year.

Sir Amyas Morse: One year is about what the Germans have got. Is it a
Departmental ambition to get to one year? Is that what we're saying?
You're going to spend the money to get to one year?

Clare Moriarty: That is our ambition, yes. That is the object of the
investment programme that we agreed, and that we have the funding for.

Chair: So it wasn't a shortage of resources that has caused problems?
You are saying that the resources are there to do this?

Clare Moriarty: There are two different sets of resources. We have been
very clear that we have made sure that the RPA has the resources to do
the processing. The digitisation is a different task and a different skill set,
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and as Mr Grimshaw said, that is where we have let a contract with people
who can do that.

Chair: But even then, with any complex IT project, which we look at
rather a lot—Mr Bacon has written a book about it—you can plan ahead.
We won't revisit the pain of the hearing we had with the then head of the
digital service and Mr Grimshaw. There were obviously other issues that
were involved in this, but was it about not planning ahead, in terms of
the IT roll-out, and putting in the project planning so you had the right
resource to do it at the right pace? Was it an underestimation, or was it a
lack of resources in that respect? We heard what you said about people
doing the work.

Clare Moriarty: 1 think the question of the currency of the data, which is
significant from the disallowance point of view, is a separate one from the
implementation of the system, but I will defer to Mr Grimshaw.

Mark Grimshaw: Back in December when we were talking about this, we
were in the process of taking on board the company called Psion who do
the digitising for us. The land parcel identification system, which is the
core land element of the rural payments service, was by then up and
running. The challenge then was to start to make the changes to the land
parcels. We have worked successfully on over 800,000 of those in the
intervening period. We are now well on our way. In last year’s spending
review settlement, the Department was given additional funds to invest in
the LPIS improvement plan because of the benefits that it generates in
terms of reduction of disallowance. There are other benefits as well—

Chair: For farmers.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes. A considerable one. When we get to one-year
currency, we drop from 5% inspections to 1% inspections. A one-year
currency buys us an 80% reduction in the burden of inspections and
obviously the opportunity to reduce the number of inspectors that we
have.

Chair: May I ask you clearly about the 2015 payments? Have they all
been paid yet?

Mark Grimshaw: No.

Chair: How many are outstanding and how many are partial payments
that are still waiting? Are there any farmers who haven’t received any
money?

Mark Grimshaw: No, there aren’t any farmers who haven’t received any
money where they are due money. The reason I said no is because
technically not all of the payments have gone out, because there are just
over 400 payments sitting in our finance system for various reasons, such
as probate or fraud or not having the bank account details available to us.
Even in this day and age, customers still don’t give us all of their bank
account details. Where we believe a payment should be made, it has
either been made or we have attempted to make it.
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Chair: I would just highlight that Anne-Marie Trevelyan says that some of

her farmers only recently received their 2015 payment, and some are still
waiting for part of it. You are fairly clear, though, in that previous answer
that for most of those people, it will be because there is some issue
around their bank account or probate, or something slightly more
complex. You stand by that.

Mark Grimshaw: Absolutely. I do stand by that. We have a considerable
amount of correspondence with Ms Trevelyan on a regular basis around
some of her constituents, so I checked this morning to see what the
position was on commoners. We have paid all of the commoners that we
expect to pay.

Chair: I will touch on flooding. When you came in front of us, Ms
Moriarty, at the end of a hearing on something else, you kindly agreed to
answer some questions about the then problems of flooding. We asked
you if you would accelerate payments to farmers with floods because of
particular problems they are having. You made that commitment. Figures
3 and 4 on page 13 and 14 of the NAO Report refer to that. Paragraph
1.17 note that although there was some progress in Cumbria and North
Yorkshire, there was not good progress in Lancashire, and it didn't
include “farms that were indirectly affected in areas of widespread
flooding,” which were perhaps struggling because of other issues relating
to the general situation in the neighbourhood, even it wasn’t on their own
land. Overall, across those three counties, the NAO says: “Our analysis
shows that payments in these three counties have lagged behind the rest
of England.” So you made a pledge to try and speed it up, but it didn't
seem to deliver. What went wrong?

Clare Moriarty: 1 don't think anything went wrong. What happened in
practice is that the RPA put together aerial surveillance data, which was
commissioned by Cobra for Cumbria and North Yorkshire in particular.
They were able to match that up with the map of the farms, identify a
group of 900 farms that were affected by flooding, and sought to prioritise
them within the categories of payment that they were in.

Chair: So they weren’t saying they were top priority; they were just
prioritising over similar types of farm.

Clare Moriarty: If 1 could just explain, the counties that we are looking at
are counties that have a larger proportion of commons, for example. Some
35% of all the common land in the country is in the north-west region.
Cumbria as a county has a lot of commons; North Yorkshire has commons.
Within the overall group of farms that were affected by flooding, there was
a proportion that were affected by commons, where we could not
accelerate the payments—

Chair: You had the complexity of common land and flooding.

Clare Moriarty: We had the complexity of common land and flooding. We
did make sure that those cases that were not complex were brought
forward for payment. The figure that does not appear in figure 3, looking
at the two counties, is that between the end of January and the end of
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February, for the non-complex flood-affected farms, we went from a 72%
payment rate to a 91% payment rate. Between then and the end of
March, it went up to about 95%. There was certainly an impact. We did
what we could. It is quite difficult to compare counties, because, as you
can see from—

Chair: So Lancashire is particularly complicated, is it?

Clare Moriarty: The reason why Lancashire doesn’t appear in these
numbers is that we were not able to do the work using the mapping,
because the mapping that was commissioned by Cobra does not extend
into Lancashire. The RPA have looked at the farms in Lancashire—
particularly those that have applied under the farming recovery fund,
which is a good indicator of farms that were affected by flooding—and I
think five of the six of them were paid early in the process.

Mark Grimshaw: They were. There were actually only six farms in
Lancashire that were affected by the flooding.

Chair: And they got money quickly.
Mark Grimshaw: They did.

Chair: Does the NAO back that up? It is just that the graph here looks
different from what we are being told. I am not suggesting you are lying;
I am just saying it doesn’t quite tally with figure 4.

Simon Helps: We weren’t give information on Lancashire, so that is not
something—

Chair: Okay. I am sure that our colleagues from Lancashire will soon tell
us if there is some disagreement with that. We have about 10 minutes to
go, so I am going to bring in Caroline Flint briefly, Chris Evans and then
Richard Bacon.

Caroline Flint: I apologise for arriving a little late to the session. Ms
Moriarty, what are the consequences of farmers not getting their
payments? Can you give me some examples? I think part of this is
grasping whether you and Mr Grimshaw understand the human costs for
farmers of not getting their payments on time. Give me some examples
of the stories you have heard about what has happened to farmers as a
consequence.

Clare Moriarty: 1 have heard stories, as I am sure you will have done, of
farmers who have needed to get bank loans. I certainly read something
the other day about a farmer who had needed to sell some livestock. I am
absolutely under no illusion about the impact on farmers, and both Mr
Grimshaw and I feel very keenly and acutely that this is somewhere where
we have not been able to give the service to farmers that we should have
been able to.

Caroline Flint: You have just given some examples of some core issues
that affect farmers and their families as a consequence of not getting
these payments. The Department established a hardship fund, which was
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going to pay out 50% of CAP payments, but there has been a low take-
up. What are you trying to address in that? Perhaps farmers feel quite
proud about taking advantage of something called a hardship fund. Are
you doing anything to encourage greater take-up—perhaps changing the
title of the fund, or something, in a way that makes some of these
farmers less embarrassed about going down that route?

Clare Moriarty: That is a really good point. It was done with absolutely
the right intentions so that those people who did find themselves in a
position where they needed cash flow in order to be able to meet their
outgoings could receive money, and we worked through a group of
farming charities. For some people, that was clearly a lifeline, but it is a
very good point about whether the name could be off-putting to people.
That is something we should look into.

Caroline Flint: You can understand, can’t you? Basically, people should
be paid the payment—it is their right to get it—but then they are almost
being asked to put out the begging bowl.

Clare Moriarty: Yes, I think that’s right. As we have said, the aspiration
we had was to pay 90% to 95% by the end of March. As it turned out,
because of the complexity, we were not able to meet that. As we got into
April, we realised where we were, and that was the point at which we
made the bridging payments. At that point, 7,500 farmers received 50%
on the basis of the expected value of their claim. We certainly did not rely
wholly on the hardship fund to bridge over to the point where we could
make the full and final payments.

Chair: Ms Moriarty, you are here talking for the Department, and not just
the rural payments side of it. As the Department for rural Britain, have
you got any understanding of the impact on the supply chain and the
wider rural community and the people who farmers cannot pay because
they are not getting their money and are having contracts cancelled? Do
you do any analysis of the knock-on effect in rural areas?

Clare Moriarty: 1t is a very good question. I do not know whether we
have done that analysis.

Chair: Shouldn’t you be doing some analysis? You are the Government
steward of that area of the economy. This is devastating.

Clare Moriarty: Yes. 1 don’t know how easy it is to separate out that
impact from other things, but it is certainly something that I will take back
and talk to my colleagues in the Department about.

Caroline Flint: If those who are tasked with ensuring they input the data
properly have a bigger understanding of the human cost of this failing—
not only the direct cost to the farmers, but the cost to the supply
chains—that will perhaps first of all give them a sense of how important
their work is and how valuable it is to the community. If you lose sight of
the human side of this, it just becomes a "Computer says no” exercise,
doesn't it?
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Clare Moriarty: 1 couldn’t agree with you more. I do not think there is
any lack of feeling from the people in the RPA. As we discussed when Mr
Grimshaw and I and others appeared before you in December last year,
this is a project that has had some really difficult bumps in the road.
People have tried their best, but we were trying to come back from a
position that was well behind where we should have been. Mr Grimshaw
can speak for his team, but people in the RPA have worked hard exactly in
the knowledge that farmers and these communities—they have a lot of
day-to-day contact with the farmers affected. We should constantly try to
put ourselves in the shoes of those on the receiving end of our services. At
a human, personal, individual level, not getting that payment is—

Caroline Flint: Obviously, we want you to get the payments right, but
could you agree that you will look at the issues around the hardship
fund? That is a backstop if things don’t go according to plan. So far,
things have not gone according to plan. It is a crying shame if there are
resources there, but people are not taking advantage of that for different
reasons—pride or whatever. Can you go and look at that and write to us
about how you are going to address that?

Clare Moriarty: We can certainly do that.

Chris Evans: Mr Grimshaw, why is Rural Payments Wales better at
paying farmers than the Rural Payments Agency in England? Is it a
computer problem, or is it simply that they are more effective than your
organisation?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 think it is a range of issues, actually. The Welsh
Government have taken an approach, and the elements of CAP that have
been decided locally are not as complex as some of those in England. The
software development was done in advance of the one that we did. Rather
than putting a brand new system in for the current basic payments
scheme, they were able to evolve an existing capability that customers
already had a very good feel for. That is a position that we are somewhat
envious of. We were not in a position to be able to evolve our SPS
capability into BPS.

Chris Evans: Why was Wales prepared and England not?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 really don't know. That is probably something that
you would have to discuss with my Welsh counterpart.

Chris Evans: I am looking at a press release from the Tenant Farmers
Association Cymru from April. It might be out of date. They said that as
of April, 3.8% of 2015 claimants were waiting to be paid in Wales, as
opposed to 13.6% in England. Of those claimants left to pay in Wales,
half of them had cross-border issues and were being left at the back of
the queue because the Rural Payments Agency in England was dragging
its feet. Is that still the case?

Mark Grimshaw: No, it is not still the case. We have settled the cross-
border claims with colleagues in Wales.
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Chris Evans: Are you anticipating anything like this occurring next year?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 think there are a couple still outstanding in Scotland,
in terms of the complexity. I think the Scots were in a slightly more
difficult position that we were in England. That said, we are dependent on
the information coming across in a timely fashion, and we now have a
better agreement with Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.

Chair: On Scotland, we know that they performed less well than the Rural
Payments Agency, which raises two points. First, why isn’t there more
conversation between the countries of the United Kingdom about what’s
working and what’s not? Secondly, who is going to be paying the penalty
for late payments on the disallowances? Because the late payments are
higher in volume percentage-wise in Scotland, there was some discussion
that the Scottish Government would foot that bit of the disallowance bill.
Where have you got in those negotiations?

Mark Grimshaw: If we could split that question, I can deal with the first
part and perhaps Ms Moriarty can deal with the second part. We are active
in the exchange of information and the learning. There is a learning
network, which covers the four countries that you just mentioned, and
also extends into northern Europe. We are very active on that group, and
we use the learning network to try to influence the Commission on certain
decisions about simplicity and what have you. The learning network
meets, I think, once every two months.

Chair: Are you learning anything from Wales?

Mark Grimshaw: Yes. We very much like their customer portal. We have
got one that we have to develop, and we have been developing it. We
have pinched a few ideas from the Welsh, in terms of the simplicity of the
language.

Chair: It seems to me that there would be some money saved if there
were common procurement across the UK. We will perhaps leave that.

Chris Evans: Wales should run the country.
Chair: Mr Evans is making a bid for a take-over.

Clare Moriarty: There is still some calculation and discussion to go on.
The Commission gave countries the opportunity to have the late payment
penalties that would have applied between the end of June and the end of
October waived, so the cliff edge is the middle of October. When they look
at the late payments, they don’t look at it in the whole bundle for the UK;
they look at it across the UK, but according to various individual slices.
There is a bit of work that needs to be done to understand exactly what
the position of the component countries is in relation to a number of
separate slices, and then there is a discussion to be had in the UK co-
ordinating body.

Chair: Could you write to us when those negotiations are settled so we
know who is footing which part of the bill? That would be helpful. We are
a cross-national Committee, so we have got an interest in that.
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Clare Moriarty: Yes.

Mr Bacon: I have got a few points I would like to cover up—I mean cover,
not cover up.

Chair: We don’t cover up anything on this Committee.

Q99 Mr Bacon: Mr Grimshaw, can I briefly return to the question of land
parcels? Paragraph 2.6 on page 16 says: “The Comptroller and Auditor
General’'s audit of the Department’s Annual Report and Accounts
indicated that the most common cause for partial payments was the RPA
not updating its systems to include all of the information provided by the
farmer.” Why didn’t the RPA just take all the information provided by the
farmer and use it? Was it a capacity question or what?

Mark Grimshaw: At the time, it was a prioritisation challenge. The work
has now been completed. It had not been completed at the time that the
NAO were doing their audit.

Q100 Mr Bacon: When you say a prioritisation challenge, what had a higher
priority than using all the information provided by the farmer?

Mark Grimshaw: Quite possibly getting out payments to those customers
who hadn’t been paid at that time.

Q101 Mr Bacon: Got it. And then working out all the details later.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes.

Q102 Mr Bacon: You said “provided no surprises come from the EU”. Were you
covering every base or are you expecting a surprise of one kind or
another?

Mark Grimshaw: I'm not expecting any, but the unknown unknowns are
out there, aren’t they?

Q103 Mr Bacon: Yes. I suppose if you were expecting it, it wouldn't be a
surprise, but it is not obvious. Could you give us an example of
something that might come along and change things radically for you?

Mark Grimshaw: There have been a number of areas where the
Commission has been asked to reinterpret the legislation, and that has
had a negative impact on the amount of work that we have had to do.
They come out quite often from meetings that we are not expecting them
to, in which case we will have a lot of re-work to look at if we are going to
avoid disallowance. Until it happens I can't really say.

Q104 Mr Bacon: Are you saying that because we are going to have Brexit—I
will come on to Brexit in a moment—the Commission is being more
difficult than they might otherwise have been?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 have no experience of that.
Q105 Mr Bacon: I remember the staff of the Rural Payments Agency some

years ago being—I thought—4,000. I was told by the NAO the other day
that it is around 1,000. Is that right? You now have 1,000 staff or
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thereabouts?

Mark Grimshaw: There were 1,958 at the beginning of this financial
year. We have come down from 2,461 when I took over, so we are doing
more with less, which is a challenge that we were given, and the systems
are helping us with that.

Q106 Mr Bacon: You were formed in 2001. Is that correct?
Mark Grimshaw: 1 believe so.

Q107 Mr Bacon: Can you send us a sheet with the maximum and minimum
number of employees in each year since you were formed? Not with all
this full-time equivalent stuff; just in old money, if you wouldn’t mind.
The number of full-time and part-time staff, maximum and minimum, in
each year for the last 15 years since you were formed.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes.

Q108 Mr Bacon: That would be very helpful. Who is the senior responsible
owner for the CAP delivery programme?

Mark Grimshaw: Me.

Q109 Mr Bacon: How long have you been the senior responsible owner as
opposed to the chief executive of the RPA?

Mark Grimshaw: Since May 2015.

Q110 Mr Bacon: You were appointed SRO then. How many SROs have there
been?

Mark Grimshaw: Four.

Q111 Mr Bacon: And you are expecting to stay as SRO.

Mark Grimshaw: Yes, I am. I am also expecting to successfully close the
programme early in 2017.

Q112 Mr Bacon: That brings me neatly to Brexit. You obviously can't
understand yet because people are still thinking about it inside
Government and Ministers have not made any decisions on what the
nature of the successor programme will be after Brexit. We know there
are certain assurances from the Treasury up until Brexit, but there must
be information that you will need regardless, come Brexitm that will
enable you to help implement any scheme that the Ministers eventually
decide upon, whoever is running the Department at the time. Can you tell
us what work you have done and are planning to do to put you in a
position to respond to whatever requests you get? The other day HMRC
said there were eight key questions for them. What work have you done
on Brexit so far and what work are you planning?

Mark Grimshaw: A number of people in my directorship team sit on
various EU exit strategy groups in the Department.

Q113 Mr Bacon: Do you mean in the Brexit Department?
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Mark Grimshaw: No, in DEFRA. We have a seat at all of the tables where
the discussions are taking place and we are continuing to develop the
current capability. Should a future system be land-based, we want to be in
the best position to talk about the land, as we have shared already today.

Chair: You say “should it be”, but are you making recommendations?

Mark Grimshaw: 1 personally would not make a recommendation on my
own.

Mr Bacon: On that point, you said DEFRA when I asked whether you
meant the Brexit Department. Do you or people from the RPA attend
meetings in the Department for Exiting the European Union on all these
questions?

Mark Grimshaw: Not people from the RPA.

Mr Bacon: It's the most important part of the EU budget. It is basically—
famously—mostly agriculture, and the rest of it is science and some other
stuff. Of the net contribution, the biggest chunk is still agriculture. Why
wouldn’t you be involved with DEFRA around the table in the Department
for Exiting the European Union directly?

Clare Moriarty: As Mr Grimshaw says, the RPA is absolutely round the
table in terms of the early work that the Department is starting to do in
thinking about what future land use in farming policy might be. The
discussions we are having with the Department for Exiting the European
Union are much more in the space of the withdrawal process: making sure
that we are in a position to operate on day one and dealing with the repeal
Bill. At any point when we need that delivery understanding in those
meetings, we will certainly have it, but where we absolutely need it is in all
our thinking about what the future policy might be. One of the lessons
which I take very strongly both from the experience of 2005, as I have
read about it, and from the experience of 2015 is that we develop policy at
our peril if we do not build in right at the start the understanding and
expertise of people who deliver it on the ground.

Mr Bacon: Music to our ears. If there is not a good representative of the
implementer in the room when the policy is designed, the chances are it
will not be a very good policy.

Clare Moriarty: Indeed, yes.

Mr Bacon: It is amazing that you are actually saying this to us. This is
most reassuring.

Chair: There is still a long way to go. I will bring in Mr Boswell briefly. I
remind Members that we will be voting at 4 or thereabouts, so we need
to crack on.

Philip Boswell: Two very short questions. You stated earlier that we in
the UK use a complex system for assessing payments based on land cover
and use and also compounded by a new IT roll-out. Who is responsible for
this new system? Who put it in place? Was it your Department?
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Chair: We have covered this quite a lot in previous in previous hearings.

Q118 Philip Boswell: Okay. On the shortage of resources, you specifically
mentioned digitisers. Given that Scotland has one third of the landmass
of Great Britain and just 8.3% of the population, we therefore probably
have more farms per capita than anywhere else in the UK. Would that
make it more or less difficult and time consuming to calculate accurate
payments in Scotland?

Mark Grimshaw: 1t depends on how good the control data are.

Q119 Philip Boswell: Given your points earlier about land users’ lack of
accurate details, a one-word answer: more or less owners in Scotland?

Clare Moriarty: To be honest, I think you would need to ask that
question of Scottish colleagues.

Philip Boswell: Okay, I tried. Thank you.

Chair: You have tried, Mr Boswell, but I think we need to draw it to a
close. We have gone over a bit, but of course it is really important. As Ms
Flint and I highlighted, farmers and their suppliers up and down the
country rely on this, so we are glad to hear that it will all be fine in 2017,
Mr Grimshaw. We will be holding you to that. We will publish our transcript
in the next couple of days on the website uncorrected and we hope and
expect our report will be out before Christmas. Thank you for your time.



