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ANNEX A 

 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER AND INNOVATION FUND (KTIF) 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (PAC) 

MINUTES 

 

 (1) PAC 24 - Meeting on Wednesday 24 September 2025 

10:30 – 15:30  

 

& 

 

(2) PAC 24 - Meeting on Monday 29 September 2025 

10:30 – 15:30 

 

Expected Attendees: (SG unless noted otherwise): 

Member name Org Location 

[Redacted, R.11] NatureScot Online 

[Redacted, R.11] NatureScot In person 

[Redacted, R.11] SG In person 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – SRN  Online 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – SRN  Online 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – Agri 

Climate 

Online 

[Redacted, R.11] SG Online  

[Redacted, R.11] Deputy 

[Redacted, R.11] on Monday 

SG – 

Livestock  

Online 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – RPID  Online 

 

KTIF team: 

[Redacted, R.11]  

[Redacted, R.11] (Wednesday only) 
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[Redacted, R.11]  

[Redacted, R.11]  

[Redacted, R.11] 

 

Apologies: 

Member name Org 

[Redacted, R.11] Scottish Enterprise (Scores 

provided) 

Tim Bailey  SAOS (Scores provided) 

[Redacted, R.11] NFUS  

David McKay   Soil Association 

[Redacted, R.11] apologies 

on Monday only 

SG (Scores provided) 

 

1. Welcome and introductions 

 

1.1. The Chair welcomed PAC to the 24th KTIF PAC, note apologies & deputy 
([Redacted, R.11] for [Redacted, R.11]). 
 

1.2. The Chair set out the fire drill procedure. 
 

1.3. The Chair thanked PAC members for their time reviewing the 18 applications.  
 

1.4. The Chair set out the Agenda, and that the intention was to discuss as many 
applications as possible on Wednesday 24 September, and the remaining on 
Monday 29 September.   

 

1.5. The Chair set out the updates to the guidance and forms this year, which 
sought to improve readability for applicants, and to improve how the application 
corresponds to the scoring sheet. 

 

1.6. The Chair noted that the budget for new projects in 2025/26 was 
approximately £780,000. 

 

1.7. No conflicts of interest were recorded for attending PAC members.  
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2. Process 
 

2.1. The Chair noted that KTIF secretariat undertook basic checks on each 
application to ensure completeness. The Chair added that further checks 
would take place should a project be successful.  

 

2.2. The Chair noted that in the process, the first application was found to be 
ineligible, and after discussion with the applicant was withdrawn to reapply in 
future (which resulted in this year’s applications beginning on 2 onwards). 

 

2.3. The Chair noted that any unclear or missing information would be highlighted 
to PAC members during the meeting for discussion. 

 

2.4. The Chair reminded PAC members to consider the Value for Money of each 
project as required within the PAC scoring sheet.  

 

2.5. The Chair reminded PAC of the two types of funding available through KTIF, 
with Innovation attracting 100% funding, and Knowledge Transfer attracting 
75% of funding. 

 

3. New Applications (18 in total) 
 

3.1. The Chair noted that, should all projects be successful, costs for new projects 
this financial year would be approximately £950,000. The Chair noted that we 
received applications for 11 innovation projects (£705,908.22), and 7 
knowledge transfer projects (£250,452.75) 

 

1 - [NONE – See 2.2] 

2 - SRUC – Prevention Over Cure for Bovine Respiratory Disease – Innovation  

3 - Atlantic Salmon Trust - River Deveron Land and Water Farming Cluster – 

Innovation 

4 - SRUC - Cattle Health Information Pilot (CHIP) – Innovation 

5 - Finzean Estate Partnership – AQUACARB – Innovation 

6 - Propagate - Farm Cluster Connections – Knowledge Transfer  

7 - 8point9 - Farm Gate Podcast – Knowledge Transfer 

8 - Ricardo - A New Approach: Empowering Crofters to Tackle Carbon Emissions – 

Innovation 

9 - Soil Association Scotland - Upscaling Agroecology – Knowledge Transfer 
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10 - Agrolo Land Futures - Tellus Mater Platform Development in Scotland – 

Innovation 

11 - Scottish Pigs Ltd - Pig Insights – Innovation 

12 - J&M Barr - Lely Vector Automated Feeding – Innovation 

13 - Benson Wemyss Farms - Neidpath Farms Regenerative Farming Innovation 

Hub – Innovation 

14 - Agrolo Land Futures - High Performance/ Flourishing Land & People – 

Knowledge Transfer 

15 - The Farm Carbon Cutting Toolkit Community Interest Co. - Building a 

community of practice for agricultural resilience to support the transition to climate 

and nature positive farming – Innovation 

16 - Pasture for Life - Land, Livestock, Livelihoods: Taking Charge of Change – 

Knowledge Transfer 

17 - Owen Farm Services - Biosecurity & Calf Hygiene Extension Package – 

Knowledge Transfer 

18 - Farmstrong Scotland - Foundations of Mental Strength – Knowledge Transfer 

19 - QMS - Adaptive Farrowing and Pig Innovation Group – Innovation 

 

4. The Procedure for Discussion 
 

4.1. The Chair reminded members that each application would be discussed in 
order of receipt, and PAC members will be invited to discuss whether they 
are content to score – and if not, to provide a reason.  

 

4.2. The Chair noted that, should the majority of PAC members wish to score, the 
application will be scored. Should PAC members who have scored but could 
not attend wish to adjust their scores in this case, they will be given the 
opportunity to do so.  

 

4.3. The Chair shared that the KTIF secretariat would calculate an accumulative 
mean average for each category, and that each of these scores would make 
up the final score. Applications receiving a final score of 20/30 or higher will 
pass. The Chair added that, as per the scoring sheet, should an individual 
category scores an average of 0-2 then this will trigger the application to fail. 

 

4.4. The Chair reminded PAC of the scoring thresholds set out on the scoring 
sheet. 
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4.5. The Chair reminded PAC that they can choose not to score when it is 
believed that a project is generally a good proposal, but that it needs 
fundamental changes to be eligible for KTIF. The Chair added that the 
intention here is that the project may choose to apply again following 
feedback. The Chair added that the PAC can also choose to not score should 
they feel a project is entirely ineligible or unsuitable for KTIF. 

 

4.6. The Chair reminded PAC members that they can score positively on 
provision of certain clarifications being satisfied. In these cases, KTIF 
secretariat would support the applicant and PAC to reach agreement where 
possible.  

 

4.7. The Chair noted that breaks were scheduled at 11:45 and 13:00 each day.  
 

5. KTIF Application 2: Prevention Over Cure for Bovine Respiratory Disease - 
£127,089 (KTIF 100% contribution)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to introduce a novel consultancy approach to 

managing Bovine Respiratory Disease (BRD) by managing calf environment. 

 

5.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

5.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential clarification 
from the Secretariat: 

• 20-24 farms would need to be recruited, although there is a pool of identified 
farmers. 

• Would the consultancy package for advisors be available to all organisations? 

• Would funding be tantamount to public funding producing a commercial 
product/package? 

• Are the dissemination outputs strong enough? 

• A PAC member fed back in advance that they would not score as they felt the 
Pneumonitor device was already trialled through the Digital Dairy Chain 
project, which they felt was now commercially available for adoption.  

 

5.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with day rates 
and costs for technology. 

 

5.4. While PAC reflected positively on the chosen topic (tackling BRD), they 
considered the project to be building a commercial and potentially chargeable 
consultancy model, for which public funding is unsuitable. PAC felt it was 
unclear whether the consultancy package would be free to use during and 
beyond KTIF funding, and whether it would be available out-with existing 
SRUC membership. As such, the project was considered inappropriate for 
KTIF funding.  
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5.5. PAC also noted that the Pneumonitor device had been trialled during the 
Digital Dairy Chain project and is in itself commercially available to farmers. 
PAC also felt that the project could be considered market research to test the 
Pneumonitor and, in considering it as such, that the activity proposed would 
be better undertaken by vets and the sector without public funding. 

 

5.6. The PAC were of the view that this project would be more akin to knowledge 
transfer rather than innovation. 

 

5.7. Additionally, PAC felt the £800/day rates were quite high and recruitment 
costs were also flagged as an issue.  Typically, a KTIF project should have 
the required personnel ready to launch straight into delivery.  PAC also 
commented that they felt the communications plan could have been more 
robust.  

 

5.8. PAC felt existing mechanisms available for dissemination (e.g. FAS) could be 
used by the applicant rather than KTIF funding. Costs were generally 
considered to be high. 

 

5.9. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent with 
KTIF’s priorities. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 1: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

6. KTIF Application 3 – River Deveron Land and Water Farming Cluster - 
£198,988.00 (KTIF 100% contribution)  
 

Overview: The project seeks to work with farmers to adopt measures to improve 

the conditions for biodiversity by supporting farmers to trial and implement practical 

measures that reduce river pollution. 

 

6.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

6.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential clarification 
from the Secretariat: 
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• The project co-ordinator had not yet been recruited. 

• A number of farmers have been identified for the project with view to expand. 

• There was existing interest from a number of organisations in the sector. 

• The project sought to support farmer-led problem solving and collaboration. 

• A PAC member had fed back in advance that they wouldn’t score as similar 
catchment projects had taken place, which could be considered as not being 
innovative. 

• Does the information/clarification on the dissemination requirement for this 
project meet PAC’s expectations?      

  

6.3. The Chair asked whether PAC were content with costs proposed.  
 

6.4. While the PAC reflected positively on the project’s aims to restore and 
preserve biodiversity and ecosystems, and its intention to be farmer-led 
(though more detail on this would have been appreciated), PAC did not feel 
that the project was innovative, with similar schemes and existing avenues to 
financial support existing (notably the Facility for Investment Ready Nature in 
Scotland FIRNS) 

 

6.5. PAC reflected positively on the Value for Money offered, though raised 
questions around whether any interventions noted in the application would be 
funded through new agricultural support payments. PAC decided not to score 
as it was felt that the approach outlined was not innovative due to existing 
similar projects, however, PAC noted that the project might benefit from being 
reframed as a Knowledge Transfer project in future.  

 

6.6. PAC decided not to score this application so that their comments could be 
considered and addressed should the applicant wish to reapply in future 
years. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 2: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

7. KTIF Application 4 – Cattle Health Information Pilot (CHIP) - £199,909.33 
(KTIF contribution 100%) 
 

Overview: The project seeks to support the drive to reduce cattle disease by 

piloting the in-field application of analytical software apps. 
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7.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date. 
 

7.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential clarification 
from the Secretariat: 

• The project proposed peer-to-peer learning by encouraging farmers who are 
performing well in biosecurity to share their knowledge with others. 

• The project would look to modify the app according to changes requested by 
the Operational Group. The Chair asked PAC to consider whether this would 
this constitute capital. 

• The analytical team for the project had previous experience of working 
together, which may influence a shorter lead-in time.   

• Clarity would be needed on ownership of the app and how it would be used 
long-term should the project be successful. 

 

7.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with proposed 
costs, including the amount of days for staff, speaker fees, and project 
management costs. 

 

7.4. While PAC felt the project proposed to work with a good number of farms, the 
project was considered inappropriate for funding as it was considered to have 
commercial elements.  Funding for any application, product, software etc. 
through KTIF would ultimately fall under the ownership of the Crown – the 
PAC weren’t clear whether that had been understood. Notably, PAC felt that 
the description of the dissemination of the project beyond the lifetime of 
funding indicated that the app would be a product sold to the sector. PAC 
were also unsure how the app would be maintained beyond the project. PAC 
were unclear as to how the project would contribute to, or compliment, 
existing notification methods for disease, such as through SG Rural.  

 

7.5. Additionally, the PAC questioned whether there was a big enough cohort for 
the peer-to-peer element proposed in the project. 
 

7.6. PAC also felt that there was risk that individuals to share good practice would 
need to be identified and willing to share this. PAC also noted that data 
sharing agreements would need to be in place (for example with Scot EID) 
and it was unclear whether this had been considered.  
 

7.7. PAC felt that costs were generally considered to be high.  
 

7.8. PAC noted that language used in the application was complex in places and 
recommended that plain English be used. 
 

7.9. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent with 
KTIF’s priorities.   

 

 



9  

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 3: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

8. KTIF Application 5 – Integrated Digital Monitoring of Soil Carbon Stocks and 
Groundwater Dynamics for Climate-Resilient Agriculture (AQUACARB) - 
£61,338 (KTIF contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to pilot Abertay University’s Pagani TG 63-150 

machine to profile soils and groundwater conditions on Finzean Estate and testing 

this work with on-farm workshops.  

 

8.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

8.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential clarification 
from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant has previous KTIF experience with the ‘Rock on Soil’ project.  

• The project would look to include co-design with farmers, though it appears 
participating farmers have not yet been identified.  

• The Chair asked PAC to consider whether the data would be translatable to 
other farms, and asked PAC to reflect on the dissemination plans.  
 

8.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with proposed 
costs. 

 

8.4. PAC felt that, while the focus of the project was positive, the ability of the 
project to disseminate its learnings beyond the estate were unclear. PAC 
noted that the Operational Group consisted only of a single estate, which 
stood to benefit financially from the project, and that this was inconsistent 
with the aims of KTIF. There was also no reference to the other named farms 
in the application. PAC were concerned that the project wouldn’t be easily 
adoptable by farmers beyond the estate who could not afford the equipment 
required for land profiling, and with only one machine available in Scotland, 
which posed the question; how useful would the protocol be without land 
profiling? 
 

8.5. PAC felt that the project was not innovative as the tools described were 
considered to be knowledge transfer tools.  
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8.6. PAC noted capital items (e.g. pipes) would not be funded under KTIF. PAC 
noted a discrepancy - Two conflicting measurements of depth for the Pagani 
TG63-150 (25m on page 9, 20m on page 10). PAC felt that the running costs 
of the machine were not immediately apparent. 
 

8.7. PAC felt comms engagement should include FAS and ScotGov Rural as 
distribution channels. PAC felt the project should look to work with Scottish 
Water and SEPA to improve dissemination and ensure consistency with other 
similar projects.  
 

8.8. PAC decided not to score this application so that their comments could be 
considered and addressed so the PAC can reconsider this round should the 
applicant wish. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 4: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

9. KTIF Application 6 – Farm Cluster Connections – £319,150 (KTIF contribution 
75%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to deliver a farmer knowledge sharing programme 

using a Farmer Cluster approach. 

 

9.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

9.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential clarification 
from the Secretariat: 

• There was some existing engagement with regional organisations. 

• The project would expand on existing clusters, which could accelerate 
delivery, and will develop new ones. 

• It was unclear whether the project had considered its position in relation to 
existing FAS Connect groups and the Monitor Farm programme. 

• Dissemination proposed appeared to be far-reaching. 

• Were PAC content with the details provided for dissemination? 
 

9.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with proposed 
costs, including project delivery and publicity. 
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9.4. PAC members reflected positively on clusters across regions, and on the 
applicant’s good track record in project delivery and ability to identify potential 
attendees.  PAC were pleased with the project’s proposal to facilitate peer-to-
peer learning. Overall, PAC considered the project to be well focussed and 
well aligned with KTIF objectives. 

   

9.5. PAC reflected positively on the identification of a focus area (regenerative 
farming) but would also like to ensure duplication with FAS connect can be 
avoided.  
 

9.6. PAC felt that more details on costings would be appreciated, particularly with 
event costs, to understand how many events would be covered by the costs 
set out in the costings sheet. PAC would also like to check that the cost for 
podcasts set out is correct (as costs appear low for monthly podcasts).  
 

9.7. PAC asked for clarity on the average cost per person and the reasoning 
behind assumption/ambition that 120 people would attend.   
 

9.8. PAC would like to understand how the project materials will reach the wider 
agricultural community (beyond event participants), and how many attendees 
were anticipated at each event.  
 

9.9. PAC would like to verify where remaining 25% private funding will come from.  
 

9.10. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  

 

Measure: 1.1              Score: 21 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy  the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 5: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 
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10.  KTIF Application 7 – Farm Gate podcast series – Resilience – £27,000 (KTIF 
contribution 75%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to share knowledge via a series of topical podcasts set 

in a Scottish context to help more farmers understand how to create greater economic 

and ecological resilience in their systems. 

 

10.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

10.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant cited an existing track record of audience engagement.  

• The applicant noted experience providing informative agri-finance podcasts. 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider the applicant’s audience reach. 

• Podcast topics had been set out within the application, which the project lead 
indicated would look to complement podcasts by FAS.  

 

10.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including research and asset production. 

 

10.4. PAC felt that the project was viable as there was sufficient evidence 
provided to suggest that the resulting podcasts might have a good listener 
base. However, there were questions surrounding whether the business 
would raise funds from the creation of the podcasts (for example, from 
adverts), which would not be appropriate for projects funded by KTIF. PAC 
reflected positively on the idea of Scottish-specific material but questioned 
why this required specific public funding (i.e., would this be required for UK-
wide topics?). PAC noted that there was a lack of detail on who the experts 
for this podcast series are. 
 

10.5. PAC felt the delivery period appeared quite condensed for the 
development of 15 podcasts.  
 

10.6. While PAC noted the importance of many voices providing messaging 
to the sector, they questioned the appropriateness of Government 
endorsement through funding on subjects chosen by an individual or 
business, which may reflect opinions that are inconsistent with Government 
messages. The Chair noted that this final point would be more salient for a 
point of clarification between KTIF secretariat and the project lead in the case 
that the project was successful.  
 

 

Measure: 1.1              Score: 18 

Focus Area: 2A 
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Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored the application 1a) but it failed to reach the pass 

mark of 20 and will not be awarded KTIF funding. 

 

ACTION POINT 6: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

11. KTIF Application 8 – A New Approach- Empowering Crofters to Tackle 
Carbon Emissions – £79,579 (KTIF contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to introduce a more practical, learning-focused 

approach to Carbon Audits (CAs) designed to inspire positive behavioural change 

without excessive paperwork. 

 

11.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

11.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The project proposed to complement existing services such as the FAS 
advice line. 

• The project proposed to use a similar approach piloted in England.  

• The project focused only on crofts and small farms, due to perceived modest 
incomes.  

• The project sought to address the perceived barrier of complexity of Carbon 
Audits and focus instead on behaviours and actions.  

• The project proposed to offer an alternative means of engagement on Carbon 
Audits for crofters and to test this approach.  

• The project would take place in the Highlands & Islands. 

• A PAC members came back in advance say they will not score as the 
Operational Group contains no farmers/crofters (which is contrary to scheme 
guidance and the application form).  

 

11.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including project development costs, staff time, and publicity. 

 

11.4. PAC felt that, while the project’s ambitions were positive and aligned 
with KTIF, the project was considered to be more suitable for Knowledge 
Transfer rather than innovation. This is because the Operational Group set 
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out within the application included no farmers/crofters, which is a requirement 
for innovation projects.  
 

11.5. PAC also did not find the approach set out to be particularly innovative. 
PAC felt the case for an innovation project would have been stronger if 
crofters had raised the need for the project themselves and been involved on 
the Operational Group and a commitment from the crofting community to take 
part. 
 

11.6. PAC were keen to ensure no double funding would take place 
(particularly in the project using existing FAS infrastructure such as the 
advice line). PAC felt costs were high (particularly staff time, T&S and 
publicity). 
 

11.7. PAC felt that the Whole Farm Plan team should be 
engaged/approached to ensure project approach is consistent with their aims 
and does not duplicate.   
 

11.8. PAC were unclear on how the project would negate the need for CAs 
as they would still be required under WFP and with programmes (e.g. 
Agricalc) charging fees. PAC felt that advisors would still be utilised, and 
questioned whether the need for the project might actually arise from the 
messaging provided during the CA process (in which case the tools may be 
most helpful for advisors). PAC felt it was unclear how exactly the project 
would make CAs easier for crofters. 
 

11.9. PAC questioned whether FAS One-to-Many may be a more 
appropriate funding route.  
 

11.10. PAC decided not to score this application so that their comments could 
be considered and addressed should the applicant wish to reapply. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 7: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

12.  KTIF Application 9 – Upscaling Agroecology – £131,025 (KTIF contribution 
75%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to promote understanding and uptake of 

agroecological and organic principles and practices through in-person and online 

events. 
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12.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

12.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant noted a number of key stakeholders proposed to engage with 
delivery.  

• The applicant cited existing demand for content on farm resilience and 
biodiversity.  

• Participants would need to be recruited but a number of networks that will be 
used had been cited, including FAS and SRN.  

• Farm/hosts and speakers would need to be recruited.  

• The project proposed to disseminate learnings in a range of ways.  

• The Chair asked PAC members to consider the intended audience/reach of 
the conference proposed. 

• The project demonstrated awareness of the potentially diverse needs of 
attendees (notably neurodiversity & dyslexia).  

 

12.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including the conference costs and publicity costs. 

 

12.4. PAC members reflected positively on the project’s proposed scope and 
the proposal to address a perceived gap in knowledge of agroecological and 
organic practices. PAC felt that the applicant had a good track record of 
delivering projects and valued the applicant’s use of previous delivery 
experience to identify the topic of the project. PAC felt that communications 
plans were promising. PAC felt that the topic of organics was a good focus, 
but suggested that comms and materials surrounding events should be made 
accessible and useable for individuals who are not organic certified. 
 

12.5. PAC would like to hear more about how the project actively engages 
with crofters who have not previously engaged.  PAC would also like to 
understand how project messaging will be tailored for crofters. 
 

12.6. PAC would like more details on the objectives of the conference, what 
outcomes are envisaged and how many attendees it will attract. 
 

12.7. PAC would like to understand why costs are so high for comms and 
whether these can be reduced, perhaps through utilising existing channels 
(SRN, FAS, SG Rural etc.). PAC would also like to explore whether some 
virtual meetings might reduce T&S costs. 
 

12.8. PAC would like to check where the remaining 25% of funding would be 
sourced. 
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12.9. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  
 

Measure: 1.1              Score: 22 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy  the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 8: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

13.  Application 10 – Tellus Mater Platform Development in Scotland – £461,276 
(KTIF contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to provide farmers and land managers access to a 

‘natural capital delivery platform’ 

 

13.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

13.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The farmer stakeholder group for this project appeared to be far-reaching, 
representing a cross-section of beef, sheep, and arable enterprises.  

• Some set-up work had been built into the project e.g. establishing governance 
structures, recruiting farmers, development of the platform. 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider the appropriateness and risk of KTIF/SG 
funding knowledge exchange on investments.  

• The project sought to include farmers in testing and developing the platform. 

• It was unclear whether the interface/platform would be freely available to the 
public following the project. 

 

13.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including interface development, travel and subsistence, and 
publishing. 
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13.4. PAC felt that the project was not suitable for KTIF funding as it was 
considered to support a commercial tool for the land use market. PAC 
considered the project to be building a commercial and potentially chargeable 
model, for which public funding is unsuitable. There were also some 
concerns raised about ownership of the tool after the project and how this 
would be maintained long-term. The PAC noted that there are similar tools 
available, some of which are free to use. 
 

13.5. PAC considered costs to be generally high. PAC noted some 
commercial elements within the costings (for example, inflation adjustments) 
that are not generally accepted for KTIF projects. PAC felt more detail would 
have been helpful in terms of what publication costs would be used for. 
 

13.6. PAC felt that KTIF was also not well placed to support projects that 
provide financial advice or platforms.  
 

13.7. PAC also felt that the concept was perhaps not innovative, with 
NatureScot sharing natural capital opportunities in open source, and other 
projects looking at investments funded elsewhere, for example, through 
CivTech. 
 

13.8. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent 
with KTIF’s priorities. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round 

 

ACTION POINT 9: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

14. KTIF Application 11 – Pig Insights – £98,285.52 (KTIF contribution 100%)  
 

Overview: The project seeks to improve pig herd health and lower cost of production 

by piloting an automated syndromic surveillance system for Scottish pig farms. 

 

14.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
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14.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant had successfully completed four other KTIF projects. 

• It was unclear whether it is intended that the resulting platform/tool would be 
freely available to the public.  

• The Chair asked PAC to consider whether the dissemination plans proposed 
would be far-reaching. 

• The Chair noted that part of the project’s dissemination plan references 
another KTIF application. 

• The applicant noted that direct knowledge exchange would make use of the 
five farmer-led Regional PRRS Control Groups and the Pig Innovation Group 
(should QMS be successful in their own KTIF application), however it was 
unclear exactly how 53 farm businesses are involved. 

 

14.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including project management and delivery, and publicity. 

 

14.4. PAC felt the project outlined a promising range of partners and 
expertise, though they felt the timescale was quite short. PAC felt the project 
aims were consistent with those of KTIF, and reflected positively on the 
innovative use of intelligence and focus on data. PAC noted that the use of 
technical language made the project difficult to understand at points.  

 

14.5. PAC would like to know who will own the automated syndromic 
surveillance system, who will use the system (vets, farmers?) and how it 
would be made available during and after public funding. If funded by public 
funding through KTIF, PAC would expect the system to be freely available to 
the public during and after the project. 

 

14.6. PAC queried the reasonableness of cost – with project management 
and delivery rates considered to be high.  PAC wondered whether rates could 
be reconsidered or justified. PAC asked for further clarification on the high 
daily rate costs of one of the staff members [Redacted, R.11] which is 
>£1,000. 
 

14.7. PAC also questioned the cost of publicity and T&S, and would 
appreciate more information on what this would cover. PAC suggested some 
virtual meetings might help reduce this cost. PAC noted some costings 
appear incomplete (missing days/day rates). 
 

14.8. PAC would like the project and system to be disseminated beyond 
Scottish Pigs, and would like assurance that efforts and messaging would 
make clear that the project is available to the wider sector.  
 

14.9. PAC noted that KTIF applications should not rely on other streams, and 
therefore, PAC seek assurance that the project does not rely on the success 
of QMS’ project, which was named within the application.  
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14.10. PAC would like more detail on the publicity plan – when are the 
outlined activities expected to take place? 
 

14.11. PAC asked if GDPR and data sharing agreements had been 
considered. 
 

14.12. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  

 

Measure: 16.1              Score: 20* 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 10: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them 

of the outcome. 

 

14.13. *The project received 20/30, but criteria 3 (cost), received an average 
mark of 2. PAC agreed to provisionally approve the project with the condition 
that the applicant satisfies outstanding concerns here.  

 

15. Application 12 – Lely Vector Automated Feeding - £185,000 (KTIF 
contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to introduce a ‘lely automated feeding system’ to the 

applicant farm to reduce time taken feeding the cows to allow for time to engage with 

local schools and colleges.  

 

15.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

15.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 
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• The project lead was informed after applying that KTIF cannot fund capital 
investments. The applicant, however, wished to proceed. 

• PAC members have separately decided not to score as they consider the 
application to be for capital funding. 

• The Chair asked PAC how the project would this benefit the sector at large, 
and to consider the scale of the dissemination plans in relation to project cost. 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider, if the applicant would engage with colleges 
and schools, If this is for educational purposes, were there adequate health 
and safety and working with children procedures and accreditation? 

• The project lead was engaged with FAS connect. 
 

15.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including materials. 
 

15.4. PAC felt that this project was an application for capital funding (for the 
purchase and installation of the new feeding system) and was, therefore, not 
eligible for KTIF funding. PAC noted that the project would only benefit the 
farm applicant financially – which was felt not to be the purpose of KTIF.  
 

15.5. PAC felt that, while the idea of incorporating some knowledge 
exchange and educational opportunities was appreciated, the scale and 
details set out did not meet what was expected for KTIF projects.  
 

15.6. PAC would like to note that it is encouraging to see the applicant’s 
intention to support learning in the sector, however, felt KTIF was not the 
appropriate funding stream for capital investments.  
 

15.7. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent 
with KTIF’s priorities. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round 

 

ACTION POINT 11: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

16. KTIF Application 13 – Neidpath Farms Regenerative Farming Innovation Hub 
- £827,243 (KTIF contribution 100%)  
 

Overview: The project seeks to create an on-farm innovation hub and apply learning 

& regenerative techniques on a new 1,000-acre hill farm as a measurable case 

study.  
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16.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

16.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant proposed that workshops would disseminate learnings on how 
to implement climate adaptation to farmers/the public, and that data and 
blueprints would be open-access. 

• Benson Wemyss Farms had been trialling different techniques and have been 
visited by many interested groups e.g. SRUC, Royal Dick Vet students; 
Borders Forest Trust; NatureScot and others. 

• The first year of the project appeared to include start-up input costs. The 
Chair asked PAC whether they felt this would allow for appropriate tangible 
delivery in year 1 to justify the cost? 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider whether capital costs were included within 
costings.  

• The Chair asked PAC whether PAC felt the project had longevity beyond the 
funding proposed and to consider the proposed area and target audience.  

• A PAC member had flagged in advance that the Operational Group farms 
referenced will be managed under the same business – and that they had 
concern that this would be a single venture.  

 

16.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including project development, mileage, and publicity. 

 

16.4. While PAC felt that the project proposed a model that aligned with the 
objectives of KTIF, the Operational Group included only one business. PAC 
noted that the business represented stood to benefit financially from the 
project, and that this was  not considered an appropriate use of public 
funding. 
 

16.5. PAC questioned the effectiveness of the dissemination set out within 
the project, how other farm businesses could use the learnings from the 
project on other farms, and suggested that more focus on including more 
farms (and how more farms could benefit) would be beneficial. 
 

16.6. PAC felt costs proposed were high across categories. PAC felt that the 
project planning costs were particularly high. PAC were also unsure how the 
website would be maintained.  
 

16.7. Overall, PAC considered the project would be a significant financial 
benefit the applicant, and that for the significant cost they would expect more 
engagement from further farms across Scotland.   
 

16.8. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent 
with KTIF’s priorities. 

 



22  

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 12: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

17.  KTIF Application 14 – High Performance/ Flourishing Land & People – 
£597,300 (KTIF contribution 75%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to provide participants with courses and mentoring on 

a range of themes to build participants’ technical abilities and mindsets to deliver the 

transition to a regenerative, agroecological agricultural industry. 

 

17.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

17.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The application included letters of support from Forth Rivers Trust; First Milk 
and Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Park (in principle). 

• Course materials (videos, interviews, podcasts & information sheets) would 
be made available through the 8point9 website. 

• The application cited a related active application (Farm Gate Podcast) as a 
method of dissemination.  

• The Chair noted that it was apparent from the costings form that the applicant 
intended to collect participant fees.   

• The Chair asked PAC whether they felt the details provided on dissemination 
were satisfactory.  
 

17.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including design and development, admin, and running 
costs. 
 

17.4. PAC felt that, while the project proposed some positive knowledge 
transfer opportunities, it was inappropriate to fund materials that would not be 
freely available to the public during and after public funding.  
 

17.5. PAC felt that project costs were high (admin, speaker and venue fees 
in particular).  
 

17.6. PAC felt dissemination should be more far reaching than hosting on the 
applicant’s website.  
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17.7. PAC felt elements of the proposed project could be considered 
duplication of services already being delivered through a range of current 
service providers and stakeholders e.g. Scottish Rural leadership 
Programme, FAS and NatureScot, etc.  
 

17.8. PAC felt the application lacked detail on how objectives would be met 
specifically.  
 

17.9. Ultimately, PAC felt it was inappropriate for KTIF to fund a project that 
sought payment from applicants and considered this a commercial project 
that is unsuitable for public funding.  
 

17.10. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent 
with KTIF’s priorities.  

 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 13: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

18.  KTIF Application 15 – Building a community of practice for agricultural 
resilience to support the transition to climate and nature positive farming - 
£479,020.00 (KTIF contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to pilot an innovative hybrid training program for farm 

advisors, farmers, and crofters in Scotland, combining structured in-person 

workshops with online learning modules. 

 

18.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

18.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• This project was based in Orkney, with the community organiser to be 
recruited. 

• The project sought to support actions following Carbon Auditing. 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider the project’s audience reach.  

• A PAC member noted in advance they felt the project might be more suited as 
a Knowledge Transfer project, which the Chair asked PAC to consider.  
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18.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including daily rates and analysis. 
 

18.4. While PAC reflected positively on the project taking place in Orkney (as 
a remote rural location), PAC were concerned that the project ultimately 
showed preference to one commercial tool (with others available) and that 
this was not considered appropriate.  
 

18.5. PAC felt that the application lacked details on who would own the 
training platform, how it would be maintained beyond the lifetime of the 
project, and whether there would be a cost to use it to the public (which 
would be inappropriate for KTIF funding). 
 

18.6. PAC felt there was a risk of lower than anticipated uptake given the 
remote location, and felt detail on whether the learnings would be 
disseminated further would have been helpful. 
 

18.7. PAC also considered the project to be better suited as a Knowledge 
Transfer project, rather than an innovation project.  
 

18.8. PAC considered costs to be generally high and felt reasoning was 
unclear.  
 

18.9. PAC noted that training advisors in Orkney (SAC) use Agricalc, and 
were unclear on which advisors the application referred to.  
 

18.10. PAC reflected positively on the use of local agricultural groups for 
dissemination.  
 

18.11. PAC decided not to score as they found the project to be inconsistent 
with KTIF’s priorities. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 14: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

19. KTIF Application 16 – Land, Livestock, Livelihoods: Taking Charge of 
Change - £42,650.00 (KTIF contribution 75%)  
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Overview: The project seeks to support farmers in better understanding the risks 

posed to their businesses by now commonly occurring climate extremes (drought, 

heat stress, flooding, wildfire). 

 

19.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

19.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The applicant led a successful KTIF project on Agroecology in 2024/2025. 

• The project sought the engagement different types of farm and sought to 
achieve diversity in participants.  

• The project sought to support peer-to-peer learning with specialist advice. 

• While the applicant noted audience within Pasture for Life members, all 
activities would be promoted and open to non-members. 

• Case studies and outcomes would be disseminated via FAS. 
 

19.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including the cost of film crews. 

 

19.4. PAC members reflected positively on the project’s aims and proposal 
to support peer-to-peer learning, and its utilisation of previous experience to 
target engagement with the audience. PAC felt the project addresses an area 
of concern (climate resilience). PAC also reflected very positively on the 
value for money offered by the project. PAC were pleased with the proposal 
to share materials on YouTube and FAS for further dissemination, and with 
the event locations set out. PAC were pleased that the application was easy 
to read and, therefore, easy to understand. PAC considered the project to be 
consistent with KTIF objectives and with KTIF’s aim to disseminate as widely 
as possible.  
 

19.5. PAC felt that the applicant should consider the sector more widely as 
their key primary audience, rather than focussing on those with membership, 
and take care to demonstrate this in messaging. 

 

19.6. PAC suggested that the applicant should include ScotGov Rural in 
comms dissemination, and suggested that agricultural shows e.g. RHS, 
AgriScot could also be used as a method of disseminating or communicating 
project messages.  
 

19.7. PAC would like to verify where remaining 25% private funding will 
come from.  

 

 

19.8. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  
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Measure: 1.1              Score: 23 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy  the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 15: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them 

of the outcome. 

 

20. KTIF Application 17 – Biosecurity & Calf Hygiene Extension Package - 
£50,000.00 (KTIF contribution 75%)  
 

Overview: The project seeks to improve biosecurity and calf hygiene across the 

Scottish dairy sector by establishing a baseline of current practices.  

 

20.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

20.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• 27 farms would need to be recruited on project commencement.  

• Project resources such as podcasts and reports would be disseminated 
beyond participants.  

• The project sought to develop a biosecurity and disseminate a calf hygiene 
assessment tool. It was unclear whether this would be freely available.  

• The Chair asked the PAC to consider how the project would be disseminated 
across the sector, and how farm performance and resilience would be 
measured post-project. 

 

20.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including daily rates and speaker fees. 

 

20.4. PAC members reflected positively on the project’s alignment with KTIF 
objectives and proposal to support peer-to-peer learning. PAC appreciated 
the project’s aim to disseminate through established communication channels 
including FAS. PAC suggested that the applicant should also engage 
ScotGov Rural for comms. PAC reflected positively on the governance 
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arrangements proposed. PAC considered the costs to be generally 
reasonable. 

 

20.5. PAC would like to understand whether the biosecurity and calf hygiene 
assessment tool will be freely available to the public during and beyond 
project lifetime. Should the project receive KTIF funding the tool must be 
freely available. 
 

20.6. PAC would like to understand more on what the tool will deliver exactly 
– and who is envisaged to use it (e.g. farmer / advisor?). 

 

20.7. PAC would like to understand where the tool would be hosted and how 
it would be maintained once the project concludes.  
 

20.8. PAC suggested that agricultural shows could also be used as a method 
of disseminating or communicating project messages.  

 

20.9. PAC would like assurance that the project will be disseminated beyond 
existing clients, and care should be taken to demonstrate this in messaging. 
Assurance in this and detail on how engagement from broader sector would 
be attracted is key. 
 

20.10. PAC would like to understand how the tool will differentiate from (and 
not duplicate) what is available through MyHerdStats. 
 

20.11. PAC would like assurance that the remaining farms could be recruited 
in a reasonable timeframe.  
 

20.12. PAC noted some high costs (speaker fees and accommodation), and 
would appreciate some justification here. PAC also noticed some 
discrepancies (travel and subsistence fees with no related speaker fees in 
2025/26) and a lack of clarity on why postage costs were needed, clarity 
appreciated here.  
 

20.13. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  

 

Measure: 1.1              Score: 20 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 
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OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy  the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 16: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them 

of the outcome. 

 

21. KTIF Application 18 – Foundations of Mental Strength - £80,015.00 (KTIF 
contribution  75%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to improve the mental resilience, wellbeing, and 

decision-making capacity of farmers, crofters, and the wider agricultural community 

across Scotland. 

 

21.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
 

21.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• A project expert who is a qualified psychotherapeutic counsellor would be part 
of the project. 

• It was suggested within the application that volunteers would have a role in 
delivering workshops.  

• The Chair asked PAC to consider whether they were assured that there was 
appropriate qualifications and planning in place for the nature of the project. 

• How will the promotion of the project reach those without access to 
technology/internet? 

• The Chair asked PAC to consider whether the project was well aligned with 
KTIF priorities.  

• A PAC member had asked in advance whether this project received funding 
elsewhere within SG, which would be clarified by Secretariat should the 
project be successful.  

 

21.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including daily rates set out within costings. 

 

21.4. PAC members reflected positively on the aims of the project in 
supporting good mental health in the sector.  PAC reflected positively, too, on 
the proposal to share materials from the project online. PAC felt costs were 
generally reasonable.  
 

21.5. PAC were keen to ensure that funding for this project was not also 
being incurred from other SG funding. PAC would also like to verify where the 
remaining 25% of private funding would come from. 
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21.6. PAC would like assurance that appropriate safeguards are in place and 
that any medical advice would only be given by fully qualified individuals.  
 

21.7. PAC would like to see the project engage with stakeholders such as 
RSABI and Yellow Wellies to successfully engage with a wider audience. 

 

21.8. PAC would like to know how the project would aim to engage with 
harder-to-reach individuals (who may not be online). 
 

21.9. PAC would like to know how the project would be made accessible to 
neurodiverse individuals.  
 

21.10. If successful, PAC would like the applicant to agree to attend a meeting 
with PAC members after project commencement to provide an update on 
progress against milestones and objectives set out within the application.  

 

Measure: 1.1              Score: 21 

Focus Area: 2A 

 

Degree to which the project proposals will contribute to one of the objectives: Scored 

under: 1a) Enhancing competitiveness and enhancing viability in agriculture. 

 

OUTCOME – The PAC scored under 1a) and passed this application for 

funding.  The secretariat to check and satisfy the PAC’s points of clarification 

before issue a grant award letter. 

 

ACTION POINT 17: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them 

of the outcome. 

 

22.  KTIF Application 19 – Adaptive Farrowing and Pig Innovation Group - 
£60,849 (KTIF contribution 100%)  

 

Overview: The project seeks to foster a culture of innovation through knowledge 

exchange and better engagement with the industry through introducing an 

innovation-focussed group (PIG) and a practical farrowing trial. 

 

22.1. The Chair introduced the project, project costs and start and end date.  
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22.2. The Chair set out the following points of interest and potential 
clarification from the Secretariat: 

• The application notes that, at present there was no data surrounding the 
impact of Adaptive Farrowing on any of the productivity metrics traditionally 
used within the pig sector.  

• The project noted existing political/Government interest in the area.  

• QMS were the delivery leads for the Monitor Farm Scotland programme. 

• A project lead was to be recruited.  

• The Chair noted that the applicant had applied for this project previously, 
which was rejected by PAC, and noted the feedback provided to the applicant 
previously.   

• A PAC member had asked in advance whether the project was innovative.  
 

22.3. The Chair asked PAC members whether they were content with 
proposed costs, including the cost for final reports, and NIC & pension costs. 

 

22.4. While PAC felt that aspects of the project, including the creation of the 
Pig Innovation Group (PIG), offered knowledge exchange opportunities, and 
reflected positively on the collection of data and benchmarking of approaches 
that the project proposes, PAC felt the project might represent research, 
which KTIF cannot fund.  
 

22.5. PAC generally felt that the reasoning for introducing adaptive farrowing 
to Scotland could be strengthened, as well as the link between this and KTIF 
objectives, and the creation of PIG.  
 

22.6. PAC felt information on what exactly the PIG would do, where they 
would meet and how often, how they would take forward innovation, and how 
comms would be maintained between meetings, was lacking. PAC felt that, 
while they could see the merit of the group, the PIG would be better suited for 
industry funding as the maintenance beyond KTIF funding proposed this 
would be the case after the project. 
 

22.7. PAC also questioned whether FAS connect or the existing Monitor 
Farm Programme could be utilised here.  
 

22.8. PAC felt unable to score on VfM as a high portion of cost was for the 
project manager who had not yet been identified, and the PAC could not 
consider the skillset and effectiveness of the individual. PAC felt that the 
comms plan lacked detail.  
 

22.9. Generally, PAC felt the costings provided required more information, 
notably that the publication, reporting and T&S costs were high and it was 
unclear why, and what these covered.  
 

22.10. PAC noted the need for agreements for data sharing (from farms 
trialling approaches), and that it was unclear whether the applicant was 
aware of this.  
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22.11. Ultimately, PAC felt that the concept was not yet at the stage of 
innovation, as concept studies were outstanding, and that it could not be 
funded under KTIF at its current stage. 
 

22.12. PAC decided not to score this application so that their comments could 
be considered and addressed should the applicant wish to reapply. 

 

Measure: N/A              Score: N/A 

Focus Area: N/A 

 

OUTCOME – The consensus of the PAC was that this application would not be 

scored this round. 

 

ACTION POINT 18: Secretariat to give feedback to applicant and inform them of 

the outcome. 

 

23. Next Steps 
 

23.1. The Chair noted that secretariat would make a note of what has been 
discussed, raise any points of clarification with applicants who have received 
a pass or provisional pass score and that points of concern would be satisfied 
where possible between the applicant and the secretariat. The Chair added 
that secretariat would inform the PAC in each case. The Chair added that 
unsuccessful applicants would also be informed by the secretariat. 

 

23.2. The Chair asked that PAC members allowed Secretariat to respond to 
all applicants, and that Secretariat would inform PAC once all applicants were 
aware of outcomes.  

 

24.  Any other Business 
 

24.1. The Chair thanked PAC members for their contributions. 
 

END 
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ANNEX B 

PAC members 

Member name Org 

[Redacted, R.11] [unable to attend this 

round but sent scores] 

Scottish Enterprise 

[Redacted, R.11] NatureScot 

[Redacted, R.11] NatureScot 

Tim Bailey [unable to attend this round 

but sent scores] 

SAOS 

David McKay [unable to attend this 

round] 

Soil Association 

[Redacted, R.11] [unable to attend this 

round] 

NFUS 

[Redacted, R.11] SG 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – SRN  

[Redacted, R.11] SG – SRN  

[Redacted, R.11] SG – Agri Climate 

[Redacted, R.11] SG 

[Redacted, R.11] SG – Livestock  

[Redacted, R.11] SG – RPID  

 

 

 

 

 
 


