
Comptroller and Auditor General 


Report on the Evaluation of Effectiveness 


Performance Measurement 

in Teagasc 

September 1999 



-©Government of Ireland 1999 

ISUN 0-7076-6281-8 

·rhe repo11 \Vas prc...:p~tred on 1he basis of inforrnacion, docu1nen1ation and 

expl:uwions olJt:unc:d from the bodies referred to in the report. 

The dr:rft report "''" sent to the Department of Agnculturc and Food and 10 Tcagasc 

and con11111:nts \\'Cre requested \\i'here appropri~1te. con1n1en1~ received 'vcre 

incorporated in the final version of the rcpon. 



Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General 

Pei:formance Measurement in Tcagasc 

I lt1ve, in accordance with the provisions of Section 9 of 1he Comptroller and Auditor 

Ge 01cral (1\11lt~ndn1cnt) .A.cl. 1993, carried out an <:xa111in:1liun of the syste111s. 

prccedures and prarnres employed by Tcagasc 10 evaluate 1hc cffernveness of i1s 

0I)t:r<tt1ons 

I h·:rehy sub111it n1y repon of the above cxa1ninatlon for prcscntaliun to !)~ii 1::ireann 

pu1suanr lO S<C<11on 11 of the said Act 

John Purcell 
Comptroller and Auditor General 

14 September 1999 



f~Lble of Contents 

Page. 

Summary 

Performance Measurement in Teagasc 

Introduction 

2 Evaluat111g programme effectiveness 6 

3 Evaluating organisational cffechveness 

Appendices 

A Objectives and performance measures for Teagasc programmes, 2000 - 2005 

B 'reagasc's progran1rr1e managernent sy:::itcrn 



Summary 

·rhe effecrivcne'.Ss of :in organisation depends on the extent to \vhich it achieves ils 

objcclives. I)etL'rtnining effectiveness requires a clear definition ant.I ;,isscss1nent of 

th.;.· i1nracr of the activities of the organis:uion. This is :l cotnplcx area a . ..; it requirL'S 

ur.:dcrst;inding of the significance of the outputs of activities and their contribution IO 

in~pact.-;_ .~·1any outputs and in11x1cts arc difficult to 111e::tsurc ~ind in thc.se c:.t.ses sornc 
alternative means must Ix: found to determine impact. This can be done 1hrough 

{1calitativl· tcchnic1ues such as con1p:.1risc>n \virh siinilar activities c.::\sc\vhcrc or 

1h:uugh surveys of the diem population served. 

Tl:.is report ex:unines the systt>n1s and proccdun.·s c1nployecl hy ·reagasc to evaluate 

its O\vn cffl'ctiveness. Teag:1sc was forn1ed to provide services f<1r the Jgriculture and 

food sectors in chrcc disrinct service areas - research. advisory services and tr:Jining. 

Te~gasc 2000 is a comprehensive plan for the future delivc1y of services which was 

published 111 the middle of 1')<)8. Management svstems including those associated 

with 1he determination of effectivenl'ss are l><eing developed in light of proposals 111 

Te.~gasc 2000. 

Evaluating Programme Effectiveness 

·re:igasc's 1hrce service areas ~tre diviclt>cl inco five prugrarn1ncs Jnd 24 sul)· 

prngrJ.n11nes 'J'he stacccl objectives for n1ost of the :-1uh·progran1n1es are relatively 

clcarlv defined and suoceptihle to mt>asuremcnt, so the extent to which the clcsirec\ 

impacts al that k:vcl are achieved can generally Ix: evaluated. Programme ohjectl\'Cs 

~et. are generally less clear and closer co organis~ttional level goal statcrnents. 

\\/hile rnany of th<' elernencs required for a .sy.sten1 to dctcrn1ine effectiveness :ire in 

pl~.cc and rnuch good \vork has been done1 1·cagasc docs not have a c:on1prchensive 

ap:?roach to ev~iluation of progran11ne inipacts. ·rhe principal li1nitarions noted ;1re 

discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Tl1~ agricultural production research programme is intended to benefit Irish 

agricuhurc hut the objective~ set lack precision ~ind could usefully Ix· set in contl.·xt 

Sp1~cific in1pact targets \Vere not set in all cases, iihhough so111e good exar11ples \Vere 

nn:ed such as research to achieve tlw pnxluction of milk at 9 pence per litre and of 

mi.J-scason lamb at U6 pence per kilogr.im. Where spcnfic imract targeL' were set, 

the absence of a suiwble benchnurk and of a time fr.1111e for 3ch1evemc111 of the 

t1r:~ct lin1iL-; the extent of evaluation \Vhich rnight he pcrfonned. 

1\ di.slinccion is niadc bet\veen pn.:'.·<·on1n1t:rci;i) and conunercial re~earch in the f<xx..1 
prc~cluction research progran1111c ·rhe quality and quJntity of con1n1t:rcial research 

\vhich follo,vs on front rhe pn:-con1111erctal phase is one i1np:tct inUica1or of pre· 

commercial research. The relevance of the information gained from pn:-commercial 

res~arch to other progra1nn1e goals is also an irnpact indicator but lhis c3n be hard 

http:kilogr.im
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F'<.!1/orn1ance A1easuren1ent in 1'eagasc 

to isolate. For commercial research proxy measures such as the participation of 

clients in the research and the direct improvement in processes would provide an 

indication of 1mp:1ct. Teagasc has not set unpact t;1rge1s for food produwon research 

and does not use techniques like cost-benefit analysis to evaluate the potential or 

expected contribuuon of the research 10 commercial economic returns. 

Evaluating the impact of the four sub-programmes which make up the rural economy 

research programme is particularly difficult due 10 the nature of the research. 

Teagasc has specified performance indicators which identify and track research 

outputs. No formal arrangements have been made to evaluate the impact of the 

research or the quality of the research outputs. 

The advisory services programme provides a g0<x:I opportunity for implementing an 

impact evaluation system The services provided are tailored to ei1her full time or 

part time farmers. Many of the services arc provided on a fee paying basis and 

Teagasc regard the willingness of clients to pay fees as a measure of successful 

impact. Impact targets have been 1den11fied in 1he programme activity plans but are 

not adopted formally as programme targets in Teagasc 2000 

The impact of the training programme is measurable in terms of the direct impac1 of 

the training provided on 1he knowledge and competence of the workforce in the 

agriculture and food production sectors Some measures have been adopted such as 

the number of participan!s on courses 3nd the number gaining employment and 

implementing the techniques learned. However, bener impact measures are 

available such as the proportion of en1rants to farming who hold the Certificate in 

Farming. The means to gather information about the impact of training 1s available 

through existing demographic and labour force analysis for the agricultural sector. 

Evaluating Organisational Effectiveness 

The system 10 cv;duate org<inisational effectiveness relies on the same basic 

ingredients of cle:1rly defined impact objewves and systems of measuremenl and 

evaluation as are applied al programme level Evaluation at the corporate level is 

more complex due to the poten1ial conflict between competing organisa1ional 

objectives, the extent to which impacts nrny nor be measurable and the need to 

consider nor only the conrnbution of programmes bu1 also the linkages be1ween 

them. New methods of analysis, such as the balanced scorecard approach, would 

help wllh the evaluation of the achievemem of multiple impact target,. 

Teagasc has applied a strategic approach w the conduct of us ac11vi1ies since ir was 

founded The la1esr statement of strategy. in Teap,asc 2000, sets out clear 

organi>ational objectives which were developed with appropnate consultar1on with 

stakeholders. Most of these ob1cctives :ue capable of being measured. 

ii 



Sun1n1a1y 

Th·~ documentation of the evaluation of research pro1en outpuLs has been 

strengthened since the introduction in 1998 of encl-of-project reports. A special 

publication called 'f'eagasc Acbieuements was introduced in 1996 to highligh1 

panicular achievements. While these initiatives are steps in the right direction, there 

is '< need to distinguish the evaluation of 11npac1 from routine management repons 

of 'ictivities and end-of-project reports of outputs 

Th<~re are a number of limitations to current evaluation prJctices. The strntegic 

do•:umcntation docs not provide for a corporate approach to evaluating 

organisational impact. Specific measures or indicators to measure organisational 

impact have not been 1demifiecl for corporate goals. The approach to evaluation of 

effectiveness where desired impacts are difficult to measure (such as the rural 

ccc:nomy research) has not been worked out. There 1s a nsk that evaluauon 

ext:rciscs ~vill be sclcclive rather chan corr1prehensive 

A good stanmg point for ,;cuing up a sysc_cm to evaluate impact would he for Tcagasc 

to produce a plan for the comprehensive evaluation of corporate goal achievement. 

Tht: plan might harness the work of external evaluators of Teagasc such as the 

De1)artment of Agriculture and Food and EU monitonng committees. The internal 

stn1cturcs for facilitating these independent evaluations could provide a framework 

on which to organise the evaluation system. The level of resources required for 

evaluation should he defined hut the development of evaluation systems should not 

become a rigid management procedure or an expensive data ga1hering exercise. The 

ai1r. should be to promote a culture of impact evaluauon as pan of the exisung 

strategic proce>ses. 

iii 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Agriculture and food production form one of the most important sectors in the 

Irish economy in terms of its contribution to economic output, employment and 

exports. It has very strong linkages with other sectors of the Irish economy and relics 

1n.1ch less on i1nported ra\v 111aterials and .services than other nlajor export 

in·fostries. The international competitiveness of the sector is therefore of major 

in·1portance in Irish econoniic I)Crforn1ance. 

1. l In addition to its economic importance, the agri-food sector has a significant 

social impact. It is the economic mainstay of many rural communities where the 

dEvelopment of alternative industries and services has not occurred on a significant 

sole, despite recent Irish economic: success Agriculture and associated rural 

enterprises continue to have a role in spreading economic growth throughout the 

country. 

l.:~ Many factors affect the development of the agri-food sector, presenting it with 

bc-th threats and opportunities. TI1c structure of agriculture is changing in line with 

long-established trends, such as on-going reductions in the numbers employed and 

increasing productivity. Reductions in lrJde protection regimes internationally and 

changes in Ell price and producuon support structures result in the need to improve 

competitiveness in agriculturJI production. At the same time, this has to be achieved 

in ways which avoid damage to the environment. There is also considernble 

pctentiJI to move away from the traditional production and export of commodity 

agricultural products (such as meat and buner) to the production and export of 

higher value-added food producLs (such as pre-cooked meals and luxury cheeses). 

Tll!S is taking place in a climate of heightened consumer concern, nationally and 

internationally, about the safety of food and the animal welfare implications of food 

pnxluction systen1s. 

Vi The rapidly changing environment for the agriculturJI and food industries 

requires them to have the capacity to identify and make appropriate changes in their 

str JCtures and in the production technologies they employ. It also has implications 

for the training of the workforce which needs to be able to adapt quickly to 

technology change and to new business opportunities. This is a particular problem 

for the agriculture sector because changcs in the ownership of farm businesses occur 

m,.inly within families and there have historically been relatively low levels of formal 

ed~icarion and of fr>rrnal training in agricultural production and business tcchnique!'i 

Tt:agasc - The Agriculture and Food Development Authority 

t.~; Tcagasc was established in 1988 to undertake agricultural research and 

de;elopment (including research and development in relation to food processing 

an·l the food processing industry) and to provide advisory and training services for 

agriculture. TI1c Authority was formed by the amalgamation of two existing, long­

1 
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established organis:uions, ACOT, the Agriculture. Training and Advisory Authority, 

:incl An For:is Talunrais, the Agricultur:il Institute.' 

1.6 The Board of Tcag:isc consists of a chairman and ten memhers appointed by 

rite Minister for Agriculture and Food. Five of the ordinary members arc nominated 

for appointrncnt by organisation.... repre~entativc of pLrsons eng;tgcd in agricuht1rc 

or the promrnion or development of rhe agricultural 111clusrry. Teagasc has a staff of 

almost 1.500, emrloyed at I 19 locations including local. county, and rcgion:il offices, 

agricultural C(>lleges. rcsearcl1 stations and laboratories and a n:ttional he:1dquaners 

loc:itecl in Dublin. 

1.7 Expenditure by Te:1g:1sc in 1998 was approx11n:udy .£82 million. Over 78% of 

spending 1s funded by the Sure or the EU, with the i>abnce being rJisecl 1minly by 

ch:irges for the services provided 

1.8 ·rc;igasc is one of the 111ain public ....eclor hodie~ focusing on 111ediu1n ru long­

term clevclopmenr of the agriculture and frxxl industry. Because of lxllh the sc:ile of 

resources il handles ~incl the nature of the services it provides, ho\v successful it is 

in achieving its intended outputs and i1np:1cts is of crilical in1port:1nce 10 1he ;1gri­

foocl sector. 

Measuring Organisational Effectiveness 

1.9 ·rhc 1erin value for n1oney is generally undcrslood to encon1pass issues of 

econo1ny, efficiency and effecrivcncs~. 'J"he need for :.in organisation 10 achieve 

effectiveness is the 1nost irnportarl1 of 1hesc 1hree elenienrs. Being econoniic and 

efficient in the use of resources i~ of little v:tlue in ilself if rhc inlended outco111es 

and inipacts of 1he organis:llion are not achieved. 

1.10 f\1ost organisations in the public service h<tve 1r~1dirion:tlly concen1ra1ecl on 

planning and 1nanaging inputs and ou1pu1s. Hecenr public sec1or initiatives, 

particularly the str:t1cgic 1nanagc1ncn1 initiative, eniphasise 1hc in1port:1nce of 

developing a srrongcr focus on in1pac1s and on ph1nning and n1:1n<1ging to :Jchieve 

effectiveness. 1\n :thility to cv<1lu~11e effeclivenes.-; is one of the prin1ary requircnients 

for .'iuch :1 systern 

1.11 ·r1ie 1n:1in clc111ent.'i that :ire re<.Juircd for ev~tlu:uing effectiveness :ire presented 

in Figure I I. Esscntr:11ly, this rs J c:ycl1c:il process which should rrogressively 

improve :rs the cycle 1s repeated over rime While 11 would be desirable that all the 

elen1cnrs of the cv:ilu:nion systen1 are developed together, building a strong 

cap~1bility co cvalu:ile effectiveness is n1ore likely 10 be a gr:iclu:tl process \Vith 

progre"s being achieved :11 cliffercnl Liles in different :1rL:ts. 'l"he devclopn1cnt of 

anorganis:llional culture \vhich en1braces effectiveness ev;llu:uion :1lso takLs r1111e. 

2 



lntroclttclion 

Fi~1ure 1.1 Evaluating effectiveness 

Slate impact objectives 
·· ­~· 

Monilor performance 

Report results 

-·· .. 

clearly 

Selecl relevant Yes Are 
performance measures objectives 

and indicators measurable? 

No 

f Sel largets 

. ·· ­

Carry out 
alternative 
evaluation 
procedures 

Evaluate effectiveness 

and refine delivery 


of services 


1.1:? ·rhe clearer an organi..;ation i:-> :1bou1 it...; intended ou1ruts and i111pacts. the 

grc~iccr the degree of ellectivL"ness it is likely to achieve in lenns of delivering on 

cho~:e objcctJvcs. By idenufying \vhich of its activitie::·s contribull' n1ost to the 

realisation of the stated goals, the organisation can rrogrcssively fine-tune irs 

acci•1i1ies so tli:H it approaches an opcin1un1 level of effectiveness. 

1.1:; ·ro detcnnine the e.xtcnr ro \vhich ol>jcccivc:; have been achieved. it is first 

nect:ssary, JS far :1s possible. 10 define objt>rtives or other inrencled effects in a \Vay 

\vhi·~h allo\\."S thc111 to he n1easurecl. ·rhis n1ean...; th~tt targets can be set and inrended 

outplHS and irnpacts can be :1!->scssed in reLition to relt'vant hench1nark values 

j 
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1.14 Where the desired impacts for an organisation or programme cannot be 

measured, alrern;nive methods of carrying out effectiveness evaluation need to be 

developed. This often consists of qualnative or judgment-based assessments of the 

impacts achieved, such as review of the processes adopted in trying to achieve 

objectives, opinion surveys of client groups, independent evaluations of 

effectiveness and peer renews. 

1.15 Many public sector organisations are complex and ;ire intended to achieve a 

v:triety of objectives. 'I11ese may conflict with one another in a variety of ways. For 

example, the development of agricultural systems to reduce harmful environmental 

impacts or to improve animal welfare may conflict directly with work to reduce the 

cost.< of agriculrur-al production. Competition for resources within the organisation 

may lead to indirect conflict in the degree to which different areas of activity achieve 

effectiveness. Evaluating the effectiveness of the organisation as a whole needs to 

take account of such conflicl5. 

1.16 A comprehensive plan for the future delivery of Teagasc's services to the agri­

food sector, entitled Teagasc 2000, was published in July 1998. This is the latest in 

a series of planning documents which Teagasc has produced since its establishment 

Management systems, elements of which contribute to Teagasc's ability to evaluate 

its effectiveness, are being developed in the light of the proposals contained in 

Teagasc 2000. 

Scope and Objectives of the Examination 

1.17 The Comptroller and Auditor General (Amendment) Act, 1993 provides for 

examinations of the systems, procedures and practices used by organisations to 

evaluate the effectiveness of their operations. 

1.18 This examination was concerned with the extent to which Teagasc currently 

has systems in place to evaluate the effectiveness of us operations in the context of 

the plans set out in Teagasc 2000 and evolving management pr-Jctices and systems. 

The examination did not assess the effectiveness of the organisation or explore the 

level of economy or efficiency achieved. 

1.19 The objectives of the examination were 

• to identify and assess Teagasc's systems for evaluating the effectiveness of 
individual programmes of activity 

• to assess how Teagasc approaches evaluation of iL' overall effectiveness as an 

organisation. 

4 

http:7'eap,a.sc


lntr<1duction 

1.;:o The examination was earned our by staff of the Office of the Comptroller and 

Auditor General. A number of approaches to 1he evalualion of effectiveness were 

idtntified. Teagasc files. systems and practices were renewed during 1he course of 

the- cxalnination and visits ~vere n1adc to a nulnbcr of ·reagasc sites. ~1eetings \vcre 

hc·d wi1h relevant officials from both Tcagasc and the Department of Agricuhure and 

fo)(J. 

5 



2 Evaluating Programme Effectiveness 

2.1 The legislat1on providing for the establishment of Tcagasc spec1ftes three 

pnncip:il kinds of activity wluc:h !he Authority may unclen:ike These arc 

e n.:.:search 

e provision of :igricultur~tl :1clvisory services ro f:1nncr:o; and 

e training of chose \\'orking in. or about to enter. agriculture. 


·re:1gasc is org:1nisecl into three n1ain service areas. rcllccting rhis n1::1ncl:11e. In 1998, 


research servict:s <1ccoun1ed for 44o/o of expenditure; advisory services accounted for 


around 380/o. '"hilc 18'}'l\ \vent on 1r;1ining services. 


Teagasc's Programme Structure 

2.2 i·11e str:iccgic fr.11ne\vork underlying Jeagasc 2000 divides its services i1uo five 

distinct progr:1n1n1cs, based on the O\'er:1ll 1nisslon stHcn1cnt ~1dopted for the 

1\uthority (sec: Figure 2.1)_ Each of the progr:u11111es is divided in turn inco :t nun1ber 

of sub-rrogr:1n11nc.s focusing on aspects of the :1gricuhurc and food sectors \vhere 

the Authori1y seeks to have an i1npact ·n1e range.: of :1ctivicies ·reag;1sc plans to 

pursue to achieve !hose ob1ect1ves ts also spccificcl. The progr:i111111e :incl suh­

progr:1n1111e objectives statecl· in 1"eagasr 2000 are presented in Appendix A of this 

repon 

2.3 As im1xict ob1ectives lt:tve been :tdoptecl for both progr:1111111es and sub­

progr;1111n1es, ·reag:1sc's clfcctivenes." can poh:nrially l>e e\•:tluatcd ~It either or both 

levels_ In practice, evaluation of cflectivenes~ at suh-progr.11nn1c level is likely to be 

Figure 2.1 Teagasc's Programmes 

Teagasc I 

Rural
Food Training and I Agriculture AdvisoryEconomy 

. Research Research EducationResearch • Programme
Programme [ Programme J Programme Programme L_ 

' ' 
7 Sub ­ 4 Sub ­ I 4 Sub ­ 2 Sub ­7 Sub -
Programmes ProgrammesProgrammes Programmes i Programmes 

G 




/:'1;a/ru11i11g f'rogran1111e lJ.Ji:ctit:en''.\ . .., 

ca:-ier because the objectives ;1re 111ore explicit and Lill"' desired in1pac1.-; 111ore 

an1en:1blt! to being n1e:::1sured. Evalu:ition of _-;uh-progr.1111n1e effecl1ve11ess should 

~1J~o be of pJrticular inten:st lo spc:cific producer groups (~uch as cereal, sheep or 

lx.·ef fanners or dairy food 1nanufacrurcrs) around '''hose u1tercsts the suh­

pr1 >gran11ncs are generally foct1sed_ ·rhe progr::1n1111e (ll>1ectivcs :ire n1ucl1 ilro;1der 

:in:I consequently l;1rgct the inleresls of 111uch l:trgt~I' client groups such as 'all 

far1ners' or thl' ·fcx>cl industf)'. in general. In addition. ht·c~1use the progra111111e 

objectives correspond closely to the over;ill corpor;.1tc go:ils adopted hy ·1-e:iga~c. its 

effectiveness in achieving those ohjcctivcs n1ay best he con~idered in thl' context of 

ev:1lu~1[i11g ovt·rall c>rg~1ni~atio11~1l effcctivent·ss 

2 . .::i ·rhis chapter look~ :H ·reagasc's c:ipacity 10 evaluate its effectivenes!:' \Vilhin 

e~11:h Of the fi\·e progr;ttllllle ;J!'l.:.:~IS. (:as<: .'itlldies :1rC USCcl {O illustr~llC .'iOlll(' of lhe 

difftrnlt1es wluch arise in doing so and the practical solutions aclopt('d. The 

rel:uionship hct\\'ecn the ob1ec11ves set for rhe rrogra11111H.:s and ·re:1ga.-;c"·; overall 

or~::1nis:1tional goals is consiclert·d in C:hapter 3 

Effectiveness of Agricultural Production Research 

2.~. ·rhc over:11l ohjccli\·e of ·re:1g:1sc·s agricul!ural production research is 10 

clc•1clop livestock and crop produ(:lion systc1ns \\·h1ch :ire designed 10 reduce on­

L1t"ll production cost~ \vhile providing food of assured safety and consistent quality. 

111 \V:1ys 1h:1t :ire co111palihlt: \virh environ111enr:il prolectinn :ind :ini111;1I \Yl~lf:tre 

7('ll)J{ISl 2000 details seven suh·progran1n1cs \Vhich :i<l<lrcss thi~ objective. i·hcsc are 

rcs~:1n:h into 

e gras~land systc111s for dairy, beef :1n<l sheep production 

e ani1nal nutrilion and suppk•n1l'nt:1ry fel'ding 

e anin1:1l hr(·t"cling ~ind reproduction 

e :1n11nal ltcailh :111d wclf:tn· 

e ullage crops and horticullure 

e rural cnviron111ent 

e technical serviCl'S (e.g. soil analysis). 

2.6 ·rhc ~1gricuhure research suh-progran1n1cs arc concc.:.:rnecl 111 ahnosl :ill c:1ses 

\\·ith i111proving prcx.luc11on technologies or developing best praclice production 

111e:h<Kl<i. 'l"e:ig:isc has staled tli:it rc.sc~1rch is 11ndc11~1ken on rhe basis of :1 possible 

lx:nefit 10 Irish agriculture hut the ohiecti\·CS could he set in n1ore precise conlexts. 

For cxan1ple, 1l is not clear ge11cr~11ly \\·hether re.-.,e:1rch is intended to 1den1ify 

rechnologies \vhich are applicable :1cross a r;1ngc of circu111st:1ncc-s typically found in 

Iri.s 1 L1nning or to idl'11tify ideal prc.Jd11ction l~chnologies. elt·incnts of \vhich 1nay hl' 

:1clc:·pted :1s c1rcun1stancc.:s pcnnll. 

7 
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Key point: 	 Impact measures or targets have been set for very 

few of the agricultural research sub-programmes 


2.7 Specific impact t;irgets have been set for the sub-progrnmme of research into 

grassbnd systems used in the production of beef, lamb and milk (see case study 1). 

For example, the aun is 10 develop gr.1ssland systems which will allow the 

production of milk at a cost of 9p/htre and of mid-season J;1mb at a cost of 136p/kg. 

2.8 Sunilar impact measures and targets have not been set for the other sub­

progr:1n1n1e~. \vhich ~ire expres~cd in rnore general 1ern1s. For cx~11nple, 1he anin1;il 

breedmg and reproduction sub-programme is intended .. to improve the 

reproductive efficiency of farm animals· This could be measured in terms of the 

reprodurnve prolificacy of animals e.g. the aver.1ge number of Jambs per breeding 

ewe. Similarly, :1veragc yield per acre could be used ;is " measure of impact for 

Case study 1 

Grassland research programme - dairy, cattle, sheep 

The Irish climate provides a much longer grazing season than most other EU countries 
which potentially gives Irish farmers a significant commercial advantage in producing 
cattle. sheep and milk, compared to producers who are more reliant on supplementary 
feeding. This sub-programme seeks to develop systems which allow maximum benefits 
to be extracted from grassland production. 

The objective of the sub-programme, as stated in Teagasc 2000, is to develop systems 
for "the production of low cost milk (9p/litre): suckler beef (143p/kg of carcass weight) 
and mid season lamb ( 136p/kg of carcass weight) of the required quality and safety 
with minimum impact on the environment". 

The research undertaken includes 
• 	 developing grass based systems which reduce feed costs while meeting quality, 

safety, environmental and animal welfare requirements 
• 	 developing strategies to increase grass production, seasonal growth, quality and 

utilisation 
; • 	 assessing grass and clover varieties to provide increased dry matter production, 

improved grass quality and extended grazing season 
• 	 re-defining the relationship between nitrogen use, land use and the extent to which 

clover based production systems can replace nitrogen fertiliser. 

The objectives of the sub-programme are stated 1n very clear terms. Production cost is 
adopted as the central performance measure. Precise target production costs are set 
for the main grass-based commodities but there is no specific target date or period over 
which the target is to be achieved. Teagasc have indicated that 1n setting the objectives 
information on production costs in competitor countries was taken into account. 
However, the opportunity was not taken to specify relevant benchmark production costs 
which are important for evaluation purposes. 
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f:t.·a/uattng l-'rngra1nn1e Effcctiuenes.~ 

re;earch into tillage crop production Targets could also be: set for rnral environment 

re.;earch in terms of pollution loads (<:.g the level of nitrogen and/or phosphorous 

di:;charge~ to \Vatercc>urses) gencr.Hed by agricultural prnduct1on systc1ns. 

~•ey point: 	 Targets should be related to relevant benchmarks and 

should indicate planned timeframes 


2.9 In setting impact or effectiveness targets, there is a need to identify a relevant 

benchmark against which to measure the extent of the 1mprovement5 achieved. In 

ca:;e study I, for exa1nple, the current nationJ.I average on-farn1 pr<x.luction cost for 

milk, beef or Jamb or the unit proclucuon cost achievable by applying current best 

pr.tctice systems could be swtccl to give a me;tnmgful context for the target values 

\V thout such contexts .. 11 is hard to assess the extent or value of the desired 

improvement. The tune period OH'r which 1he technology improvement sought is to 

be achieved should also b1· specified. Teagasc has indicated that this information is 

avJdable and that there 1s no problem in swung such ur.iscts 

2.lO In Teagasc 2000, most :ignculturnl production research sub-programmes h:we 

a primary imp:ict ob1ective. This ob1ective is generally concl'rned with one of a 

number of issues including production cost, product quality. food safety, an11nal 

\vclfarc or environn1t'ntal i1npacL So1nc of the other issues n1~y act as ;:i con~traint in 

ac .. 1ieving the pri1nary objective. These need to be taken into account in selling 

targets and in J~essing and evaluating achicven1l'nts. Conscciuenlly, targl't values 

beth for the primary ob1ecllves of a programme and for relevant constraints should 

be st:tted. For example, the establishment of an average milk production price target 

of 9p/litrc would be more meaningful if a certain minimum quality of milk 

(e::presscd perhaps in terms of average protein n>ntent) and appropriate measures 

of animal welfare and food safety were explicitly stated Teagasc have indic:11cd 1hat 

the constrainls applying to con1111ercial far111ing \VOuld be rnet but did not consider 

it necessary to state this 

2.!11 In evaluating effectiveness. cons1deration has to be given to unintended 

impacts which may or may not be bcncfinal For example. research has clearly 
sh<)wn that selective breeding of milk cows can increase the average milk output 

thl'reby increasing profitability. This arproach has been taken on selected farms with 
CO ·nmerciaJ dairy herds, in rartnership \Vith ·reagasc. J-lO\VCVer. there iS evidence that 

fertility rates in those herds have fallen. further research IS bemg undertaken to 

inn·stigate the relationship between milk output and fertility levels. 

2.1.2 Stakeholders arc involved in the formulation and monitonng of the research 

progranunc. For exan1ple, representatives of farn1er organisations and dairy co­

operatives participate in a liaison group for rhe dairy re:'earch progran11nc. ·1t.·ag:1sc 

liaises with a similar group representing beef producers and processors in relation 

to the lx:ef research progra1111ne. Such li~1ison arrJnge111ents could be developed to 
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/-'erfi)rn1a11cc· 1Heas11re111e111 i11 ·1eap,asc 

incluck: i11volven1t.·n1 of stakc:holclc..:rs in co1nprehens1vc ev;1ll1:11ion (>f tile resc::irch 

progr:in11nes. 

2.13 A compu1erisccl cl:11ab:1s,. (referred 10 :is 1he Agricuhur;d Rese:irch 

1\t1nagc:111c:nt lnforn1:11ion Sys1cn1 or t\H:\·llS) is used to a..ssisl in controlling ;ind 

n1oni1oring ·re:1g:1sc's research projects In addi1ion to infonnalion :1bout the 

l:xpec1<::d costs ~ind ti1ning of individual projc.:cts. the syscc.:111 records st:1te111ents of 

1he projec1 objeclives <111cl expec1ccl lx:nefi1s. 1nclucl1ng 1he gaps 111 cxisling 

knowledge which 1hc projec1 is cspcc1ecl w fill. The objec1ivcs :incl benefil.s :ire 

r:trely expressed in 1cn11s of 1hc contrihu1ion the rroiect..s :ire likely to n1akc to the 

:1chicvc:111ent of sub·progr:1111n1c oh1ec1ives 

2.14 Consultants cng:1ged by Teagasc h:1ve evaluated rcse:1rch on pot:110 breeding 

:incl n1ilking n1:1cllines~ C:ost·bcncfit ;in:ily..sc:s \VC:n.:.: usecl 10 csti1n:ilt' 1he n::turns on 

the rcsc:irch in these :1reas. ·rcag:isc plans to integr~lle 1his cost·benefil 1nc1hodology 

into its progr:1n1n1c n1:1n~1gernent syslern so ii c:1n be used n1ore generally to ev:iluate 

the effectiveness of research. 

Effectiveness of Research into Food Production 

2.15 ·rhe objccti\'C:-:i of i·cagasc·s food research progran1n1e :ire 10 ensure th:it 1he 

outpuls of the Irish fr>0cl i11dus1ry :ire consis1cntly producccl 10 chc highest st1ncl:1rcls 

of s:1fe1y, qu:tl1ty ~incl nurri1ion:1I value and 10 con1rihute to rhc clevelopn1cnt of the 

indu...;try through product innov:Hion :incl iinproved product sophis1ic:1tion. ·n1e 

progran11ne is divided into seven sub·progran1n1cs. ·rhcsc :ire 

e 	 food safety research 

• 	 clcvdopmcnl of cheese and fermented dairy product• 

• 	 clcvelopmcnl of food ingredients (such :is milk powders :incl pro1ein 

concentrJtc~ used in fon11uLHecl foods) 

• 	 research in10 production and processing of beef. l:tmb ;ind pig rnea1 

• 	 produe1io11 of prepared consumer food (:;ucl1 as prc·prep;11\'.d meals, frozen 
pizz~1s. p:1s1:1s) 

• 	 food nutrition 

• 	 technology transfer through consultancy services. rr:iinlng of food induscry 

cn1ploycc.s ~incl cont1-;.1ct research (including :111:1lysis of con1position. qu:tlity 

and s:1fc1y of food produc1s). 

S1111ilar t•1:af11afio11s bru:c.• IX'l'll canTC'd out 011 tbe adt:i.\ory p,.ogran1111c.• a11d the 111aj<1r pan of 1be 
r1,~nc111!11r<1I 1rai11111g pn,l;!,n11111nc.· 
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~~ey point: 	 Clearer and more specific effectiveness objectives could be 
set for food research sub-programmes 

2. l6 \'\.'hile the objective~ for each of the sub-progr~1n1111cs :ire rclev~1nc to th(' 

overall effer1ivenc" objer1ivcs for 1ht· food research programme. 1hey could Ix· 

st~llecl in clt-;1rcr :tnd 1non: specific ter111s. For exa111pk:. the objective of food safe[y 

re~;earch (see case srucly 2) is ·to develop preventative 111easures to ensure the 

microliiolog1c1I and clwm1ral purny of Irish foocb' bu1 1hc concepts of 

microb1olog1cal and chemical p11r11y are no1 specified. Teagasc has s1a1ed 1h:n it was 

as.·;u1necl tlttt intt'rnationally ;1ccep1ed st1nd;ircls. such :ts the Code\ i\.liinentarius. 

\Vould be u . .:..cd 

2. :l 7 1\ clist1ncrion is dra\vn by ·reagasc bct\vecn ·pre-conuncrcial· and ·con1111ercial' 

food resc:lrclt_ Pn:-con1111ercial n:'iearch is concerned \vith the develop1ncnt of ne\v 

prc)ducls an<l technologies \vhich have con1n1crcial potential, follo\ving a S(·q11ence 

of stJgt..:s fro1n basic research through applic;ltion 1riaL" ancl pilo1-sc;tle v;11id;11ion 

ase study 2 

Food safety research programme 

Consumer confidence in the safety and purity of food. both in Ireland and in export 
markets for Irish food products. has been damaged 1n recent years by highly publicised 
food-related crises and scares in a number of countries. Consumers are increasingly 

concerned about the human health implications of BSE 1n cattle: the likelihood of deaths 
and serious illness due to contamination of food by pathogens such as salmonella and 
E·coli 0157: the use of preservatives and additives 1n the production of foods: and the 
presence in foodstuffs of drug, pesticide and other residues. Consequently, the 
continued competitiveness of the Irish agri-food industry depends on its being able to 
ensure food safety and purity. 

foagasc has a programme of research into food safety issues. The ob1ective of the 
prngramme. as stated in Teagasc 2000. 1s "to develop preventative measures to ensure 
l~e m1crobiolog1cal and chemical safety of Irish food". 

T:1e research undertaken includes 
• 	 development of more sensitive methods for detecting pathogens and residues in 

food products 
• 	 development of techniques to control spoilage organisms 
• 	 modelling pathogen growth in food products 
• 	 evaluating the effects of processing methods on food safety 
• 	 compilation of a National Food Purity Database to capture details of drug, pesticide 

and other residues 1n foodstuffs and 
• 	 development of a programme to verify industry food safety systems. 

NJ specific effectiveness measures have been identified for the food safety research 
programme. Programme targets have not been set. 

l -···" . 
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f'e1forn1ance lrleasur·e1nent in Teagasc 

This 1s followed by the commercial research phase which includes the carrying out 

of industry trials and market testing. leading to commercial production or the 

adoption of new technologies and practices in companies The commercial research 

undertaken by the Teagasc Food Centres almost invariably anses from its pre­

con1n1crcial research activity. 

2.18 Pre-commercial research undertaken by Teagasc includes research which 

many Irish companies, because of their scale, could not afford to carry out. 

Commercial research 1s generally carried out in partnership with or on behalf of 

companies with a direct or immediate business interest in the issues or products 

studied. 

2.19 Ilec:iuse of the direct link between commercial and pre-commero:tl research, 

the quality and quantity of commercial research undertaken 1s a direct measure of 

the impact of pre-commercial research 

Ket point: 	 Impact Indicators have been identified for food research 

activity but no targets have been set 


2.20 The performance indicators specified in Teagasc 2000 in relation to food 

research include some which reAect the potential commercial value of the innovative 

technologies. For example, the quality and commercial viability of the technologies 

developed will be assessed in terms of the proportion of the programme which is 

commissioned or b): the proportion of projects where in-company products or 

processes arc illlproved. These are reasonable proxy measures of the impact of the 

research sub-progr.1n1111es. 

2.21 No targets have been set for any of the food research impact indicators. 

Without targets (and associated information about the current situation and planned 

rime frames), the evaluation of effectiveness will nor be possible 

2.22 Since foocl resc:irch (both commercial and pre-commercial) is ulrim:nely 

intended ro conrribure to industrial output. cost-benefit analysis techniques could be 

used to appraise projects and ro ev:iluate programme outrurns. While there are 

practic;:il n1ca.surcrnent difficulties involved. such techniques arc often applied in 

private sector research and developrncnt operations. 

2.23 Teagasc believes that there are severe l1mitat1ons to the use of cost-benefit 

analysis techniques as a tool ro ev:iluate alternative research proposals before rhcy 

are unde11;1ken. For exarnple. they stare that the outcome of the analysis will be 

dependent on the assumptions made about the timescale for the uptake of the 

technology. However. the particular advantage of using s11ch techniques is that they 

require the expected benefits ro be specified and the underlying assumptions to be 

spelled out. 
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--- ------------

J::ualuatin~ l'rogra1nn1e i~ffecliveness 

2.Z4 The National Foo<l Purity Datab:ise, currently being developed by Teagasc as 

ore of the projects 111 the food safery research programme (sec case study 2) should, 

when completed, contribute to the Authority's abiliry to establish rhe current position 

in relation to food safety and to monnor rhe impact of the research programme. 

Effectiveness of Research into the Rural Economy 

2.:!5 Long-term rrencb are continuing to have an impact on rhe srructure of 

agriculture at a time when fundamenwl changes are also occurring in EU policies on 

ag:iculrure, trade and niral development. Against that background, Teagasc has 

1dcnt1fied an on-going need for research and analysis of the agri-food sector and of 

the economy and soci:d srrucmrc of rural areas. Continuing assessment of rhe relative 

eco momic importance of farm enterprises and rrcnds in market demand for food 

products arc also regarded as <"senti:il inputs to rhe development of national policies 

;mJ strategies. 

2.;:6 Rural economic research is grouped into four sub-programmes 

• 	 agri-food economics, focusing on the impacts of policy developmenLs 
(proposed or acruall on the agn-food sector 

• 	 economic and policy models of rural development 

• 	 creation of agri-food and rural development databases (induding the 

annual sample-based National Farm Survey) 

e 	 economic and statistical services to national and international agcncie::'. 

2.27 The oh1ecuvcs stared for rural economy research Jrc generally expressed in 

terms of planned activities rather than as a set of desired outcomes or unpaclS. For 

ex<impk, the obienive for agri-food economics research is '·to project the unpact of 

policy developments and changes on the compelllivencss of the <1gri-foo<l 

industry". In that case. the Authority can achieve its objernvc by carrying out the 
planned research activity but rhis would not demonstrate that the research had 

irnpact or \vas effective in any \vay 

No formal arrangements are in place to evaluate the impact 
of the rural economy research programme 

2.28 The effectiveness of rural economy research depends on the quality of the 

work undertaken. Fvaluauon of performance should therefore relleel aspccrs of 

qu<-.lity such as relevance of issues, co1nprchensivencss of the research progran1n1e 

ancl depth and reliability of analysis. Smee these aspects are difficult 10 quanufy, 

establishing the effectiveness of the programme would probably involve finding out 

the opinions of stakeholders and of relevant independent analysts. There are no 
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fonn:d :1rr:ingc111ents of this kind for ev:1luating pcrfonnance for this progr:1111111c, 

:11though stakeholders ~ll'l:.: involvl'd in approving :ind 111oni1oring the relevance <incl 

quality of so111e individual projects. By extending this kind of invo\vcn1ent of 

st1kchokk.:c\ a 11101\• con1prchcnsivc sy...te111 for evalualing progr:in1111c effectiveness 

could be developed. 

2.29 Teagasc has iclentifiecl four performance indicators in relation 10 its rural 

econon1y n..:s<.:arch progra111111e (see Appcnclix 1\)_ :\s in the other rc:sc:1rch t1rc:1s. 

n1ost of these inclica1ors rela1e to the efficiency of proj~c1 n1:1nagc1ncnt. l'his reflects 

the 1x1rticul:1r difficulty in qua1Hifying rrogr:1rn111e i111p:1cts in this area 

Effectiveness of the Advisory Services 

2.30 ·reag:1sc:·s advisory services :ire designed to assist f:tnn f:11nilies to 1naxi111ise 

incon1e (both fro111 L1rn1ing <tnd othi.::r sources) and to exploit opportunities for 

development They also aim to help farmers deal with the many changes in world 

1r:1de. :1gricultur~il rolicy. consu111cr expectalions ~ind cecllnologic:1l change: \Vhich 

arc 1n11x1c1ing on agriculture. 

2.31 Different kinds of advisory services for different kinds of farmers ;ire proposed 

in Teagasc 2000. 

• Tcagasc estimates that ;rround 20.000 full-time farmers operate commercial 
fan11 business enterprises. 'I"his cl:issific~ttion is based on the scale :incl intensity 

of agricuhur.d rroducrion. Tc:agasc\ Technology and Business Service will 
establish a clienl h:isc· of 1).000 farmers from within this group with a .staff of 
:1round 140 advisers and speci:tlist consuhants. 

• The rc111aining 110.000 fanncrs oper~1tt.· less intensively or on <J sn1:11lcr scale. 

on a full-1i111e or parr-111rre h;tsis This group is the 1:trge1 population for the 

Rural Viability Service. Tcagasc :11ms 10 deliver this service 10 about 50,000 

of these ft1n11ers. using a staff of .approxi111ately 240 advisers and fann business 

planners 

2.32 Advice is delivered to fanncr~ on ~1 onc-ro-onc basis (through office 

consultations :incl on-fann visirs). by 111eans of group events such :1s discussion 

groups. on-Linn dc11H>nstr:1rions ~111<.l open cl:iys. lertures/pn..:scnt;itions and 

dissen1in:1tion of ;tdvisory clocun1en1ation. 

2.33 Most advisory services arc provided on a fce-p;rying basis. The level of fees 

cllarg<.:d is b:isecl on [he size of the fan11 business and the arnount of tin1c involved 

in the delivery of one-to-one services. ·rhc expected level or cost recovery is higher 

for ·rcchnology :ind l:\usiness St.:rvice clicnls th;1n for 1he Hural \'i:1bility Service 

clients. Advisory services :ire provided free of charge for :1round 2.000 sn1:1Jler 

fanllcrs \VIH> l1:ivc been identified as h:iving signifi<·ant clevclopr11ent p<>tential. 
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F.r:,duatiit.~ / 1rogra111111c F.f/ectiue11es.~ 

2.;;4 The overall obwe11ve for the ;1dvisory S('f\'ICt'> "to :1ssist farm f:urnhes to adopt 

i1nproved practices and be11er business 1na11agc...:1ncnt, thereby increa::;ing output and 

1nc:un1c. Four priority :1dvi~ory .sub-progra111111es li;1vc hc:t::n ic..k:ntifi<'d 

• 	 a "1b-progr:11nme for improving the competitiveness of all farm 
enterprises, [hrough the adoption of lo\v-cosr produclion terhnolugies :ind 

business pr;1cticcs 

• 	 :1 rural viability and diversification s11h-progun11nc-. aimed :1t help111g form 

frunilies. \vhose fanning businesses are under co1111ncrcial pressure. 10 ilnprove 

tht~ vi:tbility of thL·ir farn1s :ind to encourage diversification and exploit~Hion of 
addilional inco111c opportunities both on and oil the Lirtll 

• 	 ~1 sustainable farming sub-rrogr;11n111c. p:1rticul:1rly in tenns of 1ninin1ising 

negative L'nvironn1ent~il in1pacts of agricultural praclice. \vith special :lltcn1ion 

givL'n to better fertiliser use and \V;tstc n1anagl:n1t·n1 str.11egies 

• 	 :1 food safety and quality sub-programme to ensure that on-farm produc~rs 
adopt the tl'chnology needed ro 1neet 1he st~1ndards of food safety ancl qualily 

assurance sche111cs 

Key point: 	 Clear and relevant impact objectives have been set for the 

advisory service 


- . ·-	 - ··- . 

2.35 In 'fragusc 2000. the objec11ves of each of the advisory "iii-programmes are 

gl'11erally exprcs~ecl in tenns of i111p;1cts on fanning practice :u1cl business. For 

ex~unplc. tl1c ohit.·ctivt-s for i1111lroving the ccJn1petitiveness of agrict1lture include the 

ohjectivc,.,. of ·producing kJ\vest cost 111ilk ;ind 111e~1t· and ·rl'ducing grain proclucrion 

co~L.,.·. "r11csc ohjl'ctives are clear and rl'levant 10 the achievc111ent of overall advisory 

scri'icc ohjecllves but require r<'finen1ent in tcnns of identifying lio\v 1111pacr is to he 

n1easurl'cl :tncl \vh~tt targets :ire 10 be achiL·vcd 

2.36 l! is not clc;ir fro1n "f"eagasc 2000 if the sul.>-progra111111e objl'ctives are to he 

acl"..icved in relation To f:tnners \vho arc ·rl'agasc clients or in rl~lalion to farn1ers 

gl:nc:r~1lly. 'l'hi~ 11:1-; in1plic;1tion~ for thl..:.' <..k:sign :incl conduct of effl'cli\'cncss 

L'V~ilua11ons \Vhich should be carried out fro1n the point of vic\v of rhe t~1rget group. 

l'c:;.g;1.-;c Slates lh:it the irnp:ict of itS ;Jd\'i.-;ory rrogr;Hll!Tl('~ lllll!'-t he assessed priJllJrily 

in 1et1tion to it." clients. 

2.37 "J"he rcrfonll<tllCl' llleasures for the advisory SCrViCL'.S :1dor1e<l in "f"eagaSC 2000 

gt'ner.dly relatl.' to advisory ;ictiviry or otnruts rather th:1n to in1pacts. For ex~1111ple= 

rerfon11ancc \VIII be 111casurcd in teflll~ of rhc nun1her of clients of the Business :uicl 

Tcchnologv and Rural V1ab1htv Sef\'iccs. Other rnc:asurcs include the nulllbcr of 

disc:tl"-"1011 groups c:;rablished and tht: nurnher of p;inicipants in tht' groups 

15 



l>e1forn1ance t\'fet1s11renze11t tn Teagasc; 

2.38 The propo11ion of all farmers who are clients of Teagasc is a measure of the 

activity of the advisory progm1nn1c..A..s f<lnners have ;1 choice in \vhether they avail 

of the Teagasc advisory service, ii can also be used as an indicator of effectiveness. 

Key point: 	 Impact targets have been stated in advisory service annual 
activity plans but have not been adopted formally as 
programme targets 

2.39 The annual ac11v1ty planning for the advisory services contains elements of 

impact quant1fica11on and target semng Typically, plans arc set out in terms of types 

of agricultural production (dairying, beef production, tillage, etc.) or special 

initi:uivcs such ;:1s the 'Cash in on Grass· pro111ocion. designed to n1axin1isc 

exploitation of Ireland's natural advantage in gr:1s,.lx1sed agricultural production 

systems. In most cases, the focus of the plans is clearly on the achievement of 

impacts on on-farm production systems. Case study 3 describes the target impacts in 

relation to dairy production cosl'.i mdicated in the 1998 advisory service plan. 

2.40 In practice. Tcagasc h:1s set impact rnrgcts for many of the aspects ot' the 

advisory service in the annual service plan. ·nllS provides a basis for 1dentify111g and 

adopung appropriate medium-term impact targets for 1he advisory suh-progr.1mmes. 

Case study 3 

Profitability in dairying 

The 1998 advisory programme plan for dairying enterprises has the following stated 
objectives 
• to improve dairy herd profitab1l1ty 
• to improve milk protein percentage 
• to improve grassland management 
• to support/promote quality assurance/food safety 
• to optimise benefits from agricultural support schemes 

The plan identifies a long term impact target in relation to the improvement of dairy 
profitability. (Targets are also set for the other objectives.) The aim is to reduce the 
average cost of production of a litre of milk by 15.000 advisory service clients to 9p by 
2005 

The ob1ective is clearly stated and 1s capable of measurement. The impact target is 
precise and includes a time frame over which the target is to be achieved The plan 
refers to the national average unit cost of producing milk in 1996 (12.4p/litre. according 
to the National Farm Survey) as a baseline While this is useful in providing a context 
for the target. it may not be particularly relevant 1n establishing the impact of the 
advisory service in improving profitability of the target 15,000 dairy farmers, some of 
whom already have a unit production cost significantly lower than the national average. 
The advisory programme plan acknowledges that some of Teagasc's better-performing 
clients already produce milk at a cost of 9p/litre. 
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1~·r:al11ating f'rogra1nnze Jj}Cctiveness 

Effectiveness of Training 

2.H Training and ccluca11on in agricultural production systems and in the business 

skills necessary for successful farm enterprises are regarded by Tcagasc :is a central 

element in the achievement of its overall ob1ernvcs of increasing farm output and 

fari1 incomes. They are a pnmary mechanism for transferring 1edmology to the 

far:ning conunt1nity. 

2.42 The traimng and education programme is divided into a number of streams. 

refecting the needs of chfferent rarts of the agnculturc workforce and rurnl 

communlly. "lhc bulk of the trnining resources (around 90%) arc concentrated on 

ser~'ices for ne\\' enlr~1nts to agriculcure and horticulture \Vilh lhe balance being used 

to Drov1cle training :me\ education for those already engaged in agnculrure or rural 

enterprise. The training rrogramme includes separate training rlans for 

• 	 prospective entrants to full-time farming. wHh more specialised training for 

those expecting to \vork full-tirne in cc"nmercial fanning 

• 	 prospective enrranrs to part-llme fJrming 

e 	 prospective entranrs lo horticulture al supervisory or n1anagerial level 

• 	 other workers. including rrospcctivc employees or operatives in agriculture or 

horticulture 

e 	 adult education for rractising farmers crncl hort1rnltunsts, rural women and 

peorle engaged in or considering diversified rural enterprises. 

2.43 The Certificate in Farming (Clf) 1s regarded as the key training scheme for 

new entrants to farming. Initiated in 1983. over 11,000 people have completed the 

three-year course, \vhich includes a threc-n1onth fann placen1ent. For 1nost 

par.icir;mLs, the course is provided in one of a number of agricultural colleges, some 

of which arc run by Teagasc 1Lsclf and some privately-run but substan11ally funded 

by Tcagasc. There are also rart-tune and distance lea!ning O[ltions for panicipa11on 

111 uc CIF to meet the needs of students who are not 111 a posllion to attend a college 

full··llme or to undertake the prescribed farm [Jlacement 

2.4·i Changes in the stn1c1ure of training for ne\v entrants ro farn1ing '\vere set out 

in ieagasc 2000. These include a rcd11ction in the clura11on of the CIF from three to 

twc 	years, by concentration of the course \VOrk eleinent. Part-tin1e and distance 

learning optio11s for raniupation will conti11ue. In addition. the O[ltion of pursuing 

a tlrec-ycar D1rloma in Agriculture course will be available for those rlanning on 

taking over the operation of full-time commercial farms. This will usually include a 

first ye;ir of full-1ime course work 111 common with Cl!' students, a one-year farm 

placeme11t and a further year at an agricultural college wHh speciahsa11on 111 one of 

a number of ort1ons 'uch as da1ry1ng. arable crops, pig or poultry man;igemcnt. or 

farm machinery. 
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2.45 The 1r:1ining :rnd educ:111on courses offered by Teagasc are designed 10 h:ive 

:1 direci in1p<1c1 on the knl)\Vleclgc :incl co111pctcnre b:1se of chc "'orkforcc in lhe 

.agricultur.d and rela1ecl secrors. l"hc objectives for n1osr of the courses are expressed 

in those tcnns and c111ph:isise the clevelop1ncn1 of both technical :inc.I business skills 

in the workforce 

Key point: 	 Teagasc has adopted some impact measures for training 

but better measures are available 


2.46 ·r1ic perfon11:1nc<: n1c:1sures for tr:1ining ~incl education :1s :1doptecl in /'eagasc 
2000 are rt.:levam to the sraied impact ob1enives but need 10 Ix: developed further 

for purposes of effec1ivc:ness eva]u;Hion_ ·rhc 111casurcs chosen arc: the nu1nt>er of 

1x111iciran1s in courses :ind the nu111i>cr of course graclu:HC:) obtaining relevant 

cn1ployn1enr or i111ple111enting the i111proved practices k::1rned. Bc..:llcr n1c:isures in 

term-< of imp:rcr would include, for cx:1111ple, ·1he proportion of cntrnms 10 full/p:rrt­

ti1ue fanning \VhO 1i~1\'e obt~tined the c:JF', or '!he proportion of full-1in1e L1rn1er.s \Vho 

Case study 4 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the Certificate in Farming 

The ob1ective of Teagasc's !raining programme for prospective full-time farmers 
as stated in Teagasc 2000 is 'lo ensure that entrants to full·time farming acquire lhe 
technical and managerial knowledge and skills required for successful commercial 
farming'. The main scheme for delivery of the knowledge and skill is the Certificate in 
Farming (CIF) which has been running since 1983 

In 1996, Teagasc conducted a postal survey of a 10% sample of the almost 8,000 
recipients of the CIF between 1986 and 1994. The main findings were 
• 	 At the time the survey was undertaken, 72% of the respondents were in full-time 


farming and a further 20% were in part-time farming 

• 	 63% of full time farmers and 48% of part-time farmers either own or lease all or part 

of the farm. This was higher than expected given the relative youth of many of 
!he respondents (most being in the range 22 to 30). 

• 	 50% of respondents working full-time in farming stated they are the sole or main 
decision makers on the farm A further 38% staled they had a significant input into 
farm decisions 

• 	 75% of those engaged full-time in farming and 63% of those engaged part-time 

were clients of Teagasc's Advisory Service. 


• 	 24% of respondents stated thal a new enterprise had started on the home farm 

since they had completed the CIF. 


The survey provides valuable information about the extent to which CIF graduates are 
employed in farming or the wider agriculture industry and the likelihood that they may 
have an impact on agricultural production practice. This kind of evaluation could be 
broadened out to obtain information about the qualifications of all entrants to farming 
in a particular period to establish what proportion of entrants Teagasc provides with 
the necessary knowledge and skills. 
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hold the CIF (or have equi,·:tlent competl'nce}. 'vle;1sures like these would help 

Tc.1gasc to focus on rhe adequacy of the scale of training provided in terms of the 

skills rcquircn1cnt in ~tgriculrure. 

2.'!7 Teagasc undertakes demographic and labour force analvsis of the structure of 

the :igricultur:d/rural conununuy Supplemcnrmg this with further analysis of 

:ichievecl training or 4u;1hf1c111ons (such as that clescribccl 1n c:ise study 4) should 

alln\v thcn1 to cstJhlish th<: existing situ:ttion in relation to training needs and assist 

in :.>c.:rting in1pact targets for the furure. 

Conclusions 

2.48 ·rl'agasc has in pl;icc n1any of 1he ele111enls of ~1 sy~ten1 to cvalu~lle the 

efft:ctivcness of i1s progranuncs hut kc:y aspt·c1s are n1issing. 

e ·rhere is J strong focus on 

obiective' in Teagasc 2000 

in1pacts in the stllc1ncnr of sub-progran11nc 

e 1\1any of ·rc:1gasc·s planned progr;unrne i1npac1s can be quantified bur \Vith very 

ft:\v exceptions, 'l'e:tg:isc has not set i1npac1 targets. 

e \X'here i1np:1cts cannur lx.- quanlificd, ahern:itivc 111eans of evalu~1tion nt.:ed ro 

be adopted bur fonnal arrange1nents for such cvalu:11ions have not been put in 

rlace 

e Ev:du:uions of effecti\·eness of so111e sub-progr:un111es have only occasion:illy 

been carried our. 
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3 	 Evaluating Organisational Effectiveness 

3.1 Evaluating the overall effectiveness of a public sector organisation is a more 

complex process than the evaluation of individual progrnmmes or sub-programmes, 

though rhe basic approach is simibr. Thus, the following elements are required in 

evaluating rhe overall effcCllveness of an organisation, 

e 	 a dear statement of rhc impact objectives which the organisation aims to 
achieve 

e 	 a set of performance measures which are relevant to rhe stated objectives, 

where possible, wnh targets to be achieved in specified rime periods and 

reliable systetns to rnonitor achieven1ents on an ongoing b;tsis 

e 	 ahernauve approaches to evaluation of effectiveness where the planned impact 

objectives ;1re not arnenablc to n1casurcn1ent 

e 	 well structured evalualions at rhe right time across the full r:mge of the 

organi~ation's activities 

3.2 The extrn complexity in evaluating overall organisational effectiveness anses 

because public sector organisations typically aim to achieve sever:il impacts 

simultaneously, some of which may conOict. For example, in Tcagasc, advice aimed 

at improving food safety by changing on-farm production/handling methods for 

cattle may result in technologies which increase rhe costs of production of beef Even 

when ob1ecrives are not directly in conflict, the activities designed to achieve 

differenl ob1ecrives may be in compe1ition for scarce resources. 

Identifying the Organisation's Impact Objectives 

3.3 Teagasc adopled a s1raregic managemenl approach ro i1s opera1ions from 11s 

es1ablishment. II has produced a series of m<11or s1ra1egic planning documen1s since 

1990 of which Teagasc 2000 (published in July 1998) is rhe most recent. 

3.4 The s1ra1egic planning model used in developing rhe Teagasc 2000 sta1emen1 

of s1rarcgy (see Figure 3.1) is similar to 1har acloprecl by many organisations in 1he 

public sector. It involved ex1ensive consuhalion w11h Tcagasc's stakeholder groups 

ro 1den1ify 1heir needs and priorilies. This was coupled w11h analysis of rhe 

Aurhon1y's operating environmen1. including analysis of 1he implications for iLs 

effecriveness of external opportuni1ies and th reals. The potential of rhe organisation's 

resources to deliver 1he kinds of services required by stakeholders was also caken 

in10 account. Based on 1his process, an overall organisa1ional mission s1a1ement and 

associated corporate goals \vere drawn up. 
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Fvalualing OrJ.?anisalional lffec/iveness 

Fi!1ure 3.1 Teagasc's strategic planning model 

·;_,:-.·:.:;.. 

i~~i~;:,. ·: .. 
•l. ~:: . 
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statement 

Corporate 
goals 

Agriculture 
research 

programme 

Food 
research 

programme 
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research 

programme 

Advisory 
programme 

Training 
programme 

Operational framework 

Activities 

Activities 

Activities 

Activities 

Activities 

3.5 Evaluation of the achievement of Teagasc·s corporate goals should form a key 
pan of the strategic planning framework. It would serve the dual purpose of 
informing the stakeholders in Teagasc about how well the organisa11on is serving 
their needs and of identifying for Teagasc management how programmes and 
activities might be adapted better to meet the corporate goals. 

t K1ty point: Teagasc 2000 does not Identify how the achievement of 
L___;:____ _ corporate goals will be evaluated·- . - - - --- .. 

3.6 Teagasc 2000 describes the Authority's role in terms of serving the needs of 
thn~e <liscincr comn1unities of intcrc~r 

e agricultural and rural comn1unities 

• the food produrnon industry 

e those involved in the development of policy and services for agnculture, food 
production and rural development. including government departments. interest 
groups, academic and other researchers 

---------- -----~-----------·---
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/.Je1jbrn1a11ce t\'/easuren1e11t in 1Uauasc 

Figure 3.2 Teagasc's mission statement and corporate goals 

Mission statement 
To provide innovation and technology transfer services for the sustainable development 
of the agri-food sector and rural communities through integrated research. advisory and 
training programmes 

Corporate Goals 
• 	 the development of the human resources required in agriculture, the food industry 

and rural development 
• 	 the production and manufacture of food products of assured safety and consistent 

quality and food ingredients with improved functional attributes 
• 	 the further development and more extensive application of sustainable grass-based 

milk, beef and sheep production systems. and also crop and pig production systems 
• 	 the provision of policy analysis in relation to the agri-food industry and rural 


development and supporting the establishment of alternative farm 

enterprises and rural businesses. 


·reagasc's 111ission s1:uc:111cnt and corpor:He goals (see Figure j_2) are expressed in 

1cnns of r11ee1ing the needs of ics three t:1rge1 con1n1unitic~ excepl fur 1he corpor::nc 

goal rela11ng to 11iral policy :in:ilysis In that c:isc. the go:il focuses on outputs. The 

focus on the needs of the target con1111unitie...; provides a clear sta11lng poinl for 

carrying ouc effectiveness cvalua11ons. 

3.7 ·rhe corporate: go:ils arc very sirnilar lu 1hc sc:tte111en1s of objective:' for 

·rcagasc's five progr:1111111es. ·rhis suggests th~u carrying out the planned progra111111e 

<ictivitics should result in the achicven1ent of the desired i111pacts. Con1prehcnsive 

c:v:du:it1on of the extent to which the corporate go:ils me :ich1cved would be a basic 

te~t of the consistency bct\veen over:ill corpor:lle goals and the objectives of 

operation:1l activity 

Contributing to the National Science and Technology 
Capability 

3.8 :\!though it is noc included in the corpor:ue goals set ou1 in ·reap.asc 2000. 

1·eag:1.sc n1:1n:1gc11H:nt st:He that the 1\uchority h~1s :t further pri111:1ry objective. ·rhis 

rela1cs to the extent to \vhich ·re:1g.:1sc contributes to the n:uional scientific and 

t"chnologic:il caparny and panicularly to the scientific and tcchnolog1cd cap:icity 

needed to develop the agticuhurC' ancl food sectors. They :irgue that v1br.int '"search 

progr..1n1111c:s invoh•ing young researchers :ll the pt.·ak of their cre;.Hivity :ire needed 

10 drive innovacion and technology tr:u1sfer, leading to continued gro\vth_ i·hey 
propose that sciencific and technological capacicy should be assessed in tcrn1s of 

indicators such as rhe level of expenditure on rese:1rch, 1hc: average age of 

rese:1rchers :incl the k:vel of intern~Hion;il recogni1ion of the \vork produced 
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J'.ua/uati llf.!. <Jrga11 isational Fffccttve11e • .._, 

3.~> The Jrgumcm in favour of Tc:igasc contributing to the development of a 

national scientific ~ind technological c~tpaciry suggest.s that having such a c~1paciry is 

;1n end in itself. In fact that cap:tcily is a n1cans to achit'ving desired in1pac1s such 

as econon1ic gro\vlh or technologic~d advances in industry or agricuhure. 

c:cnse4uently, 1he degree to \vhich i·eagasc contributes to the national ,-;cientific and 

technological capacity should not fonn part of the 3s:;css1ncnt of ils effectiveness 

Effectiveness Evaluation Strategy 

l(ey point: 	 Organisations should evaluate their effectiveness from the 

point of view of those they serve 


3.J!O The effectiveness of an organis:tt1on should be evaluated from the point of 

vit-\\' of rhose rhe org;1nisat1on pl~111s to scrve. Heprc:scnt:1t1ves of the st::ikeholdcrs 

aff~ctc:d by ·rt';tgasc operations arc consuhed in a varit.'ty of \vays. for c:xan1ple, 

ag:·iculturc producers and fuud procl:S!:'ors arc involvL'd in rese~1rch progr:.u111nc 

li:.i1son groups. ·reag~1~c rccci\·es feedback on advisory and training !:iervice~ 1hrough 

di~cussion groups and fro1n local fanncr bodit:s_ St~tkcholclers are also represented 

on tht.' hoard of i·c;1g;1sc. ·rhis nct\vork of contacts provides ~1 sound base for 

stakel10Jdcr involve111cnt in a con1prehcnsive effe<'!iveness evah1:.i1ion sysce1n. Figure 

3.: sunun;irises ·rcag:1sc :icrivilies in relation to its targec co111111unitics :tncl 1he \vlclcr 

op~rat111g cnvironn1Ctll. 

Fl~1ure 3.3 Operating environment for Teagasc activities 
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fJe1j(Jr111a11ce 1Heas11ren1en1 in 7'eagasc 

3.11 ·reag:1sc's n11ssion state1nent and corpor:ue goals arc cxprcs."cd in tenns of 

im1x1c1s on che agnculcure Jnd food sectors as a whole. Consequently, whole-sec1or 

imp,crs should be escablished to evalu:ll<" Teag:isc's overall organisacional 

effectivcne.s~. So1ne of ·reag:isc's progran11ncs focu.s on n1ee1ing rhl' ncecls of its 

(moscly fee paying) clienLs and should be evaluated from cheir poinc of new. 

J-lo\vever, it c:innot be assun1ed in such cases tha1 progra1n1nc effectiveness is 

evidence of overall organisa11onal cffcn1veness. 

3.12 Fron1 the ~1gricultural co1n111unity's point of vie\v. ·reagasc's irnpact as an 

organis:nion should be assessed in terms of changes in cechnology used on farms. 

Developing incre;1singly sophiscicaced agriculcural cechnologies on chc research side 

could indicate better programme effeC11vencss buc would noc increase overall 

organis:uion:1J effectiveness unless the advisory :incl training sides \vere capable of 

transferring those technologie.s to f:1nns on <t substantial sc:·llc. 

3.13 While che ulcimace cesc of org:mis:111onal dfeniveness is the impan che 

organisation has on the target ron1n1unities 1 effectiveness evaluations can exan1inc: 

all chc accivicies wichin che organisacion which concribucc to the achievemenc of 

11np<1c1>. Thus, 1he links '"'cl relationships be1wecn rclcv~nc demencs of cl1fferen1 

programmes can be cvalmced. This is recognised wnh1n Teagasc. C:ise scudy 5 

describes. a revie\v of Teag:1sc ;1cth•ity in relation ro sheer proclucrion \Vhich 

reviewed boch sheep research and the process of ensunng che take-up of bcsc 

pr:1ccicc by sheep farmers. 

Measurable Impacts 

3.14 Teagasc has noc selecccd pcrfonrnnce measures or inclicacors in relacion co che 

achievement of wy of ics corporace goals. Conscquencly, there are no qu:m1ifiecl 

imp:ict targecs for whac 1l is crying co achieve 

Key point: 	 Most of the impacts which Teagasc Is trying to achieve 

could be measured 


3.15 Many of che kinds of 1mpaccs which Teagasc seeks co have nacionally arc 

a11u..:n£thle to 11H.:a.sure1nent, larger seuing. rnonitoring and ev~1luation. ·rhc kind of 

i111pacr 1ne::isures ser for the advisory progran1n1e~ could also serve as overall 

organisacion:d impacc goals For eX3mple, che corpor:ne goal of achieving 

the further deuelopinetlf and 111ore extensi1;e apj;/icalion of 

sustainable gra..;s-bused nzilk, bet{ a11c/ sher./> production syste111s 

is closely rcbtecl co che objective of che grassland research sub-progrnmme. This aims 

ro clcvdop sysccms for 

!be prod11c11on ol low cos/ milk (9Plli1re). suck/er lx-ef (/43plkR 
carcos.,') a11d 111id-sea.,·011 lanzb (J36pll.!g carcass) o,f tbe required 

quality and safely tvilh 1111nin1un1 in1pacr on the enuiron11ze111. 
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Evalut1ling ()rganisational ffjec1iue11ess 

ase study 5 

lteview of Teagasc sheep research and technology transfer 

T3agasc commissioned consultanls from New Zealand to carry out a comprehensive 
mview of its research and technology transfer for the sheep industry. Taking into 
a:count the level of resources committed to sheep production technology, the review 
assessed 
I• the relevance of the research activity to current and future national needs 
I• the strengths and weaknesses of the research activity 
I• the international quality of the research activity 
I• the effectiveness of the technology transfer between the research and advisory 

services and to end users 
I• the dynamics of the sheep research and technology transfer and their further 

development towards higher quality and new goals 
I• areas for potential co-operation. both national and international. 

The review was completed 1n October 1998. It included analysis of the current situation 
ir relation to sheep farming and the lamb meat processing industry. Among the main 
findings and recommendations were 
I Integrated best practice sheep production systems should be developed 1n 

conjunction with an ·enthusiasts· group of 150 to 200 sheep farmers selected from 
among Teagasc's clients. This group would have a ma1or influence on the priorities 
for research and development. technology evaluation on farms and technology 
transfer. The approach would involve 
D collection of physical and financial data at whole farm enterprise level 
0 structured analysis of the data 
D benchmarking of individual farmers against the group 
D group interaction through workshops led by specialist Teagasc advisers 
O interaction with individual farmers by general Teagasc advisers. 

• 	 The current systems to assess research and development projects and for 
prioritising research areas should be further developed and formalised. 

It .<hould Ix: noted, however. rhar rhe rarger production pncc and quality levels to be 

achieved nationally would probably be con,1dcrably dilkrcnt to those specified for 

ex1">Cri1nental best-pr:icti<·e systc111~ 

3.16 It n1ay be necessary to set n1ore than one ilnpact target in relation to soine of 

th< activities Teagasc is trying to influence. For cx::1111ple, in relation to the n1ore 

extensive application of susrain:.1ble production syste111s for n1ilk or sheep n1cat, 

(n, r1onal ave"1gel production pncc and product quality t;irgcrs could be- set. 

All::rnatively, a target could be St't for the percentage of L1rn1s nationally \vhich n1eet 

sp<:cified production systf'nl critcri;L Achi('ven1ents in r('la1ion to the cnvironn1cntal 

su.-:tainability of production 111echocl:-> coul<l be n1easured acro~s different types of 

prc1cluction systen1s in tcnns of national pollutant discharge levels. 

3. 17 \Virh multiple related rargcrs, ir would probably be necessary ro develop a 

scc·recard systen1 for 111011itoring of ~1chicven1ents. This \\·Ould list all the tJrgets 
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together in <t fra1nc,vork 'vhich e1nphasiscs chc relationships bet\i..'een the various 

111easures and reveal \vhen achievernencs in one respect \Vere out of b:1Jancc \Vith 

achieve111cnts in other are:i.s 

No11-measurable Impacts 

3.18 Te:ig:isc's goals for rese:irch into rural economy are no1 so amenable 10 

qu:intifica1ion. The quali1y and relev:rnce of !he analysis produced are !he mos! 

in1porcant aspects of thc research. Al!ernacivc non-111easure111en1 based rne:ins of 

cv:duating effectiveness: such as independent peer revie\VS of rhc \vork progranune 

and ou1pu1s, need 10 be :1dop1ed 

Systems for Effectiveness Evaluation 

3.19 Te:1g<1sc's (~xi.sting :1rr:1nge111en1s for c;1rrying out evaluations arc included in a 
docu111ent describing the Au1horiry's progr:1111111e rn:1nagcn1cnt systen1, produced in 

Ociober 199~ Appendix B reproduces !he· di;1gr:1nis in !he document which 

sun1111arisc the progran1n1c 1nan:1ge1nen1 arrange111ents. 

3.20 1·11e currenl sysce111 docs 1101 distinguish cle:1rly bel\vecn rcpo11s \vhich fonn 

pan of Teag:isc\ ou1put (such as scientific puhlic:uions and end-of-project reports), 

routine n1:1nagen1ent rcpons on operations and activi1ies and evaluations of rhc 

outruts and imp:ict.< achievecl. The system should bc :irncndcd 10 show the specific 

provisions for cv;iluacion as ~1 sc1x1ratc section. 

3.21 The production of cnd·of-proiec1 n::ports for all completed multi-annual 

rc:sc:1rch projects i-> ;1 reh1tivcly recent iniri:1tive in ·re:igasc. ·rhese are designed to 

docu1nent the results of the research progra111n1e :tncl to i111prove 1hc transfer of 

kno,vledge about nC\\' lechnologics 10 the adviso1)1 and training services through 

co111pila1ion of a co111prehensivc technical cligc..·s1 ·r11i~ kind of reporting of resttlts 

111:iy be effective as :1 vehicle for technology transfer :ind is a s1ep in the right 

direction but it docs not constilutc evaluation of 1hc rcse;1rch progr:un1ne because 

the i11111acts are not as~essecl (sc:c c;1sc ,..;tudy 6). 

Key point: 	 Teagasc should produce a plan for comprehensive 

evaluation of goal achievement 


3.22 ·reaga.sc's existing arrange111cnts carry a strong risk that the evaluations \Vhich 

~ire carried out ;incl reported on \Viii be .selective rarhcr rh:1n con1prehcnsive. 

e 	 Cost-benefil an:ily~es of i111pacts have been carried out for a nu111bcr of 

progrnmme are:ts and Teagasc intends to arply the methodology developed 10 
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other areas in the future. le also inlend'i that \vhcre i1npacts cannot re:idily be 

quantified, reviews by external experts focusing on quality and relevance will 
I.le progressively undcrt;1kcn on a nun1hcr of proµra1111nes. ·111is indicates a 

co1nnlitn1ent to c~1rl)1 ing out evaluations_ l·lc.)\vever, a schedule of evaluaciuns to 

be carried out \Vithin a given 1i111e fra1ne covering all a.spcct:i of ·reagasc's 

oper;1llons should he clra\vn up 

e 	 1\crording lo 1he progran1n1e n1anagen1cnt systern docun1ent, i·cagasc 

highlights the n1ore i111portan1 research results given in i1s end-of-projccc 

reports. along \.\'ith i1nportant outputs of thl' advisory and tr;1ining sen·iccs, in 

a public~ition entitled 1"eagasc Al'hieuenwnts. ·rhis is intended 10 be an annu;d 

pubhc:tlion bur only one edition has so far been produced (m 1996). The title 

of the publication and rhc con1en1 of the 19% edition suggests a strong element 

of sdecuviry. wirh onlv positive results being puhl1cisecl While the 1996 

docu1nent 111ay have been useful for a range of 'feagasc purposes, it is not a 

substinne for fornial effectiveness ev~1Juation n:por1ing. 

Seiectivity is inconsistent \Vith the need to evaluatt.:.· ;ill aspects of op('rarions and to 

recognise areas \vhich need i1nprovcn1ent as \VCll :is 1hose \vherc good results are 

alr~ady being achie,.ccl 

3.~:3 So1ne evaluations of 1·eagasc·s 1n1pacts <trc carried out by otht~r :1gencics for a 

va,·iery of purposes For example. extend evaluators havt' hecn appointed by rhe 

EL and the Department of Agnculrure and Food ro assess Teagas<"s performance m 

relation 10 the achievement of targets for EU-funded programmes. To the extent that 

su1:h extern:il :·audi(·s ad<lre~s adequately rhc issues identified in 1·c:1g:1sc·s 

effectivcnc.s.s evJlu~1tion schedule, 1hey 111ay reduce thc need for ·rc:1gasc to 

co.11111ission its O\Vn studies. lihi1narcly ho\vcver, ·reagasc retains the responsibility 

for ensuring that its ctTec1iveness is cornprehcnsivcly and adcqua1ely ev;1luatecl 

ase study 6 

Two examples of end-of-project report findings 

I> 	 The end-of-project report on research into methods of testing food samples for the 
presence of pathogens concluded that the proiect had identified a means of 
reducing the waiting time for reliable results from 3 days to 15 minutes and which 
was suitable for use in industry. The report did not explore what impact this 
technology could have on the economics of food production. 

I> 	 The end-of-proiect report on research mto herbicide use 1n cereal growmg 
concluded that the project had established that herbicide used at 50% of the 
manufacturers' recommended rates gives only slightly lower levels of weed control 
than full appl1cat1on rates but does not lower grain yield. The impact of this finding. 
e.g. in terms of percentage reduction in cereal production costs or environmental 
impacts. was not considered 
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/)erforn1ance /11easuretnent in 'J'eagasc 

3.24 Tc:1gasc's research into rurJl economics and the compilation of st:tristical 

databases (such as the National farm Survey and food safety databases) contribute 

ro us ability to monitor many of rhe areas where it seeks ro have impacL Together 

with data from other sources, such as the Central Sr:trisrics Office's estimates of 

agricultural ourpur. land holding and use patterns and demographic and labour force 

trends, these should facilitate rhe setting of rargers, rhe monuoring of progress and 

the periodic evaluation of effectiveness. 

3.25 Teagasc's system for evaluation should identify who within rhe organisation 1s 

responsible for ensuring rhar an adequate programme of evaluation is carried our 

and for overseeing the design and conduct of studies. The way in which 

representatives of stakeholders are to be involved in effectiveness evaluation should 

also be clanfiecl. 

3.26 The level of resources available for evaluations should be defined. Many 

evaluations carried out in the past or currently unclcnv:1y have been cornrnissioned 

from independent consultants or expen.s, including specialists from agriculturnl 

research bodies in other countries. To dare, Teagasc has preferred to use consultanLs 

rather than establish an in-house evaluation unit bur it has not ruled out following 

the lauer approach 

3.27 The adoption of formal systems for evaluation of effectiveness should nor be 

:11lowed to result in rigid procedures and unnecessarily expensive data gathering 

exercises lns1c:1d, the aim should be 10 develop a culture of ev<1lua1ion wuhin the 

organisa[ion and to 1nakc 111axinuJn1 use of existing 1nanagen1ent syste1ns in 

evaluating effectiveness. 

Conclusions 

3.28 Teagasc currently has in place many of the elements required 10 evaluate the 

dfccriveness of HS operations The remaining elements required could be developed 

relatively easily, pmticularly in light of the srarement of impact ob1ect1ves a11icula1ed 

in Teagasc 2000. The crucial missing element is a set of quantified targeLs, showing 

as ;iccurntely as possible how rhe current situation is expected ro change over a 

defined period as a result of Teagasc's ac1iv111es. In s11uations where quantified 

targets cannot Ix: established, alterna11ve evaluation processes should be adopted. 

3.29 Teagasc should draw up a cyclical plan for the systematic evaluation of 

organisatioml effectiveness over a defined penod. This should include designation 

of the resources required for carrying out the evaluations. The arrangements for 

carrying out the evaluation work, including the extent to which external consultants 

will Ix: used, should be set out more clearly. 

28 
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Appendix A Objectives and Performance Measures for Teagasc Programmes, 2000-2005 


Programme Objectives Sub-Prog.r"Jmmc Objccti\·es Performance Indicators 

AJ.;ric:ttlt11rr Re.~·arch 

To develop h\·es1ock :ind crop protiuc1ion srs1ent<> 
dt:.signed 10 redu(·l' produc1ion co.sis ;inti prcxlucc 
food of Jssurcd ~1f1,:1y and cnnsi:-lt:nt qu:ility in l 

\\"JY 1ha1 is comp;tllhll· w11h t:nviron1n~nt:il pro1<:c11on 
:ind :in101al \\'C!f:irc 

(ircl.ula11d • Uairy·. &-cf'""' She(71 ·111c production of lo\v <.:OSI milk 
(9p/l!tre ) ..,u<.:kkr lx:t:f ( 143plkg 1)f cucas..-;) Jnd n11d·:il-:1son l:tml> 
(l.3()p/kg of circ1&;) of 1he requir~d qu:lli1y and s:1fdy \\'ith n1ininu11n 

in1pact on thl' enviror11ne1u 

Ausma/ ;\111trifi1111 a11d S11pplcn1e11rary Ft'('di11~ To dc,·dop i'l.'cd n.:gunc:s 
for 1.:lficien1 :1nJ consiste1u quJlt(y :1n1111al produuion 

Ani111t1l /Jreedi11~ aiul RL'JJruduct1011: To lllljHU\'t: 1he rc:producl1\'C 
1.:ff1nl·ncy of f:ir111 :1n11n:1ls ;ind to 1dcr11ify till· nui...;1 sui1:1hlt> hn:L·ds :ind/or 
)(l·notyrx:s for difft"rt"nl feed ;ind 1n:in:1,i.:crnt·n1 systc111.c; 

Aninu1l llealrh a1uJ ll'lC'lja,.<'· To dcvdor n1:1n:1~ernc111 str:ue.gil·s 10 

promnte pn..;i1ivt> herd he;llth and \vdf:irt· s1:11us sn ;is to ~ffick·ntly 
produce s;1fe :ind qu.1h1y fotxl 

Tilltt~e Crops a11d Jlo11ic;11/111re: To develop in1pruvc.:d crop produnron 
\Villi p:1rticubr reg:ird to inrr1.::ising prodlKl1on eft'icienocs \Vh1h: 
improving pnxlucl qu:1h1y and .s;1fc.:1y :ind mini1ni...;1ng envJConnll'rll:il 
llllJl·ICIS 

Rural /:"11viru11111e11t To qu:1n1ify the environn1cnt:il rt'!>p<JnS<.: of \';1rious 
:1gricuhur:1J sysll'fllS and 10 n1akl· a\·;iilable to fannl'rs tht· infnnn:Hinn 
required to ensure c.:nvironn1e.1ual su:>1:1inah1h1y 

1('(.:hnical Sen//.(l'5. To provide l r.tn$(t' of ;1n;ily1ic1I and consult:111cy 
:-1.·rvi<..Ts 10 f:1n11i:rs, :1gn-busincsscs :ind otht·r puhlk :1n<l pnv:He clicnb 

Nun1ber of projert.s/contr.1c1.c; (01npletl'<l on schedule 

Numlx·r of cnd-<if-pro1ect rcpons cornpk·1<.:d on S<.:l1edult> 

~u1nlJer of scicn1ific/1cchnical/popubr pul>lir:11ions 

i\u1nlx:r of opc:n (by.c;, 11~uning courses. workshops and 
.sy111posia 

Nurnl.x:r of in-se.r\'JCl' lr:iinin.~ courst:s for ;1tl\'isorsl1r:lincrs 

A1nount of 1ndus1ry ron1n1is:;ionl>(l rcsc:1n.:h and consuh:lncy 

Nu1nher of Eli FrJlllt:\\'ork 0Jn\r:1LI$ 

Nu1nllt:r 1lf outcon1cs wi1h co111111t.:rci:11/eo1non1ir pull'nt1:il 

l.t!vd of cost reCO\"l'I)' in Tl·c·hnicll Services Progr:11111111..· 



Appendix A continued 

Programme Objet:lives Sub-PTogramn1e Objectives Performance Indicators 

Ensure the hi.~hes1 s1:1ndJr<ls or .s;1fet~1 • qu:11ity ;ind 
rnnri11011 :ire l'.nnsisten1ly :1ch1c:ved in fo1ld prudu(b 

i>1n\·j(:c the nt·LeS<;:uy s<.icn!1fic :ind h·l hn(lll1.~i<.:;d 

~n.1hhng capacity 111 food prodlKIS and 1ngrcdil·n1!> 

FJJd \rift'iy To dc\·clop pn·\cn1:1t:\C measure:- to cn..;urc {he 

rni<.Tohiologicd :ind d1c111i<.:al s1fc:1y o! ln!>h fcxxl 

C11e<-:;1-s ail(/ fi•r11w111ed L)u11y l'rod11os- To 11nprovc the tlJ\'Ot1r 1ex111re:. 
tu:1L"t1<Jn:il11y .t:id yidd cf cho.:c~cs .1nJ fc11ncnrrd Ca1ry pr<::ducts ;i..; .1 
suppun for con1rx:til1\·cncss 111 product dcvelopn1e1u JJld d1ffc:rerni:llion 

Food /J1grcd1e11ts To identify ch1..• con1pos1tinn:1l ;ind prnn::-.-.ing 
de1ernurun1:- of th1.: funct1on;1h1y of '.nod 1ngrt"d1e.111s .1nJ Jt'\·elop 
tcd1nolog1cs which i1nprove the func1101ul :ind lllHnt1on:il anrihutcs ot 
1ngrec.lll·n1s and enh:1ncc l'Xpt..'111se in their u~ 1n fonnul:ued fn0ds 

fJc<f f.(tlllb tout J>1g :1/cat.s To dt·vdop tcd111nlng1e..-;. 111dud1ng p;ickagin~ 
system.!>. for the efficient proc.lucnon of fn.:sh 1nea1 proc.luns of consis1e11t 
ql1al11y. :tnd con\·l·nic:ncc n1e:u pr<Xlw..:ts chat Jre both \vhnle.c:;o111c :ind 
:1u:rl!1(1u:­

J>n1>ared Co1is11111er Foods To identify 1ht• 1najor factor.c:. which dc1cr111ine. 
tht· qu:dity of prcpar1.:d kx.xl products :1nd 10 evaluate prnct:S.-;(..'S :ind 
ltirl<tion:d in}o(r<'dicnts r'or !hl' in1pro\·cn11..·111 of cx1st1nµ product~ :ind 10 
f:i< ilit:He lhl' dt''-Tlop1nt·n1 of nc.·\v proc.lun . .; 

h1(Jd :\'11/rififln To inVt'!>li~:\ll· new 1cd1nolog1c:. for tlh: 1Hllnl1on:d 
cnharllt:lllcnt of rood produc[.-. :tnd [(_) !>llpport produu cll'\'t•loprm:.:nt :lnJ 
n1.irkt!lill}o( s1r.llegi1..•s thal .ire 1il:111..·r informl'd of c.hc1-hc.·:llth relationship~ 

'f'ech11r1lr1x.11 Tra11~fer Tu r;;i:-.1.: tl'l' inrn.1\;1'.t\'l' c11x1l1ty o'. t!tc 1n:11or food 
co1np:1n1t:!> :ind .-.uppon the lkvdop111l·111 of :.mall and nu:Jiun1 scale 
foo<l husincs..<;t·s 1hrou)(h (Orl!r.ll'l Tl'SC:Hl'h. consuhanly anJ tr:uniog 
~tT\'lt cS 

i\'u1nher nf pro1ccr..;iu 1n1r:1et:-. n J111plch.:d (.in scbcduk 

Nurnher of cnd·of-proio.:t rl:ports completed on schedule 

Nunihcr of tr.1inin)( courses. "·orkshop'.'i an<l .<iy1nposi:i 

N11111hcr of p:11t·n1s 

\u1nlx:r of :ipphcation:. tn:d!-lpdot pbnt ,·:1lid:11:ons 
Slll.'CCS..'ifully (()lllpktcd 

t\111c1unt of inllt1s1ry (01tunissio11cd researd1 :ind consul1:1nl~' 

Nu1nhe.r of prc1t.h1t"!S in 111:1rkt·1 1cs1 by industry 

Number of <!em<11i.~tr.t1cd in-nJ111p:u1y produ..:ripr<.X:e!>.!:i 
1n1prO\'ClllctlL<i 

lrvel of cos! recovery in Tt>t'hnology Tr:tnsfcr St•rvKt'S 

http:f'ech11r1lr1x.11


Appendix A continued 

Programme Objectives Sub-Programme Objet..1ives 	 Performance Indicators 

Rural Eco110111J· R~arcb 

To project th<· i111pal1 of policies and 01her chan~es 
on the: agri-frxld ~cctor and rur.il ;1re:1s 

To a~:>s 1hc pcrfonnanre of fann enterprises and 
chanxcs in 1narkc1 den1and for food producL<; and to 
a11:1lySt.: adjus1n1en1 proccsse.;; 1n nir.11 arcas 

Agri-Food Hcono111icJ: To projl'c.1 1hc 1mp:tc1 of polic.)' development<; lnd 

changes in the cconontK performance of fam1 enterprises and consun1cr 

n1:irkets on the compc1111vcnrss of the a~ri-food industry 

Rural /)(/t.·elup111ent. To providt· tht: str.uegic knowledge hase 10 support 
the continued \·iabtlity of n1r:1I areas 

Agn-Food anti Rural /Jet:eloptnent /Jatahases To provide 

comprehensiv« irner:u..:1ivc <l:11:1h;1scs in Jgrinihun:". food and rural 

<kvdopmenl related :1re;1s 

Ecunon11c Sen1ice:;: To providt" n;.uional and interna1ion;1l :igencics \\'ith 

up to d:He s1ati.s1ics on fann enterprises. together \\'1th analy.si.s and 

ron!>ult:1nc~· service:-> on agri· focxl econonucs :ind niral <lc\·l'lopmen1 

Nun1ber of proj<..'CL'>/rontrart.s con1ple1ed on schl'dulc 

Nun1b1..·r of cnd-of·projc~:t reports c:on1plt"1ed on .schcduk 

Numl:x.:r of public1tions 

Numl)(.:r of ou1con1es \Vith n:uion:il policy or scx:ial potential 

Adl!i.\Ot)' l'rugra111111c• 

To inrrc;1sc farn1 output and income hy 

e 	 assi.sting farm fan11hl'.s to adopt improved 

praclit.'1..·.s and lx:ner n1:1n:igen1cnl 

e 	 devdoping local h.::1dcr.;hip :ind c:rHerpri..;c 

Acl11isory Progra111111e 011 /111proui11g Co111µ1tll11Je.>11<?ss 

e Producing IO\VC.Sl co.st nulk :lnd n1ea1 from gr:izc:d gra.s.s by 

:inim~ds selected for their alnlitr to pl·rforrn in gr.1.ss lia..;ed srs1t::111-. 

• Reduong grain produc11on co:-Lo; 

e Further dc\·cloping n1u.shroo1ns. nursery stock and soft fn111 

enterpnst'S 

e further t·xp:111sion of pig prcxluction rogt"1ht"r with in1provcd f<:<:d 
coll\'t:r;ion through supenor breeding, feeding :ind hou::-ing 

Runll Fiahility and /Jii-ersificatio11 Adm.wry Progra111111e. To pro:1ctivcly 
encour.1ge, s1in111la1e and .support farn1 f:tmilie.s \vho an: 'under pressure:' 
to :tchiC\'l.' ,·iabihry 1hrough :1 s1n.1eturcd ;1dvisory :ind development 
progr.1n1rnc 

Sustainable Farming Progra111111e_- To p!O\'tde 1he planning and Jdvisory 

s<.:rvices th:ll will ensure th<11 fanning systcnt<; are sust:1inable. \\'ilh 

p:1nicul:tr :111cntion to i1nproving ft~rtili.scr use, anin1:1] 111anure 

111:in:1gc111en1. grJzing and other nun;1gcn1cnt prartiCl'S 

Ff.>od Safety and Quali~)' Progra111111C': To ensure 1h:n the pn.x.lucers ha\·t· 

1he pro1ocol.c;, the kno,vledge and 1he .skilb necessary 10 llll"t'I the 

s1and;ird-; of f()()(I .<;.;1fc1y and quality assur.1nce .schc1nts 

Nun1her of clients of the Bu.sincss and Tt·chnology Service 

Nurnher of Discussion Group!> est:1hlishc<l 

Nun1ber of p:1rticip:1n1s in the Discussion Groups 

Nu1nbcr of Monitor Fanns escahlishcd 

\u111l)Cr of Clients in the Rural Vi:1bil11y Service 

\un1tX'r of active panicipants in the Rural Vi:1bilil~1 

ProgrJ1nn1c 

Numbc.:r of REPS pbns prcp:1rcd and supportc.."'<I 

N11111her of people undergoing tr:umng for off-f:1rrn 

crnployn1cn1 opponun1t1cs and for th1..· csiabli:-hmc.:nt of ne\v 

di\'c:rsified t"rl!t>rprist•s 

Nlunher of farms act·rt·ditt«I 10 the recognised Quali1y 

Assurance Schemes 

i\umher of non· REPS nutnent 1n:1nagcn1cn1 plans. prepared 



Appendix A continued 

Programme Objectives Sub-Programme Objectives 	 Performance lndk:aton 

To ensure: entr,ulls lo full umc aJ.(ricullure and 
l1ort1\.ldt11;c :1cq~1irc tlK· nccc:--;ary tcchnJCJl anJ 
TIUtlJJi(t:ri:il kno\vlcdgt.: and :-kills 

To cnsurt· that cncrants 10 part t1n1e bnn1ng have 
access to appropriate ir.11111ng 

Tn provide qu:tlity 1ra1ning in :igncuhurc> and 
horti<..11lt1uc to a:; broad a r:1ngc o: applicant" :1.' 
possible 

To u;xl.11t· the 1cchnical :ind husine...... k1;0\v]et!gc: :ind 

skills of pr:ictising farmers :ind hon1n1lturist.-> 

To mcec the srx.:ufi<.: 1r.1in1ng OL'L'tb of n1r.il \von1en 

:ind of people l'ng;tg•.:d in or cons:dcnng d1\·cr..;ifted 

n1r:tl cnterpri:-.<:s 

i\'(·u· 1:"11tra111.~ to l1grtc11!111re 

e To ensure iluc cntranb to ful1-111TK' f:un11ng ;Kqu1re the 

tcchn1c:al and n1anagenal knowl<'dge and skills required for 

sucu.:ssful cnr11n1erci:1I E1r1n111g 

e 	 To ensure 1lut cntr:1nL" to pan-tune f:trming have JC"CCS.'i tn 

appropriJtc 1r.1111ing in Jgrindture and wh<.:n: ncc<:ssary have 

:iccc-...s ti) rr:1ini:1g for ann1l:cr innnnc g1,:n<.:r:H1ng ;?Lt1vity 
e 	 To en.sure thJt cr11r.1nt.s to hortit uhurc at !>llpL·r,:1sory :in<l:'or 

man:1gcn1cn1 level 3cqu1rc the 1echnir:il and businc!:>!i 

knowledge an<! experusc rt'quirecl in ;1 m<xlern honirulture 
cll!crpn:-.e 

e 	 To provide quahry tr:uning 111 .1griculturc and hortirulnirc to as 

broad a range of applu.:ants as possible 1hereb~· cnh;1ncing till' 

:-kill:- h:<SL' of the :>ector 

Provi.~io11 of Arlull fd1tcatio11 To update 1he tec:h111c1l :ind business 
kno\\lt.:dgc :tnd :-kilb of' pr:Ktising farn1er.s :ind ho11iculturi.;b :ind to 

meet the !>fX:Lihc tr:1ining needs of rur;1] women :tll<l t)f peoplt: 
engaged in or ('Olt'iidering d1vcrs1ficd rural enterprL<ie..; 

1\tHlll>t:rS of ptoplc SUCCl':....'>fUJly (01llplc!in)o: c:1cli of !111..• <..Ourscs 

on offer 

\umber c1f c>ur:-c grad;::H1.:s nl't11ni:lg rdcv;1nt en1ployn1cnt nr 

i111pk1ncnting 1he i1nproved pr:icticcs t1l1J . .dlt HI the course 



Appendix B Teagasc's Programme Management System 

'Ill·~ fol\o\ving !ables ~hcl\v Lhe progra1nn1c n1;1nagen1en[ systt·n1 in place in Tcagasc 

and have been n..:-produced fro1n Lile ducu111cnt cntitk:d ·reap,ri.-.c :\· l'rogrannne 

:1'1c1 na.~en1enl S1·ste1n. 

T"i>le B.1 ·reaga_,c·s !\nnual Progr~1111n1l· :\·lan:1gt·n1t·nt Syslern 

'fai>le H.2 ·rcagasc's He~earch Progr~11n11u.: !\'ianage1ncn1 Sys1e1n 

Tai>le B.3 Tc:1g~1sc's :\dvisory Sl'rvice Progran1111c :\·t1n:1gc111cn1 Sysrc-111 

Talik B.4 ·reagasc':-i ·rr~1ining Services l'rogr:1111n1e 1\1:1nage1nent Sy~tc1n 



Table B. I Teagasc's Annual Programme Management System 

Progranunc 
T<-agasc Delivery and Programme Reponing and Evaluation 
Strategy Monitoring 

Bi-Annual.F;vc >Car Cycle An,iuaL· Dec lo Jan Annual: Sept tu OctA1111ua/:jan to Vee 
Spring & Auturnn 

Research EU Publish 
Operations 

Directors ofDirector of 
Operations 

+ Monitoring Annual Reports Annual Report 
with 

Advisory Committees andto,_.... ,_.... ,_.... r-- ­ r-Regional Advisory -
+ Teagasc Board Inventory of & 
AchievementsTraining 

Training Management 
Structure 

Services 

or 
1994 - 1999 

Agri & Food 
& Research 

Management 
2000 - 2006 Structure 

PublicationsPublications PublicationsResearch Output 
Specialist Advisers 

+ 
Researchers Researchers 

Technical Digests 
Scientific & End of Project 

Technology Technical Reports 
Transfer ,__.. Papers & Reports andi----. r-

Plus Articles in Technical 
Patent Applications Press 

(DRI - System) 

Programme 
Revit.-w and 

Formulation 

Atuzual."Apr to Sept 

Research 

+ 

Advisory 

+ 

Training 

Programme 

Next Year 

Programme 
Approval 

Annual· Sept to Oct 

Teagasc Board and 
Dept. of Agr. & 

Food 

Agri - Food 
Research 

(Portfolio & 
ARMIS) 

Advisory & 
Training 

Programmes 

Next Year 
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Teagasc Research Programme Management System lable B.2 

-·., 1- Programn1e 
Research --1 Review and 
Strategy 

Fi1;e Year Cycle 

Government 
Policy/Pnorit1es 

t 
Research Strategy and 

Programme 
1994 - 1999 

t 
OPARDF 1994 - 1999 
(Sub-Measure 5(a)) 

and 
Food Sub-Programme 

1994 - 1999 
(Measure 3(1i)) 

oOo 

T eagasc 2000 

2000 - 2005 

Forn1ulatinn 

Annual: Apr lo Sepl 

Review of ongoing projects 
at Research Centre Level 

Project proposals for•

following year approved at 

Research Centre Level 

Programme/projects for•

I following year approved by 

National Research 
Management 

Programme/projects for• 

following year approved 

by Teagasc Authority 

Outline Programme• 

submitted to Minister 

Research Budgets • 

approved by Teagasc 

Authority 

Pro1ect portfolio and•

budgets circulated 

Pro1ect Protocols 
Armis Form 


Arm1s System 

Project Ledger 

-Programme -, I Ilmplcn1cntation Programme Reporting and F.valuation 
I/Monitoring 

Atu111al:ja11 lo fkt; 

Monthly: Pro1ect 

Ledger and General 


Ledger Reports 


Research Management 
Team Meetings I 

Routine Reports 

-· 
 DR Reports 
 r- ­
Directors of 


Operations report to 

CD and to Teagasc 


Authority 


Bi-An11ual: 
l\•riodic 

Spring (..., Aulutntz 
A11uual 

Progress Reports to Annual Research Peer Review of 
OPARDF Monitoring Reports Programmes 
Committee and to 

OAF (Food Teagasc Annual oOo 
Sub-Programme) Report 

Cost Benefit Analysis 

oOo 

End of Project Reports -- 1-
oOo 

Structural Funds 
Reviews and 
Evaluations 



- --
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Table B3 Teagasc Advisory Services Programme Management System 

StralL"b'Y 

Programme 
Review and 

Forn1ulation 

A11111u1/:}u(v tu tl11}!_11st 

Current Advisory 
Programme 
Reviewed 

Programme Proposals 
for Next Year to 

Teagasc Aulhonly in 
September. 

Subm11ted 10 
Department of 

Agnculture & Food 

Discussions with 
Department of 

Agncullure & Food 

Commodity 
Committees Decide 
Detailed Enterprise 
Programmes and 

Events 

-· 

Pr(>gramn1c 

Approval 
·-· . 

.\'ept tn 0C"I 

Teagasc Authority 
September 

Minister for 
Agriculture & Food 
October/November 

Regional 
Management 
Committees 
December 

lll-A11uua/: 

<:.pri11g l-Aut1111111 
Fivt• H•ar (.)•c/e 

Review of Advisory 

Pr(>granune 
Delivery and 
Monitoring 

Annual:jau lo nt·c 

-
Monthly: 

Analysis & Reports 
from Client 

Management System 
against targets set 

Monthly Regional 
Management Team 

Meetings 

Meetings between 
individual managers 

and Director of 
Operations - approx 

twice each year. 

Report lo EU 
Services 19g2 

+ 


Monitoring 

Committee 


on Physical and 

Restructuring of Performance 


Advisory Services 
 Indicators 

t oOo 

Operational 

Programme 
 Occasional Studies 

~ i- ­ c­
- Measure 6 Using National Farm 
1994-1999 Survey 

oOo 

Teagasc 2000 

1998 


Further Restructuring •and Refocusing of 

Programmes 


National•
Development 


Plan 

2000-2006 


Tcagasc Progranunc Reporting and Evaluation 

Annual:Vefe111ht:r 
St•pteJu l>c:1/(),_·tob er 

Annual Report 
Directors of 

Each of the three 
September/October 

Operations Report 
Annually to the oOo 

Teagasc Authority 
Occasional Studies 

on Impact 
of Schemes 

oOo-

Market Research on 


Client Needs and 

Perception 

of Services 




Teagasc Training Services Programme Management System 

Progra1111nc 

Approval 


Sept to /)cc 

Teagasc 
Authority 


September 


+ 
Minister for 


Agriculture & 

f--+Food 


October/ 

November 


Table B.4 

: Progran1n1c 

Agreement by 
Central 

Directorate 
Summer 

Agreement by 
Authority 
Autumn 

Submission to 
Department of 
Agriculture & 

Food 

•r.... ·- - - ­'"..~~ 
Strategy 

:Hutu- H.•111· (-..Tie 

Expert Group 
Review 1981 

Internal Reviews 
1984 
1986 
1990 

Review for 

Structural 


Funds 

Application 


1993 

Teagasc 2000 
1998 

Review and 
Formulation 

A1111uaf_-jan to Sept 

Update Registers 
Formulate 
Proposals 
December 

+Consultation 
with 

Managers and 
Spec1al1sts 

Spring 

Programn1c 
Delivery and 
'1.onitoring 

·1 

An11ual.'}a11 to /Jee 

Delivery on day 
to day basis by 

Teagasc 
Educalion Officers 

and 
Enterprise Advisers 

+ 
Monthly Review 


Management Team 

Meeting 


+ 
Monthly Internal 


Verification of 

Assessment by 

CAO/College 


Principals 


+ 
May - June 


External 

Verification 


by Regional Team 


Programme Reporting and Evaluation 

/Ji-Annual" 
/)ect•1111Jer 

II 

A1111uar 

Sprii1g & Autu111n St1Jfeu1her/(Jct o/Je r 

Report to EU Each of the Annual Report 
Monitoring Directors September/October 
Committee of Operations 

+ 
on Physical and Report 

Performance to the Teagasc 
Indicators Authority Periodic Studies on 

Impact and 
Effectiveness,­ f----+ 

I 
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