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HiGH LEVEL FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations are listed in order of priority for action below. In the main body of the report
the recommendations follow the structure of the report, as page numbers indicate.
Programme level (€30.5m expenditure in 2022) Page

11 AGRIP to reconsider its strategic messaging and how to integrate 27 research priority areas into Focus

Areas under key Strategic Themes and how this can promote collaborative activities among scientists 42
1.2| AGRIP to consider unifying and harmonising all its education activities under a Teaching Branch 46
AGRIP to critically examine the communication channels with DAFM at a high level and seek
1.3 . : : . . 43
improvements, including the option to establish an Advocate Forum
Senior management to continue lobbying for sufficient advisory time to promote effective adoption of its
14 . - . . s 44
innovations and to use all avenues to impress on DAFM the negative consequences of under provision
15 Teagasc to review its messaging validation process and before the 2024 growing season, unify the clover 46
" | KT messages from LSRD, GSRD and CELU, into a single guidance
1.6 AGRIP to design a succession plan that addresses the principles and needs described in the Human 16

Resources section and in the individual department evaluations

AGRIP (and Teagasc) to continue to make progress in the diversity aspect of their operations and
1.7| monitor all metrics through all grades, and compare with similar organisations in applications, | 19
appointments and promotions, as evidence to that end

AGRIP to review and were possible act upon proposals and comments around how industry training
1.8 | courses are delivered; how to the manage research as it becomes a service; the design of future peer | 47
assessments

| Department level Page
Animal and Bioscience (ABRD) (€4.3m expenditure in 2022)

2.1 | ABRD to aim to increase international alliances and leverage large multi-actor research collaborations. | 22
ABRD to increase the level of interaction with social sciences to build an understanding of the
2.2 e . T 21
parameters driving stakeholder responses and of the social and economic implications
Livestock Systems (LSRD) (€3.7m expenditure in 2022)
3.1 LSRD to investigate and act upon opportunities for research that draws on the support and partnership 24
" | of the Grasslands Science and Animal & Bioscience Departments
LSRD to establish mechanisms to demonstrate and validate mitigation options for environment/climate
3.2 . X ) S R e 24
issues, including considering the use of a farm platform for adoption into competitive livestock systems
Grassland Science (GSRD) (€3.2m expenditure in 2022)
41 GSRD should seek to recruit soil science expertise to broaden its clover/grassland activities into carbon 28
" | sequestration/soil health and support the proposed LSRD mitigation demonstration activity/platform
GSRD should seek to exploit opportunities to expand its relationship with the academic sector, to engage
42| . . o ; ! 28
in more forefront research through multi-actor research proposals to competitive funding bodies
GSRD to examine proposals for new strategic positioning and messaging at the AGRIP level to develop
43| . ) 25
Focus Area(s)’ that are shared by all four centres
4.4 GSRD to provide a clearer declaration of the breakdown of the external income streams for any future 26
"~ | peer assessment exercise
Pig Development (PDD) (€3m expenditure in 2022)
5.1 PDD to develop its vision to maximise the potential of its new sow facilities for devising forefront research 30
" | to engage new frontiers in porcine science
PDD to make maximum use of its facilities and opportunities to collaborate with ABRD scientists where
5.2 ) . 31
benefits can be gained and to seek greater external research funding
Drystock KT Department (DsKTD) (€1.2m expenditure in 2022)
Both Drystock and Dairy KT departments to develop shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing
61a| . . - ) . - ) - . 34
implications of change and stakeholder experiences following adoption of new innovations into practice
6.2 Engage social scientists to gain understanding of stakeholder behaviours and uptake and to optimise 34
" | the reporting of this back to the research departments (note also Recommendation 2.2).
Dairy KT Department (DyKTD) (€1m expenditure in 2022)
Both Dairy and Drystock KT departments to develop shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing
6.1b| . . " : ) . - ) - . 37
implications of change and stakeholder experiences following adoption of new innovations into practice
71 Engage with ABRD in the use of social scientists to gain understanding of stakeholder behaviours and 37
" | the parameters driving stakeholder adoption, (note also Recommendation 2.2)
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OVERVIEW OF OUTCOME EVALUATION

Prior to the on-site visit by the Peer Assessment Panel (PAP), the outcomes of the case
studies were individually reviewed with an “impact eye” along contributions to outcome
pathways that support Teagasc’s model, i.e., technology development and adoption,
capacity building, and policy pathways. These cases provided useful evidence and
material for the PAP and were selected from across the six AGRI departments. They
supported the assessment of the program and enabled understanding and the picturing
of concrete illustrations of research outputs and how those have been used to influence
the realisation of specific changes.

The case studies describe a diversity of AGRIP’s contributions and outcome trajectories.
It was obvious from the cases that AGRIP has contributed to the agricultural sector gaining
impressive benefits and increased robustness. Notably, AGRIP has successfully reached
a diversity of stakeholders in the Irish agri-food sector. Significant outcomes achieved by
AGRIP include informing and reshaping agricultural policies; the opening and
reinforcement of collaborations in the Irish agri-food sector; use of specific tools (e.g.,
indexes, modelling-based instruments, methods) and proof-of-concept through adoption
by a large number of Irish farmers. This has resulted in changes and adaptation of farming
practices, and the use and communication of specific recommendations by farm advisors.

A two-day assessment visit was based at Teagasc Moorepark, where the heads of
departments presented their outcome case studies and outlined the operation,
achievements and goals of their commands followed by short Q&A sessions in open forum
with the Director of Research, the Head of AGRIP and all department heads. There was
also an opportunity to see some field work, meet a few Walsh students, while also
engaging with department heads and their staff. Finally, there were online sessions with
industry and DAFM policy stakeholders to capture their experience and views.

Overall, no failure in addressing the Teagasc mission priorities was identified and the
configuration of the existing departments seemed largely fit for purpose, at an operational
level. The public funding was clearly driving policy-centric studies that were supporting
key DAFM objectives. In terms of the three key criteria of ‘Quality’ ‘Impact’ and ‘Viability’,
all departments and the overall programme scored between Competent to Outstanding.
There are a number of areas where opportunities for improvement is recommended
around the strategic positioning of the AGRIP research agenda, opportunities to promote
more high-level interactions, the perceived need for an AGRIP advocate forum, a
standalone teaching unit proposal and suggestions around a range of other specific
challenges, including human resources. In all of these the PAP sought to support the
senior management in their drive for continuous improvement, the overarching motivation
for inviting this peer assessment.

In reviewing the PAP recommendations for the individual departments, it should be noted
that they are not necessarily always exclusive to the department where they are placed,
particularly regarding the KT departments. Therefore, where appropriate, a wider
consideration may be beneficial to the overall AGRI programme.



Executive Summary

The PAP (Appendix 1) assessed the AGRI programme and its component departments
against three criteria, i.e. quality, impact and viability using a qualitative assessment (text)
and quantitative assessment using five assigned categories (as below). See also
Appendix 3 for more detail on these assessment categories.

Categories
Outstanding Strong Competent Needs
Improvement

1) Programme Quality, Impact and Viability

The PAP considers the Quality of the overall AGRI Programme is OUTSTANDING
The AGRI programme is tasked with improving the efficiency of grassland-based dairy,
beef and sheep farming plus indoor pork production, primarily to meet DAFM/industry
targets around sustainability of the environment and rural economy. The leading scientists
produce research outcomes that achieve publication in leading peer-reviewed journals but
also have a deep understanding of how to translate this into practices that can be adopted
by the Irish livestock sectors. Much of this research is underpinned by postgraduate
studies, that make a vital contribution to the overall output of AGRIP. In this aspect, the
quality of the programme was judged to be ‘Outstanding’. There were, however, a number
of areas where opportunities for improvement were identified. These were mainly
associated with the management of the education activities (PAP RECOMMENDATION
1.2) and developing a forum for meaningful AGRIP-DAFM two-way dialogue specifically
with the policy leaders (PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.3, 1.4). Proposals on how to
reconfigure the strategic positioning of the 27 priority research areas under a more policy-
centric theme were also offered (PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.1). This was to provide
more powerful messaging around how the science integrates with stakeholder priorities
and signal to staff where they contribute to the higher-level agendas.

The PAP assessed the Impact of the overall AGRI Programme to be OUTSTANDING
The research is strongly focused on delivering technology-ready solutions with very well-
developed channels for taking them through to commercial adoption. The two highly
specialised KT departments use the latest dissemination tools (social media/podcasts) to
engage the modern farmer and improve farm practices. Showcasing innovations on
monitor farms and by early adopters has also been highly impacting on farming practices.
The twelve outcome cases and other headline initiatives prove that AGRIP has contributed
significantly to upskilling the industry and in aiding DAFM to progress its policy objectives.

The PAP recognises the outstanding work achieved thus far, acknowledging the role that
the KT departments play in disseminating information and driving positive change.
Nonetheless, there is a need to ensure uniformity of messaging across the entire Teagasc
organisation. This includes an urgent need to resolve all clover KT messaging into a
uniform Teagasc guidance for farmers, before the beginning of the 2024 growing season
(PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.5). More work is recommended around evaluating the
changes and impacts following technology uptake, to understand further what drives
behavioural change and sustains it. This will guide future technological design and inform
strategies for scaling-out. Within the context of the DAFM policy drivers, the focus and
impact of the AGRI programme is considered overall, to be outstanding.



The PAP considered that the viability of the AGRI Programme to be COMPETENT

The AGRI R&D programme has access to a high-quality infrastructure and research
grounds with evidence of recent and ongoing investment. There is evidence of high-level
interactions across departments and groups, with a number of active collaborations. Along
with the postgraduate programme, this helps maintain the continuous questioning that
keeps expertise up-to-date and brings a degree of resilience and ability to respond to new
challenges. Despite AGRIP being split into multiple sites, shared thematic events are
organised to foster more complete learning processes, identifying priorities and in scaling
up of events. The core of the programme is focused on, and has successfully
implemented, the priorities of DAFM, which brings with it a measure of funding security.

The trend for increased external funding appears to have largely off-set diminished core
funding. This is detrimental for core funding security as it masks the implications of budget
reductions and also external funding may not align as closely to DAFM goals. A clear
vision of the trajectory of AGRIP with targets within creditable timelines, will be vital. This
will also identify any new expertise or capabilities needed which is central to future viability.

A related challenge, will be to reduce AGRIP’s dependency on individual researchers in
critical disciplines. Where having more than one researcher in a discipline is not feasible,
that lead should be actively imparting knowledge and sharing responsibilities down the
grades, with contract staff and postgraduates, to ensure expertise does not reside with a
single researcher (PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.6). There are also other challenges
around competing priorities for advisory time; managing staff expectations; delivering
unform messaging, deciding when to detach researchers from initiatives that become
services; and in continuing the gender and ethnic diversity progress
(PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.7).

Overall, probably the highest viability risk facing AGRIP is the ongoing reduction in
Teagasc advisors' capacity for supporting KT adoption. If the KT-advisory bridge is not
fully secured, then the strength of both KT departments and thus the entire programme,
are expected to diminish. A proactive approach is necessary to safeguard the continued
effectiveness of this KT activity that is critical to industry progress.

2) Department Quality, impact and viability

Animal and Bioscience Research Department (ABRD)

The PAP assessed the Quality of ABRD as OUTSTANDING

The applied research is conducted to an excellent standard from which farmers have
benefited enormously in both large economic and operational gains over the last decade.
Farmers are supportive of the future direction and strategy of the department but note that
additional resources are needed to accelerate innovations into climate-tolerant practices.

The PAP assessed the Impact of ABRD as STRONG

Farmer evaluation of impact is high and the case studies had excellent outcomes.
However, the ABRD’s mission is around economic and societal goals but the main
performance metrics were about productivity, fertility etc, with little understanding how
technologies are received by adopters and the longer and broader implications. Hence, a
social science-based initiative was recommended (PAP RECOMMENDATION 2.2)



The PAP assessed the Viability of ABRD as COMPETENT

ABRD has talented lead researchers who attract substantial funding and have impressive
publication outputs. However, the lack of depth in the team brings succession risks for its
future and retaining its high-income streams would gain protection from more involvement
in international multi-actor collaborative studies (PAP RECOMMENDATION 2.1).

Livestock Systems Research Department (LSRD)

The PAP assessed the Quality of LSRD as STRONG

LSRD is commended on its holistic approaches to industry challenges and its total focus
on industry needs. The case studies show that the research is also strongly influential at
a national level, with high visibility. However, this has created a high dependency on
industry funds that drive a somewhat insular focus. This may be inhibiting consideration
of the relevance to global scale issues, and gaining access to international collaborations.

The PAP assessed the Impact of LSRD as QOUTSTANDING

LSRD research has delivered significant impacts at market and industry level and has
brought forward practical solutions on critical challenges to industry’s viability, as
exemplified by the development of AgNav. Going forward, creating a better understanding
of why/how farmers are responding to extension and dissemination technologies may
further increase research impacts and the uptake of new technology.

The PAP assessed the Viability of LSRD as COMPETENT

LSRD’s ability to react to industry needs is a key strength, but this can also impede more
forefront long-term studies than industry actors could support. Gaining traction within
some sectors is more difficult (e.g. beef), possibly warranting a change of approach. There
is a viability risk in overly focusing on immediate industry priorities, as some speculative
research can deliver step changes. There is also potential to increase the R&D planning
through to extension collaborations with GSRD and ABRD (PAP RECOMMENDATION
3.1), particularly to navigate farmers through nitrates derogation challenges, climate
change targets, etc, while ensuring business viability (PAP RECOMMENDATION 3.2)

Grassland Science Research Department (GSRD)

The PAP assessed the Quality of GSRD as STRONG

GSRD has created flagship initiatives that provide important management guidelines to
enhance production and reduce carbon footprints that have gained excellent industry
recognition and influenced DAFM policy. Publication outputs, supported by postgrad
studies, are high in number and quality. There may be opportunity for wider international
collaboration and funding, which could require stepping back from some routine service
work. Better metrics on funding sources will reveal this (PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.4).

The PAP assessed the Impact of GSRD as OUTSTANDING

The notable efficiency improvements in industry are due to a number of factors, but
undoubtedly aided and substantially enhanced by the GSRD programme. This has been
driven by the success in communicating KT messages through a diversity of conduits,
including peer-to-peer learning and by influencing farmers reseeding choices towards
more profitable and environmentally adaptive options. It is also evident that this body of
work has contributed to the delivery of DAFM policy objectives.




The PAP assessed the Viability of GSRD as STRONG

The high number of PhD studentships provides some continuity protection for this small
team of lead scientists. The increasing tertiary teaching workloads threatens the viability
of the research by absorbing staff time, particularly in demonstration-based undergraduate
teaching. However, the closer working with the academic sector could also open up
opportunities for more speculative or forefront research (PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.2).
The lack of soil science expertise within a grassland department is a clear omission given
the high policy priorities around carbon sequestration and soil health and the existing
clover/minor species studies, hence (PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.1).

Pig Development Department (PDD)

The PAP assessed the Quality of PDD as STRONG

The team's consistent performance and support for the local industry was recognised,
ranging across health, welfare, nutrition, performance, and environmental sustainability.
Its underpinning of best practices to avoid anti-microbial resistance (AMR) and how this
changed industry practices was a shining example. The significant upgrading to a recently
built, state-of-the-art 200 sow research facility now needs to be fully exploited by initiating
more ambitious research at the leading edge of porcine science. Closer collaboration with
ABRD expertise and research facilities should help make this possible
(PAP RECOMMENDATION 5.1).

The PAP assessed the Impact of PDD as OUTSTANDING

Having a fully imbedded KT support section and a highly integrated industry structure
helped PDD to an outstanding impact on practices throughout the production chain. The
headline AMR work that has pointed farmers to the best practices derived from scientific
knowledge, has also brought considerable societal impact. Overall, PDD has contributed
significantly to improving the Irish pig industry's productivity, health and welfare standards.

The PAP assessed the Viability of the PDD as COMPETENT

The joint programme is highly dependent on direct funding from producers, but its
inconsistency poses challenges, especially when pig farmers are under financial pressure.
The lead research base is also small and thus venerable from a succession perspective.
While the close and highly effective collaboration with industry deserves praise, to improve
funding security, PDD should increase efforts to seek further external funding for more
novel research ventures while retaining a relevance to the economic and operational
needs of local producers (PAP RECOMMENDATION 5.2).

Drystock KT Department (DsKTD — shorten to “Ds” when reading text)

The PAP assessed the Quality of DsKTD as OUTSTANDING

DsKTD staff are very knowledgeable in the work and relevance of the research
departments. They exploit strong industry collaborations to imbed messages using in-
person and traditional methods as well as social media, on-line teaching, etc.
Collaborations with major agri-media partners and scheme funders has enhanced
message penetration. Overall, DsKTD has guided and supported the industry in making
significant productivity and environmental improvements.
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The PAP considers the Impact of DsKTD as OUTSTANDING

DsKTD has championed a pipeline of initiatives and built active collaborations with large
supply-chain actors in each sector. This has insured uniform delivery across the industries
that will remain vital as farmers navigate the DAFM climate change targets. Central to this
‘outstanding’ score has been the success in turning science into general farmer-friendly
messages while still engaging the more knowledgeable farmers. This has been achieved
by simple messaging around the challenges of protecting climate, water quality and
welfare, and with effective and purposeful exploitation of evolving digital KT capabilities.

The PAP considers the Viability of DsKTD as COMPETENT

DsKTD’s enthusiastic use of podcasts, webinars and other knowledge transfer methods,
plus its ability to adapt and deliver new messages, means that it should remain relevant
and influential for the foreseeable future. There are challenges around workloads in
upskilling Teagasc advisors, in understanding what implications increasing remote and
decreasing in-person KT delivery has on long term buy-in, in understanding the factors
that drive adoption and continued compliance, and in resolving the competing demands
on Teagasc advisory time for scheme management and KT adoption support. To provide
focus in addressing these are PAP RECOMMENDATIONS 6.1 & 6.2

Dairy KT Department (DyKTD — shorten to “Dy” when reading text)

The PAP assessed the Quality of DyKTD as OUTSTANDING

DyKTD have been exceptionally successful as a conduit between researchers and
farmers/industry by delivering tailored information through effective linkages within
industry, built on a strong two-way relationship with the research departments. The case
studies provided proof of industry focused initiatives that brought considerable benefit of
the dairy sector. They are commended in their imaginative use of the latest digital and
social media avenues for KT delivery which has been undertaken despite increasing
workload pressures from the need to train new Teagasc advisors, etc.

The PAP considers the Impact of DyKTD as OUTSTANDING

DyKTD has achieved very impressive impacts on industry by developing strategies for
tailored delivery across a wide geographic reach and in translating scientific knowledge
into farmer-friendly messages. Case studies provided clear evidence of how DyKTD
contributed to forefront, step-change outcomes for industry. This has been despite
Teagasc advisory time being increasingly diverted away from KT adoption support to
managing DAFM schemes. Farmers/stakeholders regard this as a critical threat to
progress and is also a DAFM risk of missing their KPIs on climate targets.

The PAP considers the Viability of DyKTD as COMPETENT

DyKTD is highly dependent on the co-ops support, which is a stable arrangement given
that both parties share similar goals. Flexibility in messaging and adoption of digital/social
media has engaged younger farmers. However, the dwindling support from advisors is a
major viability risk. Going forward, continuing to nurture the co-op links and adapting
technology-driven communication will be vital. Involving social scientists to identify key
factors in successful innovation adoption will aid viability; PAP RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1b and 7.1, (links to ABRD, PAP recommendation 2.2).

11



3) AGRIP Outcome Evaluation

The purpose of the outcome evaluation component of this review was to assess how
AGRIP is working towards achieving outcomes. An outcome is a sustained change in
behaviour (practices, relationships) or state (e.g., policy change, establishment of farmer
association) in the Irish agri-food sector. The twelve outcome case studies formed a
baseline for this part of the evaluation. These were not chosen as a representative
sample, but to demonstrate the different ways AGRIP has worked to achieve outcomes
and impact. The full analysis and evaluation of these case studies was carried out on
behalf of the PAP by the panel’'s case study evaluator. The PAP has endorsed the content
provided in two separate documents (see also Appendix 2a):

The analysis showed a strong link between early engagement of research with targeted
users (e.g., extension services, specific events), and the realisation of change (i.e., actors
using research to make accessible outputs). The cases also demonstrate the importance
of a continuous dialogue between researchers and policy makers for specific initiatives.
This provided usable scientific evidence to inform policies, or to anticipate and support the
introduction of a specific tool/innovation in regards to specific policy objectives. The
description of events and timelines provided in the studies, highlight that the generation of
outcomes were achieved through a mix of diversified actions including specific projects,
and more informal actions such as advocacy, networking, and instances of capacity
development. The main strategies fostering the use of research results include:

o Capacity development: each of the outcome trajectories relies on targeted capacity
development of diverse users. Capacity building-related events is a strong component
of the delivery mechanism. This would not be possible without the work of extension
services in making knowledge accessible and usable, and in maintaining good
relationships with the farming sector. In addition, there is a strong internal process to
build capacities, skills, and knowledge within Teagasc, among researchers, and notably
towards the younger generations.

¢ Anticipating and monitoring users’ needs is also a mechanism by which outcomes are
generated. Through continuous assessment of farm responses, some of the outcome
case studies describe bottom-up approaches, with a focus on networking and
interaction building with farm systems’ actors.

e Conversion of research into accessible user-friendly tools is another mechanism
through which outcomes are delivered. This process, equivalent to a “translation
process”, is key to the sustainable use of research, and in updating processes.

e Formulation of robust evidence in a language that is adapted to policy-makers is also
a key mechanism to these outcome pathways.

Overall, the PAP judged that the twelve outcome case studies demonstrated important
contributions to the goals of the Programme. It also supported DAFM policy
implementation and underpinned the evolution of the agri-food sector to greater
sustainable productivity performances and lower environmental footprinting. The AGRIP
interventions were critical in delivering the outcomes and vital within this was the high
quality of the applied research and the expert KT engagement with stakeholders.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Teagasc is committed to undertake external independent peer assessments of its
research and knowledge transfer programmes on a 5-year cycle. The Animal & Grassland
Research and Innovation Programme (AGRIP) was previously reviewed in 2017. Since
that review, Teagasc has developed a revised protocol that reflects the inclusion of a new
evaluation component.

The protocol provides guidance on:

Purpose and methodology

Scope

Assessment criteria

Composition, selection, duties, and terms of reference of the Peer Assessment Panel
Contents of documentation to be provided to the Assessment Panel

Timetable for preparation and reporting

The evaluation component of the protocol includes the deployment of a theory of change
that has been adopted over recent years by the Teagasc Evaluation Unit. This describes
a systematic approach to identifying the different pathways through which Teagasc’s
combined research, advisory and educational programmes support the transition of
Ireland’s agri-food sector to a sustainable, competitive, resilient and diversified system. In
preparation for the evaluation, the AGRIP leadership team developed twelve outcome case
studies using this theory of change to learn about how their work is supporting achievement
of outcomes. These were provided to the PAP to facilitate their understanding of how the
Programme is achieving its goals and as an evidence base for the evaluation component.

1.2 Objectives

The purpose of the Peer Assessment is:

I.  To answer the evaluation question: “How has AGRIP contributed to Teagasc’s
mission to support the transition of Ireland’s agri-food sector to a sustainable,
competitive, resilient and diversified system?”

Il.  Toassess if an effective and balanced scientific programme is being delivered
which fulfils the mission of the programme and meets the needs of its
stakeholders.

1R To determine the quality, relevance, and impact of the knowledge transfer
programme.

IV. To identify how the research and knowledge transfer programme could be
improved to make best use of resources and contribute to outcomes and
impact.

V.  To provide accountability for public funds expended.

To meet these objectives, the PAP is required to assess the quality, impact and viability of
the overall AGRI Programme and its component Departments

The Programme assessment also includes three further aspects: the Walsh Scholarships
Postgraduate Programme; Research Integrity; and Employee Diversity
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1.3 Peer Assessment Panel Membership

The Peer Assessment Panel comprised an international group of five research scientists
plus two expert representatives of the Irish livestock industry. Outline profiles are provided
in Appendix 1 and their affiliations were as follows

= Professor Trevor Gilliland, Queen's University Belfast, Northern Ireland

(Chairperson)

= Dr Maria Devant Guille, Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology,
Barcelona, Spain
Michael Doran, Irish Cattle Breeders Federation
Dr Marie Ferré, CIRAD Innovation Unit, France (case-study evaluator)
Pat O’Keefe, Dairy & Pig Farmer, Ballylough, Mitchelstown, Co. Cork
Professor Jennie Pryce, Agriculture Victoria Research and La Trobe University,
Australia
Associate Professor Nicola Schreurs, Massey University, New Zealand
= Dr. Kevin Heanue, Teagasc Senior Evaluation Officer

1.4 Methodology

The PAP was initially informed by an online briefing session between the members and
the Evaluation Officer to define context and set parameters for the assessment process.
This included the three appraisal criteria (Quality, Impact and Viability) and the evaluation
questions to be addressed. At a second online meeting the PAP received presentations
from the Director of Research Dr Pat Dillon and the Head of the Animal & Grassland
Research and Innovation Programme (AGRIP), Dr Laurence Shalloo. These defined the
corporate organisation, DAFM policy drivers and remit of AGRIP as part of the Agriculture
and Food Development Authority, Teagasc. The Panel was also provided with, and
reviewed, a 368-page Programme Description and Self-Assessment Report prepared
by the Head of Programme (with input from each Head of Department).

This report included details of:

Management structure, staffing and finances

Past and future targets

Strategy and interactions with industry

Publications and bibliometric analysis

Twelve outcome case studies that demonstrate how AGRIP achieved outcomes and
impact along three pathways since the last assessment. Each department
contributed to these cases as shown in the following table in this section.

An analysis and separate evaluation report on the case studies was produced by the
panel’s case-study evaluator, as an input for the PAP. In addition to the documents, the
Panel was also directed to several recent EU, Irish Government and Teagasc publications.
These provided the Panel with awareness of, and insights into, the policy environment and
strategy statements that were of direct relevance to the AGRI Programme. These
documents included:

e Food Vision 2030

o Teagasc Together — Statements of Strategy 2021-2024
The programme for the two-day on-site visit to Teagasc Moorepark, Co. Cork, (13-14
November 2023) is summarised in Appendix 2. This included eight discussion sessions
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with relevant Teagasc staff and students, and online discussion sessions with Teagasc
stakeholders from industry and DAFM policy leads.

Case Title
1 National scale farm carbon audit programme - Digital Platform
2 Teagasc Green Acres: A demonstration farm programme to generate knowledge transfer

output to increase the uptake of profit-driven technologies on Irish dairy calf to beef farms

3 Sex-Sorted Semen Research and Implementation Programme

4 How the clover research programme has influenced policy and the uptake of clover at
farm level

5 How dairy-beef research has contributed to improved sustainability of Irish dairy and

dairy-beef production

Mitigation of chlorine associated residues in the Irish dairy chain

Roll out of the €uro-star indexes for sheep

8 Increasing grazing management practicing technology on farms through the
development of Pasture Base Ireland, the Pasture Profit Index and the roll out of the
Grass 10 programme

o))

~

9 Enhancing uptake of key dairy farm management technologies, through joint knowledge
transfer initiatives between Teagasc and dairy processing co-operatives

10 Promotion of prudent use of antimicrobials in the pig sector

11 Delivering gains in cattle through efficient and effective breeding programmes

12 AGRI Programme involvement in expansion of the Irish dairy sector

This report presents the considerations and evaluations of the Peer Assessment Panel. It
is based on their interpretation of all of the presented evidence and provides
recommendations to assist Teagasc AGRIP in its quest for continuous improvement.

2. Assessment of Programme Resources, Diversity and Walsh
Scholars

2.1 Human Resources

According to the self-assessment document AGRIP currently has a total of ¢.220 Full Time
Equivalents (FTEs) as scientific, technical and support staff with an additional 110 Walsh
Fellows. This represented an 8.5% increase in total AGRIP staffing and a 11% increase
in postgraduates since the previous review in 2017. All research staff undertake training
through the epigeum programme, as part of their personal development and in being
aware of the high standards of integrity required of them. The number of key permanent
researchers has risen by three (to 39 FTE) and the KT specialists by two (to 25 FTE) while
there is only one fewer supporting staff (to 118 FTE). This can be viewed as evidence of
stability, but equally of stasis. The administration staffing of ¢.5% appeared very efficient
given the Programme’s multi-site location, multiple funding sources and high turn-over of
staff, when PhD studentships are included. The ratio of permanent scientists (39
researcher FTEs) to the fixed-term scientists (¢.131 — contract/postdoc researchers &
postgrads) is rather low and indicates a considerable challenge in maintaining momentum
across the research programme. It also reveals the negative impact of any turn-over in
that core permanent team. This relates to a recommendation made by a previous review
panel around developing succession contingencies in these key posts and specifically the
need to implement risk mitigation strategies to manage the loss of key personnel. This
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could involve determining whether there are fixed-term or junior staff (including finishing
postgrads) that could be mentored into developing the skills and knowledge in key
disciplines to cover for a critical vacancy. This would also place such staff in a favourable
position to compete for the permanent position.

There is a further issue around the turnover of staff on fixed-term contracts as they will
seek and take up opportunities for more career and financial stability through permanent
employment. Given the DAFM funding structure, this is likely to be an ongoing risk that
AGRIP will need to manage and take into account in its succession planning, as also
detailed within the individual department evaluations.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.6: AGRIP to design a succession plan that addresses the
principles and needs described in the Human Resources section and in the individual
department evaluations

During the assessment the PAP was impressed with the depth of knowledge regarding
the industry needs and the policy drivers. Staff appeared highly motivated to make a
difference in relation to these and were invigorated by their own research or KT initiatives.
There was also evidence of heavy workloads and pressure and a lack of promotion or self-
development opportunities, all of which was not positive driver for high staff morale. The
PAP has provided some recommendations around these issues, elsewhere in this report.

2.2 Physical resources

AGRIP has a physical resource comprising c.1,000ha of research grounds for its ruminant
grassland studies, as well as use of some agricultural college land, and three Teagasc
demonstration farms. The key centres are in Athenry, Co Galway, Grange, Co Meath,
Moorepark, Co Cork and Oak Park, Co Carlow, plus the demonstration farms for dairy
calf-to-beef at Ballyvadin, Fethard, Co. Tipperary; for sustainable suckler beef production
at Newford, Co Galway; and for large scale grass-based dairy production at Shinagh, in
the west of Co Cork. There is also a recently built pig production research facility at
Moorepark and soon a new analytical chemistry laboratory that will centralise and optimise
the in-house analytical services. In addition, initiatives such as PastureBase Ireland make
extensive use of early adopter and monitor farms. There are also good quality office,
lecture and meeting facilities across most of the main sites. Based on experiences within
the PAP, the facilities appear to be in good to high condition and fit-for-purpose.

Such a wide dispersal brings its own management challenges, though by centralising each
ruminant sector under the direction of one of the three main sites, with the grass/clover
breeding programme at Oak Park, this helps substantially. Nonetheless this can drive an
overly sector-based vision at the higher management level, which the PAP has addressed
elsewhere in this report under the “Strategic Positioning of the AGRI R&D programme”
section.

2.3 Walsh Scholarship

The Head of Research, Development & Walsh Scholarship has overall responsibility for
leading, managing and developing the Teagasc Walsh Scholarship Programme, with an
annual expenditure of around €6 million. This scholarship programme is tasked with
delivering on a key Teagasc responsibility, to develop talent for the agri-food industry.
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There is a large body of Walsh Fellows (and other postgrads) training within AGRIP. The
projects they undertake are closely aligned into the specific research initiatives across
AGRIP. This means that AGRIP is critically dependent on their research contribution to
fulfil its research output targets. It also means that these academic studies are highly
applied and industry/policy focused. This is not an impediment as the vast majority of
students gain their academic qualification and publish widely in quality peer reviewed
journals. Furthermore, this programme has, for a considerable number of years, been
delivering graduates who are equally prepared for specialist roles in industry or as advisory
specialist, or as research scientists in Teagasc/academia. In these aspects the Walsh
Fellowship Programme is exceptionally successful.

Student progress is monitored by their host universities and also internally within AGRIP
through annual progress reports that contain records of training in skills development (e.g.
statistics, professional writing) and transferable skills (e.g. communication and
presentation skills) as well as progress against the project objectives. These are reviewed
and approved by the Heads of Programmes and the Walsh Scholarships Programme
Office. These students are brought together, across the organisations, for seminars. In
addition, there is an annual competitive Walsh Scholars of Year and Gold Medal Award
process, with awards available for each of the four main research programmes, including
AGRIP.

The students that PAP encountered were all highly motivated by their research and had
excellent understanding of its context. All appeared satisfied with their education
experience. They praised the access they have to the leading scientists in the department
where they are placed, as well as staff and students in other departments, plus
opportunities to engage with farmers and industry. Nonetheless, it was surprising that
before they started their studies, few regarded Teagasc as a highly attractive place to
study. This indicated that Teagasc has been somewhat undersold nationally and
particularly internationally. AGRIP (and Teagasc) should also be gaining much more
recognition from both DAFM and industry for this considerable time and resource
investment in postgraduate education. This flow of postgraduates is substantially
upskilling the Irish agri-food sectors and rural communities.

During the review process, the PAP learnt about and discussed AGRIP’s contribution to
the delivery of undergraduate programmes in several Irish universities. That issue, and
proposals for improvement, are outlined elsewhere in this report.
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2.4 “End-user” perspectives

The PAP had two online sessions with a range of stakeholders, selected to represent
experience of the full AGRIP research and KT service. The industry/farmer stakeholder
group made very positive representations of their experiences of AGRIP outputs and
largely endorsed its current programme of work. All were able to point to specific ventures
that had benefited their business or sector. They did raise concerns regarding ‘burnout’
given the workload pressures on the small number of lead staff and the need to retain a
critical mass in key sectors. They also provided strong views regarding the required
direction for future research. This was highly focused on helping industry to meet the
coming environmental targets, without damaging business viability. They also expressed
concerns that funding was not always being assigned with equal regard to the needs of
each sector. Itis assumed such aspects will be captured through the stakeholder forums.

There was also concern stated about the lack of measurement and evaluation of the
impacts that the introduction of new technologies and solutions may contribute. They
wanted metrics showing the gains in specific environmental and agronomic parameters
when adopted into farm practices (e.g. with regard to soil composition, GHG, water quality
etc.). They were also interested to understand more around uptake per se (who is
adopting, why, is this viable, what changes does it lead to).

There was also concern expressed in relation to KT and advisory staff workloads, citing
that increased commitment to scheme work has substantially and damagingly reduced the
time advisors have to advise and help farmers adopt the current innovations flowing from
AGRIP. This was regarded as a significant missed opportunity for the industry and they
requested that either a suitable number of advisors are given a dedicated KT role (with
little or no involvement in scheme work) or all advisors are required to dedicate a defined
percentage of their time to KT implementation. Some of these aspects are the subject of
proposals by the PAP elsewhere in this document.

2.5 Research Integrity

This aspect was not a primary focus of the PAP. Nonetheless, from the self-assessment
document, it is apparent that research integrity is a baseline requirement placed on all
AGRIP scientists. There is an obligatory epigeum training programme for management
and permanent researchers, including contract workers with a year or more tenure. A
Research Integrity Officer oversees research ethics and is responsible for dealing with
written allegations of misconduct and overseeing any investigations. The PAP was not
made aware of any incidents of misconduct that required investigation, nor were any of
the Irish members of the PAP aware of any negative reporting by the local agricultural
Press. As such, AGRIP can be commended for its high scientific integrity and its
appropriate alertness to the need to maintain the highest standards of research conduct.

18



2.6 Diversity

The PAP noted an increasing under-representation of females up the grade scales and a
low number of lead researchers originating from outside of Ireland. Given the size of the
disparities, this was a focus of concern for several PAP members. From the self-
assessment document and other written evidence, it is clear that Teagasc (and therefore
AGRIP) adheres to the Employment Equality Act, 1998, which prohibits direct and indirect
discrimination and victimisation across all diversity categories. Teagasc also has in place,
ten specifically defined policies and initiatives that seek to guide staff and implement
practices that embrace diversity within the AGRI programme, without prejudice. As such,
it is expected that the AGRI programme strongly aligns with the Teagasc ‘Diversity and
Inclusion Strategy’ which states that “at all levels in Teagasc, we believe in growing and
keeping alive an open, diverse and inclusive workplace which is respectful to all and
nurtures different perspectives, for the benefit of all in the organisation” The self-
assessment document declares that AGRIP “aims to create a culture that respects and
values each other’s differences, promoting dignity, equality and diversity, and encouraging
individuals to develop and maximise their true potential’. It further declares that “all
appointments to positions within the AGRI programme are made on merit, based on
knowledge, skills and experience and following a rigorous application and interview
process” and that Teagasc HR oversees the conduct of the selection and appointment
process. Comparing AGRIP diversity metrics to other programmes within Teagasc can
help determine whether they are keeping pace with or surpassing expectations within
Teagasc. This comparison should also be made with other equivalent academic
organisations in Ireland.

Having recognised this, the long hours embedded in the work culture of an academic
research institute may not be appealing for those with considerable family responsibilities
and this may be a factor inhibiting progress in achieving greater diversity. Furthermore,
being cognisant of unconscious biases in the recruitment process is also important.
However, the PAP believes there is both an awareness and actions around the need to
promote equal opportunities and through that to address all and any imbalances.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.7: AGRIP (and Teagasc) to continue to make progress in
the diversity aspect of their operations and monitor all metrics through all grades, and
compare with similar organisations in applications, appointments and promotions, as
evidence to that end

3. Assessment of Animal and Bioscience Research Department

3.1 Background and strategy

Only established in 2008, ABRD is spread across three research centres (Grange,
Moorepark and Athenry). It has an annual budget of c¢.€4.3m, broadly split equally
between grant-in-aid and external funding streams. The ruminant research focuses on
nutrition, growth, fertility, breeding, health/welfare and product quality. It has good
laboratory facilities for conducting its environmental, nutritional, microbial, molecular,
parasitology, physiology and proteomics studies. It comprises 26 permanent staff (18
researchers, 8 technicians/technologists) and 12 contract staff (6 researchers, 6
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technicians/technologists), with 25 postgrad students. This team of excellent scientists
and support workers, includes some worldclass researchers who attract the large amount
of research funding necessary to sustain the group. The scientific publication output
between 2018-2022 has a high average of 6.0/FTE with a mean impact factor of 4.8.
Overall, the studies are highly applied in nature, complying with the need to reflect DAFM
drivers and to promote positive change in the industry. In this aspect the effective working
relationship with the KT departments and wider within Teagasc and industry, is of critical
importance.

There are, however, some risks that need to be recognised and addressed:

1) Challenging Research:

Given the mission of ABRD (“Application of state of the art fundamental and applied
science to address key issues of economic and societal importance to ruminant
livestock production”) the PAP challenges the ABRD to conduct more
speculative/uncharted research. The expertise and specialist facilities are in-hand and
the ability to win external funding is apparent. The challenge is to seek high-level
research funding to create step changes. This will make ABRD more attractive to even
more funding, to postgrad students and to attracting the highest quality of new
researchers. A key target within this will be to increase strategic international
collaborations and build their EU and international reputation.

2) Succession planning:

Given their 15-year journey, it's crucial to assess if there is a well-defined succession
plan in place. The current group's commitment and work ethic may inadvertently
discourage the next generation, and some elements of diversity, if the prevailing
message suggests that success hinges on long hours. In the succession plan it's
important to have clear foresight of where ABRD is aiming to further develop. It is
crucial that the group reflects on its destination, determining the driving forces, critical
research positions, and emerging research topics requiring fresh expertise.
Additionally, identifying key new positions is essential. To mitigate dependency on
specific researchers, the plan should devise ways of minimising reliance on singular
individuals in pivotal roles. Strategies to achieve this are proposed elsewhere in this
report, at the overall programme level.

3.2 Department Quality

The applied research work is conducted to an excellent standard, which is emphasised by
the reported awards and recognition. Farmers have benefited enormously from the
departments work, highlighted by the large economic and operational gains within the
industry, over the last decade. Farmers are also supportive of the future direction and
strategy of the department. However, a focus on key sustainability policies (both nationally
and in the EU) must not detract from improving economic performance within the industry.
There is a good overview of the department in the case studies, which showed the
important role of the department in animal genetics and its uptake, particularly in
advancing the uptake of sexed semen at farm level. However, maintaining that rate of
genetic gain in dairy and getting more progress in the other breeds/species still needs
attention. ABRD faces issues around funding and labour. Further improvements and
certainly any expansion of the department, will be dependent on these two factors.
Farmers recognise the high-quality work done by the ABRD and acknowledge additional
resources will be required to expand the knowledge transfer.
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The PAP considered that the Quality of ABRD was OUTSTANDING

3.3 Department Impact

Farmers’ evaluation of the impact is very good, and the case studies presented have
excellent outcomes, such as the “Sex-Sorted Semen Research and Implementation
Programme”. However, when the impact on economic and societal issues is evaluated,
there are several concerns. While the mission of the department is framed around
economic and societal goals, the main performance metrics are about productivity,
improved fertility etc. It would be valuable to also explore other types of outcomes
resulting from the use of these technologies. This would involve understanding how
technologies are received by adopters, integrated as part of other farming practices, and
what changes they may have assumed the farmers would make (organisational change,
change in time allocation, etc.). The ‘demand’ indicator does provide a sense of the level
of satisfaction from the farmers, and potential usefulness of the technology provided. Yet,
having a more comprehensive picture of what this means for the farmers, in terms of
conditions of use, changes in constraints and opportunities, would be useful to draw
longer-term conclusions on the usability and viability of the technology. This would also
provide information on the broader social and economic impacts, that are not being
specifically focused on at the moment. Therefore:

PAP RECOMMENDATION 2.2: ABRD to increase the level of interaction with social
sciences to build an understanding of the parameters driving stakeholder responses and
of the social and economic implications

The PAP considered that the Impact of the ABRD activities was STRONG

3.4 Department Viability

The Animal & Bioscience Department is recognised as an excellent group with highly
talented researchers who successfully attract substantial research funding. The unit also
has an impressive publication record. However, there is a potential risk associated with
the demanding nature of the work, as the expectation of long hours may deter those with
other responsibilities (e.g. family) and perhaps also the next generation. This cultural
aspect, common in scientific communities globally, could be somewhat pronounced in
ABRD. The departments vulnerability lies in the lack of depth in the team, emphasising
the importance of succession planning. While the high quality of science is acknowledged,
introducing high-risk, high-return research could further invigorate the unit.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 2.1: ABRD to aim to increase international alliances and
leverage large multi-actor research collaborations

The PAP considered that the Viability of the ABRD was COMPETENT
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4. Assessment of Livestock Systems Research Department

4.1 Background and strategy

The LSRD comprises of 13 permanent researchers supported by 4 contract researchers,
13 technologists and technicians and 28 Walsh Scholars. This department implements
research and generates knowledge using bioeconomic models and farmlet systems or
demonstration farms. The research programmes draw on research outcomes from the
Grasslands Science and Animal & Bioscience Research Departments to test them in an
on-farm system setting and works with the Dairy and Beef KT groups to disseminate
research results. LSRD has increased its external funding by over 220% between 2018
and 2022. However, much of this has probably come from routine testing for chlorine-
associated residues in dairy products and not through externally won research funding.

4.3 Department Quality

The scientific publication output between 2018-2022 was an average of 6.6/FTE with an
impact factor of 5.1. The case studies and the information provided, identifies that the
LSRD research is also having a strong influence, certainly with high visibility at a national
level. Many of the concepts and research outcomes are also applicable to farming
systems internationally.

LSRD is commended on the holistic way that it approaches industry challenges and adapts
research focus to meet industry needs and issues. The technologies such as AgNav are
successful in delivering research and provide tailored recommendations for farmers.
Likewise, programmes covering dairy-beef integration (Dairy Beef 500 KT program) are
getting strong engagement by using demonstration farms. The expansion of the dairy
herd following the abolition of milk quotas has clearly been aided by the success of LSRD
in conducting and then translating its research into farming practices.

By meeting the research needs of industry within Ireland has created a high dependency
on industry funding which is potentially creating a department that is somewhat insular in
its research focus and there may be missed opportunities to consider issues on a global
scale for a greater international impact.

The PAP judged that the Quality of LSRD was STRONG

4.4 Department Impact

LSRD performs a highly important role in ensuring science works on farm. The
department demonstrates some strong interactions with other departments as well as with
industry, however, there is scope overall for better engagement across all departments,
as proposed within the viability section below.

The research delivered has significant impact at market and industry level unambiguously
exemplified by the development of AgNav. This major piece of technology for the farming
sector is assisting decision making but is also an educational tool for assisting farmers to
moderate their environmental impact. The work to reduce chlorine-associated residues in
dairy products has a clear impact which can be seen in changed practices within the
production and processing sectors. This has ensured that the obligate regulatory and
customer requirements were meet in full. It has also led to a well-developed testing
capability that is an ongoing routine service for industry.
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There is a prospect to increase the impact of research throughout the department by
understanding how farmers have implemented the recommendations or taken up a
specific technology. By understanding why and how farmers are responding to extension
and dissemination technologies it will allow for a more focused approach going forward.

The PAP judged that the Impact of LSRD was OUTSTANDING

4.5 Department Viability

A strong point of the department is its ability to react to industry needs and issues but this
also runs the risk of not being sufficiently innovative and visionary. It suggests a lack of
independence from industry to perform research that has long-term or wider reaching
impacts than any one industry partner/funder would support. For example, the challenge
around climate change and nitrates and meeting targets set by the government provides
opportunity to put in place long term systems research and demonstration farms for
exemplifying mitigation measures applicable across multiple agricultural industries and
multiple stakeholders. Therefore, there is a viability risk where the research performed is
overly driven by immediate industry priorities, leaving little opportunity for longer-term, less
certain studies, that could nonetheless reveal future opportunities and step changes.

Getting traction in the beef sector has been a challenge and indicates that a unique
approach is required here. A consideration of alternative approaches to get engagement
from this sector is needed and may require the identification of forward-thinking beef
farmers in a focus group. This could help identify the level of research and knowledge
transfer required and tailor the agenda and direction of research for this industry.

Although there are interactions with other departments it became apparent that there is
potential to work more closely with the Grasslands Science and Animal & Bioscience
Departments. A step forward would be to implement planning of research to create studies
and extension activity that is integrated across these departments to a greater extent.
Using a cross department approach enables a proactive element to research, minimising
the reactive approach currently in place without losing the ability to act on industry issues
as needed. For example, such an approach may be able to address the research need
to identify best practice for optimising calf rearing by accounting for different development
stages. To fully achieve this would require both animal and grassland knowledge.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 3.1: The LSRD to investigate and act upon opportunities for
research that draws on the support and partnership of the Grasslands Science and Animal
& Bioscience Departments

Furthermore, there is a need to establish an extension programme to help farmers
navigate the challenges they face regarding nitrates derogation issues, climate change
reduction targets of 25% and the massive volatility of input costs over the last two years.
This is important to ensure that the changes that farmers make are not having an adverse
effect on their farm businesses and the sustainability of the sector and that the
recommendations coming out of research are validated on-farm.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 3.2: LSRD to establish mechanisms to demonstrate and
validate mitigation options for environment/climate issues, including considering the use
of a farm platform for adoption into competitive livestock systems

The PAP judged the Viability of the LSRD was COMPETENT
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5. Assessment of Grassland Science Department

5.1 Background and strategy

The GSRD has an annual budget of around €3.2m and 23 permanent staff (14 research/6
technologists and 3 technicians®). This core is supported by 6 contract staff (3 research,
3 technicians) and a rising number of PhD Walsh Fellowships (currently 24). GSRD
focuses on dairy, beef and sheep production, plus grass and clover breeding, across four
primary centres (Moorepark, Grange, Athenry and Oak Park, respectively), while also
using a number of Teagasc farms (Ballyhaise, Clonakilty and Solohead that is primarily
used by LSRD) and making extensive use of other private farm sites.
(*note: Self-Assessment Document, reports 11 permanent/2 contract researchers; p16).

The research is predominately land rather than laboratory based, ranging from small plots
to farmlet system studies with on-farm proof-of-concept work conducted where
appropriate. The work initiates around the ‘Technology Readiness Level’ TRL5 and is
taken through to the TRL9 level where innovations have been successfully implemented
in practice. This can mean that much of the work is not entirely breaking new ground, as
in some of the clover studies. In this example, due to poor farmer interest and adoption
of clover at farm level in the past, it was necessary to validate and quantify the expected
benefits of white clover inclusion under controlled conditions and demonstrate this to
farmers locally. This venture is contributing to a renewed focus and concentration on the
benefits of clover. This type of strategic research predominates and is aimed at supporting
Teagasc goals for driving changes in farming practice to meet DAFM policy drivers.

The Moorepark, Grange and Athenry research centres appear to largely pursue this
strategy independently within their separate sectors. There are justifiable reasons for this,
such as differences in specific stakeholder needs in each sector, but all share common
strategic drivers under DAFM policy. This should mean it is possible to develop high level
shared objectives and develop more crosscutting messaging to key industry, public sector
and political influencers. The breeding programme at Oak Park tended to feature only
briefly in the self-assessment materials, which is likely a consequence of its very specific
breeding remit.  Nonetheless, by developing shared critical themes around the
environment, farm business and rural community sustainability and the wider societal
benefits, should provide opportunity to laud the significant achievements of GSRD that
face DAFM/EU drivers.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.3: GSRD to examine proposals for new strategic positioning
and messaging at the AGRIP level to develop ‘Focus Area(s)’ that are shared by all four
centres.

5.2 Department Quality

The applied focus of GSRD research has created a number of flagship initiatives that have
achieved excellent industry recognition by providing important grassland management
guidelines which have enhanced production from grass. These include Grass10,
PastureBase Ireland and Pasture Profit Index. By seeking to optimise the contribution of
grass in ruminant diets, GSRD has provided evidence of reduced bought-in fertiliser and
feed and demonstrated reductions in gross costs and carbon footprints. The more recent
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research around clover that is validating the Clover 150 and Red Clover Silage initiatives,
is beginning to gain a similar traction. The influence this work is having on policy making
is clear, given the associated derogations granted on herbicide sprays and the red clover
support scheme.

The scientific publication outputs 2018-2022 has averaged 5.3/FTE with a mean impact
factor of 4.5. This is evidence that the research is being accepted by leading journals in
this area of applied science (e.g. Journals of: Agricultural Science, Agronomy (European)
Animal Science, Environmental Science, Dairy Science, plus Grass & Forage Science)
and that the productivity of individual scientists is high, albeit bolstered by the work of
Walsh studentships.

The earned external income increased by 35% between 2018-2022, though this was only
a slight increase when measured as a proportion of total annual income (2018/13.5%;
2022/16.3%). Furthermore, as this figure includes the Walsh Fellowship grants, it is
unclear how much was actually won in competitive bidding. There was some indication of
engagement with the wider research community, through personal invitations to present
their work or review that of others internationally (Australia; Chile; France; Germany; NZ).
There appears to have been involvement in at least one EU Horizon collaboration, but
details on the degree of involvement and value was not available. There was also some
evidence of winning grants through Irish sources (DAFM Stimulus, Dairy Levy, Vista Milk,
IRE/NZ), but again no detail was available. Given the importance of the DAFM core
funding (51-76% in each of the past five years), seeking competitive funding, especially
internationally, is likely not currently a high priority for lead researcher time and effort.

One issue around research quality that needs to be considered, is when certain initiatives
become routine and no longer innovative. For example, the PPI is well established and
no longer a research activity. This may also be true of some aspects of the PastureBase
Ireland service. While it is difficult to relinquish high profile services that are favourably
regarded by industry and DAFM, continuing to ‘turn the wheel’ weakens the overall quality
of GSRD’s research. Clearly where there are improvements or new parameters to be
developed, these can still exist under new research projects and feed into the headline
service, when scientifically validated. So, it is questioned whether some services should
be transferred either within AGRIP (possibly for the KT departments to manage) or
elsewhere, releasing lead scientists time to pursue new innovations.

Overall, the high standing with which the Irish stakeholders hold the GSRD research and
development work is clearly evident and their practical success. Publishing in leading
journals is testament that the studies are of a high standard. The lack of detail on
international collaborations and the merging of competitive funding with Walsh Fellowship
funding as ‘external’, impeded a full assessment of the international standing of the work.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.4: GSRD to provide a clearer declaration of the breakdown
of the external income streams for any future peer assessment exercise

The PAP considered that the Quality of GSRD was STRONG

5.3 Departmental impact

Since the last peer review, milk fat and protein percentages and so total solids per litre
has continued to rise across the dairy sector. Likewise, for beef production, there have
been small improvements in carcase weights and confirmation along with a reduction in
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slaughter age. Sheep production progress has not been as pronounced, though carcass
weights have risen marginally. Clearly the GSRD programme has not been the sole driver
of these changes, as research in animal genetics and health/welfare studies elsewhere in
Teagasc will have made contributions, as have changing market parameters and industry
structure (e.g. declining beef carcass quality factors probably reflect more dairy origin
calves). However, the GSRD programme has undoubtedly had a significant impact. For
example, the studies have shown that herbage yields can be maintained at around 13.5t
DM/ha with 40% less chemical N fertilizer, which potentially enhances farm margins over
costs and lowers GHG burdens. The clover research has also contributed into the
accounting under the Teagasc GHG and Ammonia Marginal Abatement Cost Curve
initiative.

The implications of the department’s innovations and actions were especially evident in
the outcome case studies. This was particularly notable with the Grass10 programme and
subsequently in building a similar impact through the Clover 150 programme. There has
also been considerable success in communicating the KT messages. This has been
widely disseminated to industry in weekly newsletters, reports and RTE radio broadcasts,
as well as through discussion groups, open day and other demonstrations, seminars,
training courses, the online platform and social media. There is also good evidence of
peer-to-peer learning through the use of PastureBase Ireland monitor farms. Through the
development of the PPI ryegrass variety ‘value’ ranking for the Irish grass & clover
recommended list, GSRD have annually guided farms in making the most financially
beneficial reseeding choices. This has further influenced plant breeders to seek greater
improvements in the contributing variety attributes. Across all this work there is good
evidence of high numbers of end-users acting upon these messages.

Overall, therefore, it is evident that the entire body of work has contributed to the delivery
of DAFM policy objectives, including Food Harvest 2020, Foodwise 2025, Food Vision
2030 (Action2), plus the Nitrates Action Programme (Directive) and associated GHG
emissions targets for 2030 and 2050.

The PAP considered that the Impact of GSRD was OUTSTANDING

5.4 Department Viability

The relatively small number of lead scientists runs the risk of disruption if staff leave, but
given the high number of PhD studentships, this provides some degree of protection,
internally. The increasing workloads from undergraduate teaching is a threat to the
viability of the wider research work as it absorbs a lot of staff time. This is similar to several
other departments, though reportedly more acutely in GSRD as a lot of teaching is
conducted by demonstrations on trial grounds and farms. This requires a lot more staff
time than lecturing.

GSRD predominantly conducts ‘near-farm’ research and development that is tightly
aligned with DAFM policy. Given the ongoing policy-critical challenges around grassland
farming and the environment and the importance of the ruminant sector to Ireland plc, this
pot should continue to be fully justified. However, it has annually fluctuated by +/- €400 to
€500k in the past five years. This, undoubtedly brings difficulty in forward budgeting for
the long-term studies needed in these grassland disciplines. The Walsh Fellowship
studies largely underpin much of GSRD’s applied research ventures, and as such, this
funding stream is likely to be similarly repeatable. As identified in the ‘Quality’ section,

26



competitive research grant income may not have been a priority in the past. However, if
more forefront research collaborations can be built through the university links (as
indicated at the AGRIP level elsewhere) then this could support a significant expansion in
the research portfolio, as well as its international standing. It would be important that such
funds were managed separate from the core funding, otherwise this risks substitution
rather than expansion.

The future vision for GSRD research remains entirely focused on continuing on the same
trajectory. Largely aiming to protect pasture productivity while reducing and optimising N
fertiliser use by more efficient grass production and dependence on clover (and other
species), to lower carbon footprints and improve herbage utilisation. This is subservient
to the DAFM paymaster agenda and that of the wider industries. Given Teagasc’s remit,
this is entirely justifiable and to some degree an inevitability given the primarily land-based
configuration of GSRD. However, there appears to be little, if any scope for speculative
or foresight research. There is evidence of intentions to adopt newer technologies, such
as machine learning and image analysis, though these will be enabling tools rather than
opening opportunity for novel creativity. Speculative or forefront research (TRL1-3) can,
of course, be considered the preserve of the university sector. Nonetheless, with a high
number of PhD studentships and a growing association with UCC (and ongoing
associations with UCD and Galway), there must be opportunity for GSRD to bring its
applied expertise into collaboration with university scientists who have cutting edge
facilities and specialist knowledge. Expertise in molecular genetics, metabolomics,
proteomics, ‘Big Data’ and Al are all opening forefront research opportunities (TRL 2-4)
that GSRD should be considering when identifying research opportunities within its
foresight vision. Critical to this would be to fully exploit its growing partnerships with the
academic sector where specialist expertise is pursuing TRL1-2 research.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.2: GSRD should seek to exploit opportunities to expand its
relationship with the academic sector, to engage in more forefront research through multi-
actor research proposals to competitive funding bodies

For such a land-based department, there appears to be little if any soil science expertise
within GSRD. This is surprising given the critical role of soil science in optimising carbon
sequestration and nutrient cycling in grassland systems, without depressing productivity.
It is further notable that climate change mitigation, although recognised as an implication
of all efficiency of production gains, is not formally declared as a separate and equal
umbrella objective to the production challenges. Having a soil science capability would
allow GSRD to pursue objectives around carbon sequestration and soil health to underpin
its clover and other innovative grassland activities. It would also open possibilities to
collaborate with LSRD given the associated PAP recommendation to demonstrate and
validate environmental/climate change mitigations on a dedicated farm platform.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 4.1: GSRD should seek to recruit soil science expertise to
broaden its clover/grassland activities into carbon sequestration/soil health and support
the proposed LSRD mitigation demonstration activity/platform

The PAP considered that the Viability of GSRD was STRONG
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6. Assessment of Pig Development Department

6.1 Background and strategy

The lIrish pig sector operates in a competitive global market, characterised by a small
number of efficient, large units. PDD is unusual among the research departments, as it
has its own KT staff and so is not dependent on either of the two specialist KT departments
in AGRIP. Consequently, PDD comprises 3 permanent researcher staff, 6 advisory staff
and 8 technologists/technicians. These are supported by 3 contract/1 postdoc
researchers, with a total of 14 Walsh Fellowship PhD students. The scientific publication
outputs 2018-2022 has averaged 11.8/FTE with a mean impact factor of 4.1 and in
presentation the department head acknowledged that there had been no high impact
publications. From an overall budget of €3,012k/yr for science and KT activities, only
€401k (13%) was externally earned, though this had increased substantially since 2018
(+76%)

Overall, the PDD plays a pivotal role in supporting pig producers by focusing on research,
advisory services, and education. The department aims to enhance the profitability,
competitiveness, and sustainability of the sector, addressing the challenges posed by
increasing volatility in the industry. Given the relatively small number of farms, the
department has established close relationships with producers, actively assisting in the
implementation of improved sustainability and welfare standards. While commendable
progress has been made in meeting regulatory and welfare requirements, there is an
industry call for additional studies on economic and operational improvements for farmers.
Such demands have driven research to be highly process centric and while success in
problem solving is unquestioned, there is an equal need for more ambitious, industry
leading studies to be conducted.

The department's significant number of completed and ongoing projects underscores its
strong performance. Knowledge transfer is a priority, with successful dissemination of
research through industry conferences, site visits, newsletters, and podcasts.

6.2 Department Quality

The PAP acknowledges the robust quality of the PDD. Despite a decrease in publications
per full-time employee in 2022 (albeit in a steady or rising 2018-2021 profile), the
department's impact within the field remains significant. The recently built 200 sow
research facility is a significant upgrading of the facilities and should be mirrored by an
equivalent up-turn in the research ambitions of this department. Over the coming years
this state-of-the-art facility will need to become the bedrock of research that is not only
validating previous work but taking a lead in exploring new frontiers and highly challenging
problems, within porcine science. In seeking to do this it could be valuable to engage
some of the expertise embedded in ABRD, possibly gaining support from their microbial,
molecular, parasitology, proteomics, etc. expertise and research facilities.

The team's consistency over the past few years has contributed to the effectiveness of
their research, including the involvement of several postdoctoral researchers and
postgraduate students. These students also spoke positively regarding the research
environment particularly over the quality and level of supervision. The expertise in animal
welfare is outstanding, but also highlights the opportunities to improve in other areas.
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Projects span a broad range, addressing health, welfare, nutrition, performance, and
environmental sustainability. The department's focus on anti-microbial resistance (AMR)
is notable, aligning closely with both DAFM and EU agricultural policies. However, it was
notable that this is the only department without ‘Research’ in its title. This may seem a
moot point, but its absence appears to focus the remit of the department on ‘development’
priorities. Given comments elsewhere on research ambition, reflecting this in the
departments title could add focus (e.g. the ‘Pig Research & Development Department’.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 5.1: PDD to develop its vision to maximise the potential of its
new sow facilities for devising forefront research to engage new frontiers in porcine
science

The PAP considered that the Quality of PDD was STRONG

6.3 Departmental impact

The PAP recognises the outstanding impact that PDD has had on the local pig production
sector. The research and advisory programs, in collaboration with pig producers, have
ensured that the work is effectively implemented across the industry. A key factor in this
has been the activities of the six pig development officers, who have been instrumental in
providing an effective pipeline between research and industry adoption.

The societal impact is considerable, particularly in addressing issues such as AMR,
environmental sustainability, and pig welfare. The department actively shares its research
through international visits, involvement with EU committees, invited talks, and consistent
communication with producers. This has significantly contributed to the Irish pig industry's
improvement in productivity while adhering to the highest standards of welfare.

The PAP considered that the Impact of PDD as OUTSTANDING

6.4 Department Viability

The PAP considers the viability of PDD as satisfactory. The joint programme provides
funding directly from producers, but its inconsistency poses challenges, especially
considering the significant losses incurred by pig farmers in recent years.

Further funding is deemed critical for the department's development and to address the
high number of local tasks requiring attention. More recently, the stakeholder meeting
between Teagasc and producers designed a four-pillar strategy to increase feed cost
competitiveness through on-farm targeted plans, quality control, performance database,
and staff training. Reorganisation and optimising the utilisation of exiting staff will be
required to deliver on this worthwhile initiative. Further funding sources will also be needed
to sustain high-quality research to address more novel topics. This is especially the case
given that the economic viability of the industry remains under pressure and so unlikely to
fund studies other than those addressing immediate operational challenges.

Therefore, to enhance viability, the department should increase efforts to seek further
external funding, now made more likely by the greater capability of the department, given
the high-quality facilities it now utilises and opportunities to partner ABRD. While this will
hopefully lead to evermore novel research ventures, it is recognised that a research focus
towards economic and operational efficiencies for local producers will also need to be
maintained.
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PAP RECOMMENDATION 5.2: PDD to make maximum use of its facilities and
opportunities to collaborate with ABRD scientists where benefits can be gained and to
seek greater external research funding

The PAP considered that the Viability of PDD was COMPETENT

7. Assessment of Drystock KT Department (DsKTD)

(shorten DsKTD to ‘Ds’ when reading text)
7.1 Background and strategy

The Drystock KT Department is based around 7 beef specialists and 2 specialised
advisors, supported by a single administrator. They are organised across four sector
specific teams; Regional Cattle Specialists, Regional Sheep Specialists, Future Beef
Team and Dairy-Beef 500 Team. Their role is in translating R&D deliverables into practical
messaging to target industry stakeholders. Much of this work is driven under headline
banners, as indicated by the team structures. They employ traditional methods of KT
delivery such as Press articles, broadcasts, discussion meetings and visits etc., and
increasingly are employing social media across all the digital platforms, to deliver their
messages with increasing penetration and uptake. These outputs also contribute to the
other main activity which involves upskilling and informing the Teagasc advisors, including
a support link to DAFM on scheme issues. In this aspect and also for the most receptive
farmers, they also provide weekly in-service training through conference calls, more in
depth technical articles on specific topics, and monthly newsletters for Teagasc clients.
All of this is further underpinned by in-person training sessions in AGRIP research centres
or at Teagasc and commercial demo farms.

These knowledge transfer specialists are a vital link between the AGRIP researcher and
Teagasc’s advisory services. The staff have mostly had considerable previous experience
as advisors or teachers, before becoming regional specialists. The department has well-
established and organised programmes of extension, and access to a good network of
demonstration farms. The overall performance of this KT department is recognised as
excellent in terms of reactivity, level of actions, multi-tasking, and close contact with
farmers etc.

There are a number of challenges facing this department, many of which are shared by
the Dairy KT Department and therefore some of the comments in that section of this report
also apply here.

7.2 Department Quality

The quality of work of DsKTD is excellent with very knowledgeable staff exploiting their
strong industry collaborations. It, of course, depends on the quality and relevance of the
information flowing from the research departments. However, with these research
departments being tightly focused on DAFM policy drivers and with stakeholder inputs
bringing industry needs to the fore, strong and valuable messages and innovations are
expected to continue to be available. The teams are employing the most up-to-date
communication methods, ranging from in-person, to traditional written, to excellent use of
social media platforms. They have also increased their media skills through collaborating
with major Agri Media partners and scheme funders are repeating and increasing their
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collaboration with DsKTD. Farmers have benefitted significantly from the activity of this
department and overall, they recognise that the great work by DsKTD has been
instrumental in advancing improvements for the industry.

The PAP considered that the Quality of DsKTD was OUTSTANDING

7.3 Departmental impact

This department can point to a stream of initiatives that they have championed or
supported. The Teagasc Green Acres Programme, DairyBeef 500 and the Better Farm
Sheep Programme are prime examples from the list. Through many of these schemes
they have built active collaborations with many of the large supply-chain companies and
other key actors in each sector. This has insured their advice and guidance has been
supported and delivered uniformly across the industry, to great effect. The work of the KT
specialists has been particularly important to help farmers understand possible changes
and to navigate the adjustments needed to meet the climate change targets set by
government. Going forward, it will be important that the key enabling messages of
profitable and environmentally sustainable production models are communicated with the
necessary flexibility needed to reach those targets. It will be important to ensure these KT
specialists and the Teagasc advisors are equally engaged in the delivery of the research
innovations on farm. This will involve realistic assessment of the workloads and conflicting
demands being placed on the Teagasc advisory service. The PAP has offered
recommendations around how to engage with this problem, elsewhere in this report.

In evaluating the DsKTD achievements as being of high quality, the PAP acknowledges
the importance of:

i) turning science into digestible and farmer-friendly messages (this was clearly
stated as a benefit realised by the stakeholders)

ii) serving more knowledge-diverse farmers and keeping up-to-speed with the rapidly
evolving digital KT conduits.

iii) embracing new challenges and uncertainties on climate, water quality and welfare
(e.g. adapting to account for the dairy expansion).

The PAP considered that the Impact of DsKTD as OUTSTANDING

7.4 Department Viability

The PAP recognises the very fluid nature of this department’s remit and applauds its ability
to adapt and deliver new messages. DsKTD makes excellent use of podcasts, webinars
and other knowledge transfer methods, yet the evaluation of how its reaching out to
farmers influences their practices, is weak. Robust metrics following uptake, to assess
ongoing benefit and gains, are largely absent. There are also within this space a number
of challenges needing to be faced, which the PAP wishes to draw to the attention of
DsKTD and provide some outline guidance:

* The department faces resource constraints due to the lack of Teagasc advisors. This
is likely to have a knock-on effect in which farmers are less engaged with the
department. Over the last 3 years, the staff turnover in the advisory service has brought
considerable extra work for DsKTD to upskill new advisory staff, who are required to
support key initiatives. However, up to 90% of advisory time is spent aiding farmer
clients to make applications and conduct compliance work for DAFM schemes. This
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has made it much more challenging for the advisory team to engage adequately with
the traditional KT role.
The PAP were made aware that a new strategy for the Advisory Service was nearing
completion and would soon be brought to the Teagasc Authority (Board of Directors).
That strategy is designed to address the challenge of how the advisory service can
increase its traditional advisory role while also providing scheme-based advisory
services in a more balanced way. Nonetheless, because such an issue was able to
develop to a critical level, the PAP believes that AGRIP needs to have an advocate
promoting its achievements and bringing such challenges to the attention of the higher
echelons within DAFM. Proposals for this have been described in the overall
programme part of this report.

It is clear that the department has and is successfully embracing technology as a
primary avenue for communication. Yet, this has led into a relative drop off in people
attending in person, possibly because they feel they have what they need from digital
means. There could be a risk that increasing digital and virtual communications
between advisories (KT) and farmers hinders some benefits obtained from direct
interactions (for example, trust building, transparency, open communication, sharing of
experiences etc). The PAP therefore advises DsSKTD to be aware of this risk and seek
an appropriate balance between engaging farmers in-person and on virtual platforms
and also through both digital and traditional media.

DsKTD is not entirely in charge of its own key performance indicators (KPIs), and
relying on scientists to generate appropriate technologies/knowledge and for the
advisory service to deliver the messages and contribute to adoption. As already
underlined, the number of inexperienced advisors has been increasing, creating a
workload burden for DsKTD to provide specialised training, and to reduce overlapping
functions. This detracts from their ability to achieve their KPIs and as such is a viability
risk.
Along with the KPI issues, is the requirement to “design and implement its own system
for monitoring impact contributions on farming systems”. A starting point for this would
be to address the following two questions:

= Are messages delivered to farmers by different conduits impacting behaviours in

different ways, to different extents or with differing longevity?
= Are there other avenues of communication (outside Teagasc) influencing farmers’
behaviour (which ones, which communication channels)?

Such analysis could help better understand the best fit between the format and support
of the messages on the one hand and farmers’ profiles on the other hand, and therefore
be in a position to adjust, finetune the format of the message depending on the targeted
audience.

Given the KT remit, it is equally important to analyse and capture how and why farmers
modify their behaviour (adoption/uptake of new practices, new interactions, etc.)
following participation in department’s activities. The PAP advises DsKTD to expand
the involvement of social scientists from within Teagasc, to address such key
information. This would help in designing and scaling-out future KT strategies (farmers
and supply-chain actors will also greatly value such insights).

DsKTD would benefit from creating a more comprehensive action plan, defining what
success looks like at the offset, setting priorities, tracking and reviewing progress via
learning loops. Where necessary this could be used to build robust cases for additional
resources, and engender stakeholder support.

There is a clear strategic stake, in viability terms, for advisors to protect their reputation
as a neutral advisor. This requires DsKTD to communicate a clear/transparent neutral
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policy with their sponsors. Absence of an overt and robust neutral positioning risks
AGRIP (and Teagasc) degrading its highly trusted institutional status. Therefore, when
meat companies use their own KT to create an information mismatch, the AGRIP
reputation should prevail in farmers trust. This will also encourage those companies to
work more closely with DsKTD.

This report has shown that the PAP received very strong evidence of the considerable
effort and expertise expended in transferring knowledge to farmers. There are also
industry/farmer stakeholder forums used to identify research needs. In contrast, it was
unclear how these messages are processed back to researchers and what if any role
DsKTD had in that process. The PAP considers that this is a vital pathway that it was not
able to fully explore. Therefore, it advises DsKTD to review and ensure it is fully effective.
In this work the involvement of social scientists could again be valuable and therefore
engaging with Recommendation 2.2, for ABRD, may be advantageous.

As a summation of the preceding discussion, the PAP offers the following two
recommendations:

PAP RECOMMENDATION 6.1a: Both Drystock and Dairy KT departments to develop
shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing implications of change and stakeholder
experiences following adoption of new innovations into practice

PAP RECOMMENDATION 6.2: Engage social scientists, to gain understanding of
stakeholder behaviours and uptake and to optimise the reporting of this back to the
research departments, (note also Recommendation 2.2).

The PAP considered that the Viability of DsKTD was COMPETENT

8. Assessment of Dairy KT Department (DyKTD)

(shorten DyKTD to ‘Dy’ when reading text)
8.1 Background and strategy

The Dairy KT team comprises around 10 staff servicing about 75 regionally based dairy
advisors. The model is admired globally for R&D delivery to end-users. The Dairy KT
program establishes region-specific advisor targets for delivery, encompassing various
initiatives such as discussion groups, eProfit Monitor groups, grassland walks and
courses, breeding plans, farm technical visits, and participation in events and workshops.
The dissemination model benefits from highly regarded scientists and a geographically
dispersed knowledge team to transfer science to farmers both directly and via knowledge
transfer to advisors. The Dairy KT department plays a crucial role in meeting the demands
of the dairy industry through its advisory and knowledge transfer initiatives. With a strategy
focused on tailored information delivery and strong linkages across the
farmer — researcher — co-op spectrum, the department has positioned itself as a key
player in disseminating relevant knowledge. However, underlying challenges, particularly
in the form of advisor time being spent on compliance with DAFM issues and turnover of
advisors, present considerable challenges for DyKTD. A number of these challenges are
shared by the Drystock KT Department, which means that some of the comments in that
section also apply and so for brevity have not been repeated here or at least not in the
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same detail. These two departments direct and conduct equivalent KT operations to the
same high standards. So here again, many of the descriptors on the organisation and
effectiveness of activities equally apply here and do not need repeating.

8.2 Department Quality

This department can point to a range of industry focused initiatives that they have
successfully promoted to the considerable benefit of the dairy sector. Vital within many of
these has been the effective collaborations with the co-ops and other supply-chain actors.
This has been pivotal in guiding the industry through recent times of significant change
and expansion, helping farmers navigate the changes in practices needed to comply with
increasing environmental protection measures.

In evaluating the quality of the Dairy KT department, the PAP acknowledged the positive
impact of tailored information delivery and effective linkages within the industry. DyKTD
maintains a strong two-way working relationship with the research departments within
AGRIP. This is a key quality factor in their success in acting as a conduit between
researchers and farmers/industry. This is further strengthened by their collaborative
working practices with key industry players. These elements contribute considerably to
the department’s very high-quality rating. There are also strong linkages with the Teagasc
advisors, though this relationship has come under increasing workload pressure in more
recent years. This has been mainly due to a rising demand on advisors’ time to conduct
DAFM scheme management, which has detracted from the level of direct farmer
engagement to promote KT innovations and guidance. This pressure point is further
exacerbated by the high turnover of advisors, who then require training from DyKTD staff
to upskill them to the required levels to effectively deliver the KT initiatives. As DyKTD is
highly dependent on the advisory service to contribute to its KPIs, these challenges raise
concerns that may in time impair the overall high-quality rating of this department.

The PAP considered that the Quality of DYKTD was OUTSTANDING

8.3 Departmental Impact

The PAP recognised the significant impact of DyKTD, particularly in its strategies for
tailored delivery and geographic reach. The ability to translate scientific knowledge into
accessible messages for farmers has contributed to forefront, step-change, positive
outcomes for the dairy sector. For example, Dairygold suppliers who engaged with the
discussion groups exceeded the rate of change on each metric evaluated compared to
the average dairy producer. Despite these strengths, challenges such as advisor turnover
and the increasing prioritisation of tasks like compliance work for DAFM schemes raise
considerable concerns. Success in the current efforts within Teagasc to develop a new
strategy for the Advisory Service is critically important, as in time this problem will bring a
significant contraction to the overall influence of DyKTD on industry practices. This will be
detrimental for farmers, but also to DAFM in achieving their KPIs around industry
efficiency, sustainability, competitiveness in the marketplace and environmental foot-
printing.

DyKTD’s dependency on high-quality science to provide new knowledge and innovations
and the capacity of a knowledgeable advisory team to deliver this, means that the KT team
have a high dependency on the performance of others. However, the pivot towards online
communications mitigates some of these risks on the advisory side. The observation that
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in person attendance is dwindling apparently in preference to online communication, such
as podcasts, has positive aspects, but also risks as detailed in the DsKTD section.

The PAP considered that the Impact of DYKTD as OUTSTANDING

8.4 Department Viability

Assessing the viability of the DyKTD, the PAP highlighted the importance of the
relationship with the co-ops. The department’s dependence on these relationships for
effective knowledge transfer and industry support underscores their critical role and
interdependency. The ongoing efforts to strengthen these relationships are essential for
the continued vibrancy of the department. Challenges related to overlapping staff
functions and communication protocols also impact the overall viability. A strategic
approach to ensuring integration rather than duplication of efforts of individual KT
specialists is vital for viability into the future. The previously noted decline of in-person
attendance, indicates that embracing online technologies as a preferred communication
alternative, is happening organically. This may change the face of KT into the future.

Overall, the key factors in driving forward success in the viability of DyKTD and in
achieving high impacts can be summarised under the following pointers. Most of these
were also directed to the DsKTD team and cross-reading of both reports would be
beneficial:

i) Strengthen efforts to nurture and enhance co-op relationships, recognising their
role in the department’s success.

i) Continue to flex and tailor communication approaches based on farmer
preferences, ensuring effective knowledge transfer.

i) Enhance internal integration, clarify role definitions, and continue to seek to
improve communication within the department for increased efficiency.

iv) Continue prioritising technology-driven communication to adapt to changing farmer
preferences and industry trends.

Establish systematic processes for monitoring and evaluating the adoption of
recommendations, facilitating continuous improvement and learning within the
department. In this work the involvement of social scientists could be valuable and
therefore engaging with PAP Recommendation 2.2, for ABRD, would be advantageous.

As a summation of the preceding discussion, the PAP offers the following two
recommendations:

PAP RECOMMENDATION 6.1b: Both Dairy and Drystock KT departments to develop
shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing implications of change and stakeholder
experiences following adoption of new innovations into practice

PAP RECOMMENDATION 7.1: Engage with ABRD in the use of social scientists
(RECCOMDATION 2.2), to gain understanding of stakeholder behaviours and the
parameters driving stakeholder adoption

The PAP considered that the Viability of DYKTD was COMPETENT
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9. AGRIP Outcome Evaluation

9.1 Addressing the Evaluation Question

The evaluation component of this review was operationalised by the PAP through the
following evaluation question:

“How has AGRIP contributed to Teagasc’s mission to support the transition of Ireland’s
agri-food sector to a sustainable, competitive, resilient and diversified system?”

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess how the AGRI Programme is working towards
achieving outcomes in the Irish agri-food sector. An outcome is defined as “a sustained
change in behaviour (practices, relationships) or state (e.q., policy change, establishment
of farmer association) to which Teagasc has contributed”. The PAP recognises that
Teagasc produces research and engages in KT and advisory activities (some of which go
beyond the programme being evaluated) in collaboration with and alongside other actors
in the Irish agri-food sector. This includes farmers, the private sector, public agencies,
NGOs and civil society, as well as other research, education and advisory services. This
evaluation is, therefore, not measuring the attribution to outcomes solely of AGRIP
activities and recognises that research and KT activities interact with systemic dynamics
to bring about change.

Teagasc Together strategy outlines a long term and systemic view of change. It assumes
that outcomes from Teagasc research and KT (which are achieved through activities of
the REDP departments) will, over time and through ongoing interaction with others, bring
about a transition in Ireland’s agri-food sector to a more sustainable, competitive, resilient
and diversified system. Teagasc uses a published framework or theory of change (see
Figure 1 below and Figure 4 page 59 of ‘Teagasc Together’) which shows how Teagasc
activities contribute to impact in the agri-food sector through three interconnected impact
pathways (technology development and adoption; capacity development; and policy
influencing). These are interlinked with self-reinforcing feedback loops around the
capacity development pathway, which builds the capacity of the agri-food sector to
innovate and transform. The framework is an aid to clarifying how the contributions made
to specific outcomes can be understood as plausible contributions to the overarching goal.

Figure 1: Evaluating Teagasc’s impact on the agri-food sector

Technology Development
& Adoption Pathway

Research,
Advisory &
Education

>

Policy Influence Pathway ’

Source: Figure 4 page 59 ‘Teagasc Together’
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Based on the set of outcome case studies, the synthesis table in Appendix 2b provides a
summary of the outcomes achieved, the overall strategies employed to achieve them, a
sense of their reach based on the information provided, and their main impact
contributions.

The size and very wide remit of the overall programme presents a considerable
management challenge (from research initiation carrying through KT to industry adoption;
activity across the animal and grassland sectors; the dispersed locations and multisite
activity; substantial tertiary teaching responsibilities). This was recognised by the panel
early in the assessment process. Virtually all of the work is highly focused on delivering
progress in compliance with the DAFM policy drivers. The work is therefore, highly
applied, being initiated at Technology Readiness Level TRL5 or above and taken through
to demonstration and on farm implementation at TRL9. This was extensively exhibited in
the outcome studies that spanned production, animal health and environmental topics and
involved the implementation of digital tools, current technologies and improved
management schemes that have significantly and substantially enhanced industry
performance. Under the strong influence of external factors (e.g., DAFM/EU policy
regulations, incentive schemes, industry agendas, etc.), AGRIP was still the instigator,
catalyst and KT driver and so made a pivotal contribution to these outcomes being
achieved. The Walsh Fellowship studies tightly interweave through the overall AGRIP
research activity, giving them a highly applied remit and delivering graduates who have
obtained the skills and knowledge needed to undertake specialist advisory jobs, or in
scientific roles in industry/private sector or as research scientists. There was good
evidence of a highly proactive KT delivery to wider industry by traditional dissemination
methods and demonstrations, as well as by expert use of digital tools and social media
platforms. There was extensive evidence of good peer reviewed publications in leading
scientific journals, and records showing personal achievements of individual scientists.
This included awards, appointments and leading roles in various academic fora, invited
presentations internationally and membership of key industry bodies. Together these are
a testament to the high standing in which the lead scientists are viewed.

9.2 Technology development and adoption pathway

There were copious examples throughout the outcome cases and in the presentations
to/and discussions with the PAP, that demonstrated that adoption of the latest
technologies was prevalent throughout AGRIP. There was further evidence that this was
an ongoing process with plans to adopt newer technologies, such as machine learning,
image analysis and molecular genetics advances, to generate new data and knowledge
and better service industry needs. This upskilling and evolution in technology needs to
continue to be challenged internally. For example, there are now also proven technologies
that would make it possible to extensively digitise key portions of the AGRIP grazing
platform. The PAP considered that such opportunities needed to be pursued with vigour
as automatic monitoring systems and other remote sensing technologies would ease
workloads while increasing the quantity and quality of data captured?

Many communication avenues are used to reach out to farmers (podcasts, booklets,
videos etc.), as some farmers’ profiles may be more receptive to some channels than
others. Therefore, understanding the effects associated with different avenues of
communication could be useful as it would help fine tune the message and the
communication format, to specific characteristics and preferences of farmers in certain

37



categories (age, sector, full/part time, conventional/organic, lowland/hill land etc.). Along
this line, the PAP has recommended capturing some ‘how’ factors:

i) How much do people and targeted users retain from various KT engagements on
a specific product/technology?

i) How does this influence their awareness, capability and actions, and for how long?

i) How do they use of the new technologies/tools, and to what benefit?

In essence, to capture more detail on the process leading to adoption and how this leads
to actual changed behaviours (or not). This learning process will inform future KT activity,
may influence research ‘tactics’, and will provide clear metrics of the programmes
achievements for both funders and industry. Of course, it is equally important to capture
and report metrics that show negative impacts of a technology or innovation. The PAP
has recommended shared actions in this aspect for the two KT departments (PAP
Recommendations 6.1a & 6.1b).

9.3 Capacity development pathway

AGRIP has a largely ringfenced remit to implant innovations into a defined number of agri-
food sectors. This drives a very applied agenda with a contemporary focus. The
stakeholders and other actors remain largely the same and with a high dependency on
DAFM for its core funding, this limits the building of capacity in the organisation, which has
been somewhat curtailed. Since 2018 the core funding has increased by only 4%
(+c.€648k), which represents a considerable reduction when inflation is taken into
account. Some of this financial shortfall has been offset by increases in external funding,
but it is unclear to what degree this has buffered DAFM from witnessing the impacts of its
reduced funding on AGRIP activity and output. Likewise, while there has been a small
staff increase overall within this timeline, the majority of this has been in postgraduate
studentships. Some departments have largely stagnated in terms of staff numbers but
have experienced increased workloads through additional teaching duties. This is
creating an increasing imbalance between staff FTE and workload. Externally earned
incomes have helped to maintain the status quo rather than building greater capacity
within the programme. Therefore, the current financial structure within the AGRIP appears
to impede further capacity building. The PAP proposals around education funding
management (page 45), provide opportunity to detach core funding from external
academic fee income and secure them in a separate ‘education’ cost centre, managed by
AGRIP ‘academic’ staff. This can ensure these funds are only assigned to the work they
are intended for and that core funding shortfalls and their implications can be brought to
DAFM’s attention.

9.4 Policy influencing pathway

This assessment document has identified a number of areas where opportunities exist for
improvement and should be grasped, in order to contribute to the policy influence pathway.
The PAP advises senior management to consider the following proposals.

Strateqgic Positioning of the AGRI R&D programme:

In the Research Directorate, AGRIP level and individual departmental presentations, it
was notable that both in key actions and research priorities, ‘Climate Change’ was not
cited specifically. Environmental impact was alluded to but not as the pivotal high-level
driver. Terms like reduced emissions, resilience, sustainable agriculture do suggest
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contributions, but this is not explicit. In the current political and societal context that
urgently calls for rapid solutions and adaptations to climate change, addressing the issue
at core is essential, for these reasons:

i) as aleading agricultural research and education institute, AGRIP’s strategy needs
to be explicitly framed around high-level themes that drive government and EU
policies

i) promoting AGRIP’s expertise in these spheres can boost its national/international
profile

i) openly showing focus on agri-environmental stewardship can increase
attractiveness of AGRIP to a new generation that increasingly sees this as a “hot”
issue

Figure 2 below shows an example of how the existing 27 research priorities might be
aligned under 3 or 4 main ‘Strategic Themes’, broken into ‘Focus Areas’ that address key
policy driven agendas. The overall mantra or headliner for AGRIP can declare an
overriding philosophy that defines the area of activity but also expresses a strong link to
DAFM policy priorities (note; research priorities can appear in more than one Focus Area).

It is important to emphasise that Figure 2 is for EXAMPLE PURPOSES ONLY and is not
proposing a scheme for adoption. It does, however, illustrate the concept and there are
multiple ways to approach the same end point. For example, “Promoting a Healthy,
Efficient and Climatically Responsible Food Supply” could be an equally powerful strategic
theme, among many other possibilities.

Conceiving and employing such a scheme would also need to align the AGRI programme
to high level drivers within Teagasc, and so this proposal may have implications further
through the organisation. It would also make it easier to identify if any strategic theme
was being overly or under represented within the work plan.

Figure 2: lllustration showing a typical example of a strategic organisational chart
[ Sustainable and Environmentally Responsible Livestock Farming ]

‘ Environmental Impact H Onehealth Impact H Societal Impact ‘

adoption of new technologies

[ Improved farming efficiency, including ]
[ R&D priarity areas 1, 4, ?-;_i] [ R&D priority areas 11, 13, 17, 22 ] [ R&D priority areas 19, 2?]

[ Improvement of farm-animal welfare ] [ Healthy and Efficient Food Supply ]

9,10, 15, 17, 18, 189, 20, 2

[ Reduction of N emissions and incrganic

Berter health and protect 2gainst Support rural communities and promote
fertilizers use

antimicrobial resistance animal farming transformation

[ R&D priority areas 1, 3,4, 5, 6] [R&D priority areas 12, 13, 14, 18, 23] [ R&D pricrity areas 16, 18, 24, 27)

[ Implementation of sustainable energy

[ Reduction of methane emissions ] FTTEE

[ R&D pricrityareas 1, 3, 4 [ RE&D priority areas 21, 26, 27 l

[ Improvement of water quality The next level identifies three high level Strategic Thames

The lower level boxes specify individual Focus Areas under each theme
The box attached to each theme identifies which research priority areas apply
(note any of the 27 research priorities can be gssigned to more than one goal)

] The top level declares to umbrella philosophy for AGRIP

[R&D- priority areas 2, 4, 25

The Strategic Themes could be led by the Director of Research and Head of AGRIP,
supported by other lead specialists, as appropriate. The individual Focus Areas would be
disciplinary areas with a leader taking management responsibility for co-ordinating cross-
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department and multisite collaborations in pursuit of that goal. The Research
Departments, with their wide and reactive remits, would remain and still be in control of
their projects within each Research Priority Area. Their heads would continue to contribute
to the setting of those priorities, however, the management of outcomes and messaging
would be branded under the appropriate Focus Area (and Strategic Theme). The Focus
Areas would be under regular review by the Strategic Theme heads (Director of Research,
Head of AGRIP) and the departmental heads. Focus Area leadership would be on a fixed,
short-term tenure. This would build management experience across the researchers and
motivate staff to actively support and participate in the overall AGRIP philosophy.
Postgrads could remain attached to departments, but could also be badged by the
Strategic Themes and Focus Areas to which they belong. Such branding could have a
positive influence in attracting the best student applications, as they will recognise them
as “hot topics for tackling the climatic hazards facing planet Earth”.

In the process of initially building such a policy-centric strategic scheme, it would be
important and beneficial that it is done as a participatory/co-construction process among
the leaders as well as selected staff of the organisation. This would help impart a sense
of ownership and buy-in at the different levels of the organisation. This would also be key
in converting such high-level concepts for change into more detailed action-plans.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.1: AGRIP to reconsider its strategic messaging and how to
integrate 27 research priority areas into Focus Areas under key Strategic Themes and
how this can promote collaborative activities among scientists

High-level Interactions

The PAP was made aware of concerns around issues, of which the increasing DAFM
demands on advisory staff time was but one example. Importantly, there appeared to be
no direct route for such concerns to be addressed through a formal conduit. In addition,
Teagasc has a high-level remit to provide undergraduate agri-food education, however it
does not appear in the five strategic goals (Page 4, self-assessment document). Likewise,
it was not a named cost centre, standalone activity nor were any goals or outcomes
specific to education recorded within the AGRIP management structures. It appears to be
an orphan activity that gets dispersed around the research departments, with no visible
central accountability. These two example issues brought to the attention of the PAP that
there were notable omissions in how information and interactions were managed at a high
level in AGRIP. The PAP identified the need for four high-level interaction conduits, two
facilitating and two enabling, as in Figure 3, below:

Currently there are two high performing KT departments translating and communicating
the messages flowing from the R&D studies to the Teagasc Advisory Service (the
‘Knowledge Transfer Box’, Figure 3). Likewise, there are active stakeholder forums
carrying messages into AGRIP on industry priorities as well as feedback on the impact of
the AGRIP research. However, there does not appear to be an equivalent body
responsible for conducting messaging directly with DAFM. Likewise, there is an officer
assigned largely as a point of contact for the Walsh Fellows, but there is no overarching
education management structure within AGRIP. As indicated in Figure 3, the PAP wishes
to bring forward some proposals in these two areas of concern:

Figure 3: High-level illustration of AGRIP interactions selected with key actors
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a) An Advocate Forum

The general impression obtained by the PAP was that the policy connections that AGRIP
used, were largely subservient to the policy leads own agenda on the specific schemes
they were promoting. There are undoubtedly meetings to discuss issues directly between
Teagasc senior management and DAFM, but these are unlikely to deal with more
operational concerns within AGRIP, until they become a critical issue of wider significance.
The competing demands of AGRIP KT and policy scheme management for advisory staff
time, being one obvious example. Clearly, it would be better if issues were dealt with at
an earlier stage than was the case in this example. This could be achieved by holding
joint DAFM/AGRIP management meetings a few times a year. However, the PAP wants
to propose a more radical configuration, for consideration.

The PAP proposes an invited expert group to be ‘Advocates’ for AGRIP and to lobby
DAFM for redress where appropriate and to laud AGRIP policy centric successes. Such
an ‘Advocate Forum’ should have a high level of independence. It should not be an
industry representative group, as stakeholder groups do this. Members should ideally be
influencers with foresight ability, possibly some with PR experience and an understanding
of societal drivers, or past civil servants who know how to communicate effectively with
government. The benefit of also having a current senior Teagasc/AGRIP member could
be appropriate. The forum may only need to meet with AGRIP managers once or twice a
year and similar with DAFM senior policy managers, with extraordinary meetings when
necessary. Such a group could also advise on improving AGRIP’s profile, where it is less
strong, such as in education or societal issues.

It is not possible for the PAP to assess whether such a forum would be better organised
at the Teagasc level, with all the programmes feeding in, but this could be an equally
effective approach. There certainly needs to be a more equitable two-way dialog between
DAFM and AGRIP so that AGRIP can raise topics and issues with DAFM directly and not
merely engage policy leads on DAFM scheme priorities.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.3: AGRIP critically examine the communication channels
with DAFM at a high level and seek improvements, including the option to establish an
Advocate Forum

With a new strategy for the Advisory Service reportedly nearing completion and
consideration by the Teagasc Authority, AGRIP senior management must continue
lobbying for sufficient advisory time to promote effective adoption of its innovations. This
was a priority concern brought to the PAP by the stakeholders. They wanted either a team
of advisors dedicated to the KT role or a defined percentage of each advisor's time
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ringfenced for KT implementation. To not do so was regarded as missing a significant
opportunity to mentor the industry in adopting AGRIP innovations and progressing towards
the DAFM/EU environmental mitigation targets. In their view, the current provision level
is already impeding the impact of the AGRI programme on farm.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.4: Senior management to continue lobbying for sufficient
advisory time to promote effective adoption of its innovations and to use all avenues to
impress on DAFM the negative consequences of under provision

b) A Teaching Branch

The PAP acknowledge Teagasc’s provision of full time, part time and distance agricultural
education through its network of colleges. However, in the context of this peer
assessment, the PAP focus is particularly on the growing commitment of AGRIP personnel
to undergraduate teaching in several Irish universities and the management,
acknowledgement and recognition of that teaching commitment.

With education being a significant element within the Teagasc raison d'étre, it was
surprising that there was no formal tertiary education section or management structures
within AGRIP. As recognised in section 2.3 and Appendix 3, the Walsh Fellowship is
efficiently and centrally managed, as are the other education services, but the
undergraduate element is an area in transition. This is particularly due to the commitment
to the agriculture pathway in University College Cork (UCC), which has been expanding
over the past five years. The fact that education does not get promoted as a standalone
function with no AGRIP goals, targets or specific outcome measures is surprising. The
fact that it is largely imbedded within the activities of individual scientists, with only a
‘contact point’ person assigned centrally, is unusual. In the view of the PAP this is no
longer a workable approach. This growing education sector can open up some very
exciting opportunities, though also brings specific challenges, both of which now need a
coordinated management and control system.

The PAP concludes that there is now a role for a Teaching Branch within AGRIP, with
departmental equivalent status. Its role would be to manage the teaching workloads, build
an education sector vision, manage the opportunities and challenges this brings and
publicise the achievements, strengths and benefits widely. The PAP wishes to emphasis
some of the key opportunities, as follows:

The excellent under/postgraduate learning experience should be promoted more
vigorously to enhance AGRIP’s tertiary education reputation nationally/internationally.
The fact that lecturing staff are also active researchers with deep practical understanding
of the industry, farmers and government is a major strength to be lauded.

One of the most exciting developments within AGRIP will be in evolving closer links with
university scientists to open further opportunities for joint international research funding,
engaging in wider consortia and involvement in more speculative studies. Having a
Teaching Branch (and with the budget controls described below) could maximise the
financial and reputational benefits of such research collaborations.

With research scientists committing more time to lecturing this shortfall in R&D staff time
must be backfilled. Currently the 40% bench fee income can’t be used for this purpose
and even if DAFM did agree to remove this restriction, the PAP considers it an imperfect
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resolution. A more advantageous solution would be to create an academic cost centre
under the control of the AGRIP Teaching Branch.

In its simplest form the cost centre could sit within UCC but controlled by those AGRIP
staff holding a dual teaching role and/or those with joint AGRIP/UCC appointments. This
cost centre would designate bench fees for academic activities only, which could include
equipment and consumable purchases used in support of teaching, conference travel,
sabbaticals, or in funding contract (postgrad/technical) posts to support AGRIP’s
‘teaching-researchers’ workloads.

The ideal arrangement would be where all academic fees and research funding is
managed within this cost centre. This would involve negotiating a fair share of bench fees
from all university undergraduate pathways, (University College Dublin University of
Galway, etc), plus those Walsh Fellowships that are almost exclusively taught on AGRIP
premises and predominantly by AGRIP staff. This cost centre could also manage
‘academic research’ funding through collaborative ventures with these Irish universities
and international institutes (as proposed in the preceding assessment sections for the
research departments).

All these ‘new’ money streams could be incorporated and administered within this
Teaching Branch cost centre and be under university spending rules, but within the control
of those AGRIP staff who are recognised lecturers by the Teaching Branch. Ring fencing
all these externally earned funds in an academic cost centre would avoid such monies
substituting for core funding within AGRIP. This proposal is also expected to:

i) identify tertiary teaching as a core AGRIP strategic goal in supplying high quality
graduates to support the agri-food sector in Ireland.

i) motivate and reward AGRIP staff who teach, by benefiting from managing income
streams and by involvement in international collaborations conducting forefront
studies. This should include recognition of teaching achievements in the
promotion process.

iii) contribute to keeping minds open, updated and at the cutting-edge of research and
in attracting high quality new recruits.

iv) provide transparency in academic bench fees and research incomes use.

In summary, there are opportunities to promote AGRIP’s teaching reputation (nationally
and internationally), to attract the highest quality students, engage in international
consortia to expand research into more fundamental TRL’s and earn external income.
Such funding would therefore not be substituting for budget cuts but be used for capacity
building and to potentially address some of the difficulties associated with the additional
workload. Furthermore, staff who gain the benefits of involvement in the Teaching Branch
(plus those gaining advancement through managerial experience as Focus Area Leaders),
should help ease some of the ongoing challenges around staff retention and motivation.

The PAP recognises that the exact configuration of the proposed education cost centre
will depend on a multitude of factors outside of this AGRIP review, possibly placing it
elsewhere in the Teagasc structure. Nonetheless, the concept, justification and need are
what the PAP wants to communicate to Teagasc management for consideration.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.2: AGRIP to consider unifying and harmonising all its
education activities under a Teaching Branch
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¢) Uniform Messaging:

There was concern around the uniformity of messaging across Teagasc. While the four
individual Programmes under the Director of Research undoubted manage consistent KT
delivery within their spheres of activity, where they overlap, conflicting messaging can
occur. The ‘clover story’ is one example in which guidance from Solohead and Moorepark
around reseeding, management and nitrogen use has created messages for farmers that
conflict. While underlying context and target users may differ, the issues caused by
differing clover use messages coming from LSRD, GSRD and the Crops, Environment
and Land Use Programme (CELU) must to be resolved. To ensure full uniformity, this
should be conducted independently outside of these programmes. This example shows
the need for enhanced coordination across programmes, especially for high-profile topics.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.5: Teagasc to review its messaging validation process and
before the 2024 growing season, unify the clover KT messages from LSRD, GSRD and
CELU, into a single quidance

Specific Challenges

There were a number of specific topics that the PAP wanted to bring to the attention of
AGRIP management, for their consideration, as follows:

a) Research versus Service Activities

The primary function of the research departments is to conduct investigative science and
bring forward innovative solutions to industry challenges and support policy
implementation. However, once these innovations are established there may be support
and testing services required. This could, for example, involve ongoing routine laboratory
testing or the delivery of services required to maintain novel digital technologies. The PAP
questioned whether such service work was appropriate for these research departments.
A better use of scientific talent could be to transfer such services either within AGRI
(possibly to the KT departments) or elsewhere in Teagasc or even licencing externally.
This would release scientists’ time to pursue new innovations, which may also involve
bringing further improvements to those same services.

b) Industry Training Course Delivery

It was brought to the attention of the PAP that changing the professional dairy farm
managers course from being delivered by the AGRIP team to an apprenticeship under the
Education Directorate in Teagasc has been a difficult and challenging experience for all
involved. It has damaged the standing of the program with recipient farmers and students.
In the future, a better integration between different directorates within Teagasc is advised,
with any handover being staged to ensure continuity of provision quality and content and
so avoid similar breakdowns in future.

¢) Design of future Peer Assessments

It is understood that Teagasc regard this peer review cycle as an opportunity for staff to
reflect at both the strategic and operational levels of the programme. The PAP also
recognises that the case studies are an integral part of a ‘bottom-up’ assessment of how
AGRIP impacts the agri-food sector and that they will also be used for both academic and
popular publications. They did successfully communicate in depth messages of past and
impressive impacts on industry practices that the PAP found valuable. However, this was
a repeating message and the benefits gained by the PAP could equally be achieved by
only e.g. two or three flagship examples in full detail and these could address the additional
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parameters highlighted in Appendix 2a. Further case studies (ie the other 10+) could still
be provided to the PAP but in much shorter summary documents, giving an overview
analysis and evaluation. Furthermore, the formal setting of all heads and senior staff
gathered for presentations followed by a ‘public’ Q&A session, was not ideally suited to
unravelling the complexities of each department. Therefore, the PAP suggests that, in
future, a greater proportion of the time available is allocated to one-on-one meetings with
key individual department staff to discuss the complexities of their activities. The PAP
also felt that more could have been gained from the stakeholder engagement and
particularly with DAFM policy representatives. A more structured approach would be
beneficial, maybe with comments to a questionnaire received in advance, that the PAP
could then discuss in the face-to-face sessions.

Furthermore, it could be valuable and more efficient to have an ongoing process for
capturing how capacity building has been a mechanism for the realisation of change (both
internally and among stakeholders) as identified in all case studies. The PAP therefore
suggests that AGRIP set up a monitoring system to capture key metrics on specific
indicators of change during the time between PAP reviews. This may involve social
scientists and other specialists creating standard templates for gathering key information
(as in Appendix 2a), and overlaying them with their interpretations. This should include a
fully transparent breakdown of external funding sources, as recommended for GSRD
(PAP Recommendation 4.4). Ideally all this information and metrics would be sitting ready
to pass to the next PAP when required.

When the current cycle of Teagasc-wide, peer assessments is completed in 2024, it could
be useful for Teagasc to reflect on the above comments as part of its normal process of
reviewing its overall evaluation processes.

PAP RECOMMENDATION 1.8: AGRIP to review and where possible act upon proposals
and comments around how industry training courses are delivered; how to the manage
research as it becomes a service; the design of future peer assessments
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Appendix 1: Profile of Peer Assessment Panel members

Professor Trevor Gilliland, Institute of Global Food Security, Queen's University Belfast
(QUB), Northern Ireland

Trevor (chairperson), is a Fellow of the Royal Agrarian Society, with extensive agricultural-
plant research experience and has held senior statutory/recommended list testing
responsibilities in the UK, EU and UPOV (internationally). Over many years he led
grassland research at the Agri-Food and Biosciences Institute (AFBI), Crossnacreevy and
latterly was Head of the livestock research institute, AFBI Hillsborough. He has an
extensive peer reviewed bibliography, has delivered multiple invited presentations/reviews
internationally and has led/partnered international research collaborations. He now
provides private consultancy to the agricultural industry, leads a programme of QUB PhD
researchers and chairs the England & Wales grass/clover Recommended List Scheme.

Dr Maria Devant Guille, Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology (IRTA),
Barcelona, Spain

Maria has a solid background in R&D in Swine and Ruminant Production. Over the last
20 years, she has focused her scientific career in dairy-beef production, improving feed
efficiency and enhancing economic returns while minimizing environmental impact,
improving animal welfare, and offering high-quality products to the consumers through
research and innovation. To achieve this goal the creation and leadership of the Beef
Innovation Table has been crucial, in this annual meeting 12 representatives of the whole
production chain in Spain propose and set priorities for the research topics. Along with
her research activity she is head of the Ruminant Production Program (since 2016) and
Animal Nutrition Program (since 2021) and a member of Scientific Coordination Team at
IRTA (since 2018).

Michael Doran, Irish Cattle Breeders Federation (ICBF)

Michael is the current chairman of ICBF, a former suckler farmer and National Chairman
of the Irish Farmers' Association, Livestock Committee, who sat on the Meat and Livestock
board of Bord Bia and the Committee of Professional Agricultural Organisations Meat and
Livestock Committee and The EU Beef Advisory Committee. He converted his home farm
to Diary in 2014 at the time EU milk Quotas were being abolished and follows the Teagasc
Blueprint for Grass based milk production. His farm is one of the Teagasc Clover150
farms. He was the inaugural winner of the FBD Insurance plc — Better Farming Awards,
Sustainable Pasture Farmer 2023.He is a current member of the DAFM calf welfare group.

Dr Marie Ferré, French Agricultural Research Centre for International Development
(CIRAD) Innovation Unit, France

Marie is a researcher at CIRAD, with an expertise in environmental and behavioural
economics. Her PhD studies focused on the understanding of how farmers react to
various types of payment schemes supporting peatlands management in Switzerland.
Marie’s specialist role in CIRAD, is to conduct research on the evaluation of the socio-
economic impacts of agricultural research interventions, using mixed methods. She has
published across an eclectic mix of leading journals (e.g. Anthropology & Development,
Environmental Science and Policy journal, European Journal of Development Research
and Journal of Agricultural Economics), indicating the wide applicability of her expertise.
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Professor Jennie Pryce, Agriculture Victoria Research and La Trobe University, Australia
Jennie is Research Director at Agriculture Victoria Research and La Trobe University and
a professor with leading authority in dairy genetics. Named Australia's top researcher in
animal husbandry by The Australian (2019-2022), her academic journey began at the
University of Edinburgh, earning her BSc (Hons 1st class) and PhD. Hailing from a UK
dairy farming background, her roots deeply influence her work. Jennie is a key member
of the International Committee on Animal Recording's working group “Feed and Gas”,
contributes to the New Zealand Animal Evaluation Unit's technical advisory committee,
and serves as an editor at the Journal of Dairy Science Communications.

Pat O’Keefe, Dairy & Pig Farmer, Ballylough, Mitchelstown, Co. Cork

Pat is a pig & dairy farmer from Co. Cork with 40+ years of industry expertise. Over this
time, he successfully expanded his pig farm to a high-health 2,000 sow unit. Pat served
on Dairygold's Board of Directors (2009-2017) and the National Cattle Breeding Centre
(2010-2017). He is a former Irish Farmers Association National Pig Chairman (2002-
2006), and he currently holds the position of North Cork County Chairman. He is a
member of the Teagasc Pig Stakeholder group, which aligns the goals of Teagasc
research with industry representatives.

Associate Professor Nicola Schreurs, School of Agriculture and Environment,
Massey University, New Zealand

Nicola is a researcher and lecturer in Animal Science and Meat Production at Massey
University. She obtained her undergraduate degree (BAppSc (1st class Hons)) and PhD
from Massey University followed by post-doctorate research at the Institut National de la
Recherche Agronomique (INRA) in Clermont-Ferrand. Her current research projects
involve investigating the effect of forage diets on lamb meat production and also dairy-
beef production systems in particular, yearling beef production utilizing calves from the
dairy industry. She serves as an Associate Editor for the New Zealand Journal of
Agricultural Research and sits on the board of the New Zealand Equine Trust.

Dr. Kevin Heanue is Teagasc’s Senior Evaluation Officer and has three main
responsibilities. First, to develop, co-ordinate and conduct evaluations of Teagasc’s
research, advisory and education programmes. Second, to lead, guide and manage the
strengthening of the evaluation role within Teagasc and the organisation’s evaluation
strategy, capabilities, policies, methods, practices and instruments. Third, to develop and
lead a research programme on evaluation capacity building, evaluation frameworks, tools
and methods. He provides a secretariat to the AGRIP Peer Assessment panel.
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APPENDIX 2A: SELECTED COMMENTS/GUIDANCE FROM THE CROSS-
ANALYSIS OF THE AGRIP OUTCOME CASE STUDIES

All cases gave importance to the detailed description of the series of events that
contributed, over time, to the outcome trajectory. While this is indeed fundamental to the
understanding, it might be relevant in order to strengthen the narrative to underline the
following: The major events that were pivotal to the path; The main dynamics/phases of
research; Key external favouring/hindering factors and contextual shocks. A synthetic
chronological timeline, visually reporting these key elements could be useful, highlighting
also synergies with other case outcomes trajectories, and between AGRIP’s departments.

These cases also demonstrate very significant contributions to the realisation of
changes/outcomes and impacts. Most of them seem to prioritise reporting (expected)
impacts within the specific field of study, which are often of policy or economic nature (e.g.,
productivity of farming system, performance of specific industry etc.), and in some cases
environmental. It could be valuable to also explore and report along other dimensions
such as social impacts. On a similar line, in the “perspective” section, little is usually said
about the future of research in the upcoming contexts: new trends in consumers’
preferences, climate change, among others, which likely call for specific future
considerations in regard to farming systems and food systems more generally. On a
similar line, some thoughts on the risks associated with the delivery of the intended target
impacts could be valuable to integrate as well.

While research design in AGRIP depends to some extent on the monitoring of users’
needs, only one of the cases reports results from a users’ survey, on the level of
satisfaction and perception of farmers with regard to the given tool. Extending this to more
cases could provide more validating evidence/opinions, from the intended beneficiaries,
on the use, and the sustainability of the use of the research-resulting tools and methods.
A process to carry out and repeat such evaluation processes can be considered as an
opportunity to engage and re-engage with stakeholders to deepen their interest and
capacity building, and find out how they benefit from the use. It may also be a way to
capture other longer-term benefits that may not have been apparent at the time.

The majority of the cases report numerous trainings, workshops, material
communications, field visits, and other engagement events conducted between industries,
farmers, extension staff and researchers. In this regard, it is often difficult to grasp “how
much” people and targeted users retain from those engagements on a specific product,
how this influences their awareness, capacity, and then the use of the proposed
technologies/tools, and why. One case mentions intermediary-type of changes to
outcomes and increased level of confidence. However, in general, some more detail on
the process leading to adoption would help capture the learning process, capacity building
process, and how this leads to actual change of behaviour, or not. Indeed, adoption is not
a straightforward process, hence the interest in deepening the understanding of the
mechanisms and conditions enabling it.

Across the cases, evidence of significance of impact (intensity and reach) could be further
enriched by systematic adoption surveys. These would be aimed at understanding the
number of actors that effectively use or have used a given tool, and how/why.

Most case studies mention other explanatory causes/factors outside Teagasc research to
the realisation of the impact. More systematisation of this could be valuable. This
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comment is particularly valid for policy influence. Many other contributory causes impact
EU and national policy processes.

The cases report various types of policy influence, these include examples where they
inform or help shape policies or specific regulations. Various channels for such policy
influences emerge. Two points could be reinforced on this:

i)  Further exploring and reporting the potential role of specific knowledge brokers that
facilitate links between policy networks and research. It could be interesting as well
to figure out whether knowledge brokering tend to be associated with individual
personalities (putting therefore this outcome trajectory at risk, in case of turnover), or
whether this capacity is more diffused in the organisation.

i) Mechanisms in place to make the knowledge accessible and usable by policy makers
could be interesting to develop.

Two documents, separate to this assessment report were produced in advance of the PAP
deliberations. These provide the full impact analyses of the case studies:

AGRIP Outcome Case Studies — Analysis Report, 2023, which includes detailed
analysis of each case, including a visualisation of the outcome trajectories and a list of
specific recommendations.

AGRIP Outcome Case Studies — Evaluation Report, 2023, which presents a more
transversal analysis of the cases.
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APPENDIX 2B: SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES ACHIEVED & STRATEGIES IMPLEMENTED BY AGRIP (as in eleven of the outcome case studies)
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Appendix 3: Schedule for site visit

Teagasc Animal & Grassland Research and Innovation Programme (AGRIP)
Peer Assessment Schedule

The following is the proposed schedule of activities for the duration of the AGRIP Peer Assessment
from 12 - 14 November 2023. Each session in the schedule is based on a maximum 10 minute, 3-
slide presentation followed by a discussion

Sunday, 12 November 2023

Time Action Key Topics
Attended by Director, Frank O’Mara, Pat Dillon,
19:00 Dinner - Rochestown Park Hotel see here Laurence Shalloo and AGRIP HOD’s, Peer

Assessment Panel

Day 1: Monday 13 November 2023, Teagasc Moorepark

Time Action Key Topics
Transportation from accommodation to
07:45 Teagasc Animal & Grassland Research
Innovation Centre
Approach to Peer Assessment/on-site session Conﬁrmatlop of approach to peer assessment;
) : ) who will be in each session, lead panel
08.30 Kevin Heanue, Evaluation Officer (for panel di t and the struct d t of end
only) iscussant and the structure and format of en
report.
Programme Overview publoations and acpport meshanisme,
09:00 Laurence Shalloo, Head of AGRIP P PP '
. . . . technology transfer, strategy, outcome case
Presentation (15 mins) plus discussion : . .
studies, evaluation question
09:45 Panel Deliberations Progrgm_me assessment F:r|ter|a (q_uallty, impact
and viability) and evaluation question.
10.15 Teal/Coffee
Animal & Bioscience Department Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
10:30 David Kenny, and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study.
11:15 Panel Deliberations Departmg_nt assessment .cr|ter|a (q_uahty, impact
and viability) and evaluation question
Grassland Science Department Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
11:45 Michael O’Donovan, and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study
12:30 Panel Deliberations Departmg_nt assessment .cr|ter|a (q_uahty, impact
and viability) and evaluation question
13.00 Lunch
Livestock Systems Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
14:00 Padraig French, and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study
14.45 Panel Deliberations Departmg_nt assessment .cr|ter|a (q_uahty, impact
and viability) and evaluation question
Pig Development Department Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
15.15 Edgar Garcia Manzanilla and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study
16:00 Panel Deliberations Departmg_nt assessment .cr|ter|a (q_uahty, impact
and viability) and evaluation question
17:00 - . . .
17.30 Optional meeting with staff
19:00 Dinner - Rochestown Park Hotel see here Panel only
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Day 2: Tuesday, 14" November 2023

Time Action Key Topics
07.15 Transportation from hotel to Teagasc Animal &
' Grassland Research Innovation Centre
08:00 Visit to Dairy Trials Wals_h Fellows/Post Docs/CRO’s available if
possible.
Drystock Knowledge Transfer Department Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
09:00 Pearse Kelly, and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study.
09.45 Panel Deliberations Depa_rtm_emt quality & productivity, relevance
and viability
Dairy Knowledge Transfer Department Future opportunities and challenges for the Dept
10.15 Joe Patton and your plans to address those challenges
Presentation (10 minutes) plus discussion /avail of the opportunities. Outcome case study
11.00 Panel Deliberations Depa_rtm_emt quality & productivity, relevance
and viability
11:30 Teal/Coffee available
. . . Current experiences with Teagasc
12.00 Meetm_g with stakeholder representatives Views on future needs and capacity of Teagasc
(selection of members from stakeholder groups)
to meet these needs
13:00 Lunch
13:45 Panel draft report, and prepare exit
' presentation for AGRIP Management
Panel present overview of emerging findings
) . . and recommendations from review to Frank
16:00 Verbal Exit Presentation O’Mara, Pat Dillon, Laurence Shalloo, Heads of
Departments, presenters, staff
17:00 Finish
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Appendix 4: Assessment Criteria and Categories from Evaluation
Protocol

Assessment criteria

The PAP assesses the research and KT programme and sub-programmes on the basis of the three
criteria outlined below, i.e. quality, impact and viability, using qualitative assessment (text) and
quantitative assessment (five assigned categories) (see Table 1).

1. Quality

The panel assesses the quality of the unit’s research and the contribution that the research makes to
the body of scientific knowledge. The panel also assesses the scale and productivity of the unit’s
research results (e.g. scientific publications, instruments and infrastructure developed, and other
contributions to science) and the unit's scientific reputation. Bibliometric analysis together with
information on other science-based outputs, activities (e.g collaborations, joint programmes) and
inputs (e.g. funding) are key inputs to this criteria’s assessment.

The panel assesses the quality of the KT unit’'s activities and methods and the contribution those
activities and methods make to the transfer of scientific knowledge. The panel also assesses the scale
and productivity of the unit's activities (events, publications, stakeholder involvement, training,
education provision and other contributions to knowledge transfer).

2. Impact

The panel uses the Synthesis Report of the Outcome Case Studies and the case studies themselves
in order to answer the impact evaluation question, “How and to what extent, has the [name] Research
Programme contributed to Teagasc’s mission to support science-based innovation in the agri-food
sector and wider bioeconomy so as to underpin profitability, competitiveness and sustainability?” In
doing so, the panel will also comment on the main pathways through which the programme has
achieved impact and the implications for Teagasc’s overarching Theory of Change outlined in its
Statement of Strategy.

3. Viability

Incorporating information from 1) and 2) above, in particular the extent to which the programme is
building and maintaining its capacity to adaptively manage and respond, and considering the
programme’s SWOT analysis, the panel assesses the strategy that the research and KT units intend
to pursue in the years ahead. In addition, the extent to which they are capable of meeting their
research, knowledge transfer and impact targets during this period and if those targets are correct. It
also considers the governance and leadership skills of the units’ management.

Walsh Scholarships Postgraduate Programme, research integrity and diversity

Each programme assessment will also include assessment of three further aspects: the Walsh
Scholarships Postgraduate Programme; research integrity; and diversity.

1. The Walsh Scholarships Postgraduate Programme (WSP)

The assessment committee considers the supervision and instruction of PhD candidates. The
relevant subjects include the institutional context of the PhD programmes, the selection procedures,
the programme content and structure, supervision and the effectiveness of the programme plans and
supervision plans, quality assurance, guidance of PhD candidates to the job market, duration,
success rate, exit numbers, and career prospects. The research unit undergoing assessment
responds to a number of questions in the self- assessment, described in the format provided in
Appendix 4. The unit should use these questions to reflect on its own PhD programmes and on how
it supervises PhD candidates. The assessment committee discusses this during the site visit,
comments on this in its report, and, where appropriate, makes recommendations for improvement.

2. Research integrity

The assessment committee considers the research unit’s policy on research integrity and the way in
which violations of such integrity are prevented. It is interested in how the unit deals with research
data, data management and integrity, and in the extent to which an independent and critical pursuit of
science is made possible within the unit.

" Programme or Department, whatever is the relevant focus
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The assessment committee bases its assessment on how the research unit itself describes its internal
research culture. The research unit undergoing assessment responds to a number of questions in the
self-assessment, described in the format provided in Appendix 4. The unit should use these questions
to reflect on its own data management practices, the level of internal research integrity, and the
transparency of its research culture. The assessment committee discusses these points during the
site visit, comments on this in its report, and, where appropriate, makes recommendations for
improvement

3. Diversity

The assessment committee considers the diversity of the research unit. Diversity can act as a powerful
incentive for creativity and talent development in a research unit. Diversity is not an end in itself in that
regard but a tool for bringing together different perspectives and opinions. The assessment committee
bases its assessment on how the research unit itself describes its internal diversity. This refers to such
topics as gender, age, and ethnic background. The research unit undergoing assessment responds to
a number of questions in the self-assessment, described in the format provided in Appendix 4. The
intention is for the research unit to use the answers to reflect on its own diversity. The assessment
committee discusses these points during the site visit, comments on this in its report and, where
appropriate, makes recommendations for improvement.
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Table 1: Explanation of assessment categories

Qualitative Assessment

Category

Programme Quality

Programme Impact

Programme Viability

Outstanding

Research is world leading with
researchers working at the
forefront of their field
internationally.

KT has some international visibility
and very high national visibility.
Acknowledged leader in KT
methods, programmes or results.
Comprehensive evidence of
adaptive management

The programme makes
an outstanding and
substantial impact

Outstanding governance and
leadership; capable of meeting its
targets for innovation and
technology adoption, capacity
building and informing policy; has a
clear strategy.

Strong research unit which is one
of the few most influential
research groups in the world in its
particular field.

The programme
makes an important and
strong impact

Strong governance and leadership;
capable of meeting its targets for
innovation and technology
adoption, capacity building and
informing policy; has a clear

Strong Strong KT Department with very strategy.
high national visibility employing
the most up to date methods.
Comprehensive evidence of
adaptive management
Competent research unit The programme Competent governance and
conducting very good, makes a very good leadership; likely to meet its targets
internationally recognised impact for innovation and technology
research. adoption, capacity building and
informing policy; strategy needs
Competent The KT Department has high some strengthening.
national visibility and employs the
most up-to-date methods. Good
evidence of adaptive management
The research unit conducts The programme Govemnance and leadership
good national level research. makes a good needs improvement in order to
impact be capable of meeting its
The KT Department has targets for innovation and
Needs national visibility and employs a technology adopti it
Improvement gy adopuon, capacity

range of methods. Selected
evidence of adaptive
management.

building and informing policy.;
strategy needs improvement.

Unacceptable

The research unit does not
achieve satisfactory results in its
field.

The KT Department has low or no
national visibility and employs a
limited range of methods. Little or
no evidence of adaptive
management

The programme
does not make a
satisfactory
impact

Governance and leadership
not satisfactory; unlikely to
meet its targets for innovation
and technology adoption,
capacity building and
informing policy; strategy not
clear.
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Appendix 5: Action Plan for Implementation of Recommendations

Peer Assessment of Animal & Grassland Research and Innovation
Programme (AGRIP) 2023

Action Plan for Implementation of Recommendations

Date: 02/04/2024

Submit to: Prof. Pat Dillon, Director of Research

This action plan outlines the recommendations from the peer assessment report on AGRIP 2023. To complete this action plan please specify the
actions to be taken, if any, to implement the recommendations outlined, allocate responsibility for these actions and set a target date by which the
recommendation is to be implemented.
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No. Programme Level Recommendations Actions to be taken Person (s) Date for
responsible completion
1.1 Teagasc has discussed the development of a number of technical subject | Laurence Shalloo and | 1t April 2025
leads within each of its research departments. This strategy will form the SMG
AGRIP to reconsider its strategic messaging and how to basis of the research priorities in the future. The 27 priority areas will fit
integrate 27 research priority areas into Focus Areas within this structure. The 27 priority areas that were highlighted were
under key Strategic Themes and how this can promote meant to show the broad work programme. These areas will
collaborative activities among scientists amalgamated into between 10 and 12 subject areas where a technical
subject lead will be assigned and will work within the department
structure
1.2 AGRIP will not action this recommendation. The Teagasc ambition is to Laurence Shalloo -
have research-led education. Key to this is to ensure that the researchers
are doing the teaching and therefore are part of the engagement process
AGRIP to consider unifying and harmonising all its with the students.. AGRIP has'significant involvement in three Qegree
education activities under a Teaching Branch courses. AGRIP involvement in the UOQ degree hgs been rewewegi and
reduced. AGRIP and Teagasc need to find a solution around recruitment
using the income generated from the different courses in order for these
courses to be successful for all sides. AGRIP is engaging with UCC and
UCD on this front through jointly funded positions.
1.3 No action is needed in response to this recommendation. Teagasc at a Teagasc Director & -
AGRIP to critically examine the communication channels | corporate level, has appropriate, and strongly functioning, high-level SMG
with DAFM at a high level and seek improvements, communication channels with DAFM, which support the organisation in
including the option to establish an Advocate Forum total, and its different Directorates.
1.4 This recommendation will not be progressed. Tom Curran -
Seni . . - Teagasc has developed a new advisory strategy where a new role of
enior management to continue lobbying for sufficient . dvisor has been develoned. These new advisors will work
advisory time to promote effective adoption of its enterpnsg aavisor has bee ped. .
. ; . closely with the Knowledge Transfer team to increase the rates of
innovations and to use all avenues to impress on DAFM - . .
: . technology take up at farm level. It is extremely important that there is
the negative consequences of under provision ; . ;
increased emphasis placed on technology transfer at farm level given the
increased challenges facing the industry today.
1.5 In recent years Teagasc has carried out a large number of studies Laurence Shalloo & 15t December 2025

Teagasc to review its messaging validation process and
before the 2024 growing season, unify the clover KT
messages from LSRD, GSRD and CELU, into a single
guidance

evaluating the role of legumes (white and red clover) and herbs (plantain
and chicory) in grassland pastures with dairy cows, beef cattle and sheep
systems. By and large the overall messages from Teagasc are that
increasing white clover content in grassland pastures with a
corresponding reduction in chemical N use will result in increased NUE,
increased profitability and reduced GHG emissions. Studies evaluating
the incorporation of herbs are just being completed. There is now a need
to review of all work in terms of herbage production, animal performance
and environmental sustainability. This will be completed in 2025 using an

Kevin Heanue
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independent chair allocated to oversee the review and will include
measurement protocols across studies.

1.6 This is a key risk for the organisation. The posts that are currently viewed | Laurence Shalloo 18t June 2025
as strategically important for Teagasc and for Irish agriculture will be
AGRIP to design a succession plan that addresses the identifi.e.d and a plan p_ut in place to ensure co_ntinued delivery in the case
o . . of a critical asset leaving Teagasc. The technical lead structure should
principles and needs described in the Human Resources help T ithin this process. Significant responsibility should be
section and in the individual department evaluations e feagasc wi S P -9 pONS Y
given over to the technical leads. Examples of technical leads could
encompass the officer in charge of a farm, laboratory or an individual
responsible for a research area.
1.7 The Teagasc diversity and inclusion strategy will continue to be All Staff Ongoing
AGRIP (and Teagasc) to continue to make progress in implemented within the organisation and will continue to be monitored to
the diversity aspect of their operations and monitor all identify progress within the AGRI programme. There is a requirement for
metrics through all grades, and compare with similar HR to develop annual reports in order for AGRIP as a whole and
organisations in applications, appointments and research departments in general to be monitored on a continuous basis.
promotions, as evidence to that end AGRIP and Teagasc leadership are critically aware of the needs for a
diverse workplace and working environment
1.8 AGRIP value deeply its engagement with all stakeholders within the agri- | Laurence Shalloo and | Ongoing
food industry. The communication process and the directional flow of Kevin Heanue
AGRIP to review, and where possible, act upon information is seen as very valuable for the programme in helping to
proposals and comments around how industry training formulate and develop research questions as well as providing important
courses are delivered; how to manage research as it industry relevant information. It is valid to suggest that this has to be
becomes a service; the design of future peer managed efficiently and this will evaluated continuously. The AGRIP
assessments team will work closely with the Teagasc Evaluations Unit in order to
design future peer assessments. Experience from other settings will be
included in the design process.
No. Department Level Recommendations Actions to be taken Person Date for
responsible completion
Animal and Bioscience (ABRD)
2.1 ABRD will continue to build on its international relationships that currently | David Kenny 1st June 2025

ABRD to aim to increase international alliances and
leverage large multi-actor research collaborations.

exist with the Netherlands, UK, France, New Zealand, Australia, Canada.
These will be facilitated through further engagement in international
research funding programmes including Horizon Europe, US-Ireland
Research and Development Partnership, Ireland — New Zealand Joint
Research Mechanism. In particular, the recent and imminent participation
of a host of third countries to the Horizon Europe R&! programme bodes
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well for further expansion of collaborative relationships. An internal forum
will be held with the Teagasc Research Support Office in order to
optimise engagement with relevant funding agencies and international
research consortia.

22 Staff within ABRD acknowledge the importance of harnessing the utility of | David Kenny 18t June 2025
and insights gained from social science and humanities (SSH) research.
This is evidenced by inclusion of defined multi-actor engagement
ABRD to increase the level of interaction with social activities within a number of EU and nationally funded research grants in
sciences to build an understanding of the parameters which staff within ABRD are leading. Indeed, involvement of SSH
driving stakeholder responses and of the social and research is a core tenet within many of the thematic areas of Cluster 6 of
economic implications the current Horizon Europe programme. We will continue to engage
further with colleagues within the Teagasc Rural Economy and
Development Programme with a view to further integration of
complementary socio-economic disciplines into our current and planned
research activity.
Livestock Systems (LSRD)
3.1 The Livestock Systems department has the greatest collaborations with Padraig French Ongoing
any other department in the AGRIP programme. Examples include the
collaborations of the development of the Pasture Profit Index and
LSRD to investigate and act upon opportunities for P.astureBaseIreIand which were largely developed from research from the
research that draws on the support and partnership of the legstock Systems Department as well as .the economic ar!d . .
Grasslands Science and Animal & Bioscience environmental compqn(_ants of the EBI. Th.IS strong worI§ will be built on in
Departments the future through building and strengthening relationships as well as
through the introduction of theme leads across specific areas within the
programme. These collaborations will be inter disciplinary in nature and
will facilitate stronger and more robust industry outcomes. The
collaborations will be project focused.
3.2 LSRD to establish mechanisms to demonstrate and The LSRD will continue to demonstrate all of the relevant mitigation Padraig French 18t June 2025
validate mitigation options for environment/climate optiops on.its e>§isting research and de_monstration farm_let.s. Significant
issues, including considering the use of a farm platform consideration will be given to repurposing one of the existing research
fora dc;ption into competitive livestock systems farms to act as a beacon farm in order to demonstrate the best
technologies to increase all pillars of sustainability in a dairy setting.
Grassland Science (GSRD)
4.1 External funding opportunities provide options in this space. It is Michael O Donovan 1st September 2025

GSRD should seek to recruit soil science expertise to
broaden its clover/grassland activities into carbon
sequestration/soil health and support the proposed LSRD
mitigation demonstration activity/platform

extremely important that there is strong collaboration across Teagasc
especially with CELUP. Teagasc has recently recruited new research
scientists as part of the climate centre in the areas of soil carbon. There is
a need to develop strong collaborative links between these scientists and
the GSRD department. AGRIP through collaborations with UCC and
other internal and external entities have an opportunity to expand its
programme in the areas of soil health. More recently, GSRD has initiated
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a new programme of work on quantifying the soil microbiome in
grass/clover swards. This research will eventually extend into developing
a new research area at the root zone. The potential to expand this work
to increase the understanding around nutrient loss will be a very
important part of the research programme.

4.2

GSRD should seek to exploit opportunities to expand its
relationship with the academic sector, to engage in more
forefront research through multi-actor research proposals
to competitive funding bodies

The GSRD department will look to all of the funding instruments available
to increase research depth and breadth. International research and
industry groups will be identified that offer the most significant
opportunities for grassland research advancement, and collaborations will
be established using the Walsh Scholar programme and external funding
opportunities. Options include Horizon Europe, the Ireland/New Zealand
call as well as currently used instruments. The refunding of Vista Milk II,
will allow the GSRD build a greater depth of research within its core
research programme. GSRD will activate its links with two existing Agro-
ecology Horizon projects to generate to progress in the Agro ecology
area.

Michael O Donovan

13t April 2025
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GSRD to examine proposals for new strategic positioning
and messaging at the AGRIP level to develop ‘Focus
Area(s) that are shared by all four centres

GSRD will identify new areas of research in order to work with forages
and systems of the future. Evaluating forages that are better capable of
dealing with climate change will be important as part of this analysis. An
approach to have a common research question/project across enterprises
(dairy and drystock) will be investigated.

Michael O Donovan

18t September 2025
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No. Department Level Recommendations Actions to be taken Person (s) Date for completion
responsible
Pig Development (PDD)
51 The PDD group to publish the performance of its Pig Research | Edgar Garcia 18t March 2025
Facility regularly. These facilities will need to continuously be Manzanilla
invested in to answer key industry questions. Examples include
PDD to develop its vision to maximise the potential of its | the development of new loose farrowing facilities and solid
new sow facilities for devising forefront research to flooring. The unit is currently operating to a very high usage
engage new frontiers in porcine science rate of research. The PDD should develop a long term research
prioritisation plan to improve planning and outcomes as well as
a business model that covers all of the additional research
needs associated with the research programme
5.2 A research cooperation plan for the ABRD and the Livestock Edgar Garcia 18t March 2025
Systems Department will be developed and implemented by Manzanilla
the PDD where appropriate. Links can be made in the areas of
PDD to make maximum use of its facilities and animal health and modelling in particular and the sharing of
opportunities to collaborate with ABRD scientists where equipment. Particular relevant areas for research include -
benefits can be gained and to seek greater external antimicrobial use and resistance, gastrointestinal microbiome
research funding analysis and respiratory disease diagnostics. There will be a
focus on cross department collaboration within the next internal
project calls where appropriate.
Drystock KT Department (DsKTD
6.1a The Teagasc Roadmaps will be published in the next 6 months. | Pearse Kelly 18t June 2025
Both the Drystock and Dairy KT departments will then create a
detailed plan that includes priority metrics, appropriate
timeframes for publishing the metrics and the infrastructure that
. will be used to generate the numbers in a robust fashion.
Both Drystock and Dairy K.T deparftments to qevelop These metrics and tools will be used to drive the KT
shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing o . .
N . programme forward linking with the industry programmes and
implications of change and stakeholder experiences he T technical advi tructures. Detailed reports will
following adoption of new innovations into practice the Teagasc technical advisory s uctures. Detatied reports wi
be developed for the programmes twice yearly that include the
metrics. Teagasc KT roadmap metrics will be mapped to the
business plans of the individual advisory regions, including
regional targets, to ensure the integration of KT and national
advisory objectives.
6.2 Engage social scientists to gain understanding of Increasing the mechanisms and ways that engagement with Pearse Kelly 1t April 2025

stakeholder behaviours and uptake and to optimise the
reporting of this back to the research departments (note

also Recommendation 2.2).

stakeholders can occur at a wider and deeper level is
extremely important. Understanding how this will happen
should firstly be based on the social science work done over
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the past number of years. Defining the internal as well as
external stakeholders to individual programmes is essential.
This will help to better define the roles and areas of shared
responsibility within and across Teagasc departments, and
clarify interactions with external stakeholders. This will identify
any gaps and will allow outputs to be implemented across the
overall KT programmes.

Dairy

KT Department (DKTD)

6.1b

Both Dairy and Drystock KT departments to develop
shared systems for capturing metrics of ongoing
implications of change and stakeholder experiences
following adoption of new innovations into practice

The Teagasc Roadmaps will be published by Teagasc in the
next 6 months. Both the Drystock and Dairy KT departments
will then create a detailed plan that includes priority metrics,
appropriate timeframes for publishing the metrics and the
infrastructure that will be used to generate the numbers in a
robust fashion. These metrics and tools will be used to drive
the KT programme forward. Detailed reports will be developed
for the programmes twice yearly that include the metrics by
region. Teagasc KT roadmap metrics will be mapped to the
business plans of the individual advisory regions, including
regional targets, to ensure the integration of KT and national
advisory objectives.

Joe Patton

1st June 2025

7.1

Engage with ABRD in the use of social scientists to gain
understanding of stakeholder behaviours and the
parameters driving stakeholder adoption, (note also
Recommendation 2.2)

Increasing the mechanisms and ways that engagement with
stakeholders can occur at a wider and deeper level is
extremely important. Understanding how this will happen
should firstly be based on the social science work done over
the past number of years. Defining the internal as well as
external stakeholders to individual programmes is essential.
This will help to better define the roles and areas of shared
responsibility within and across Teagasc departments, and
clarify interactions with external stakeholders. This will identify
any gaps and will allow outputs be implemented across the
overall KT programmes. Some of this work is happening within
VistaMilk already. This work will be leveraged and combined
with the Dairy KT department.

Joe Patton

1st April 2025
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