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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND MARKETS 
NEW YORK STATE CATTLE HEALTH ASSURANCE 
PROGRAM  

SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Division of Animal Industry (Division) of the Department of Agriculture and 
Markets (Department) seeks to detect, control, and eradicate communicable 

diseases in food- and fiber-producing animals.   In 1997, the Department 
developed a program to improve the overall health of dairy and beef cattle known 
as the New York State Cattle Health Assurance Program (NYSCHAP).  
NYSCHAP is a voluntary program for cattle farmers that promotes the 
implementation of “best management practices” and strategies on New York 
State (State) cattle farms, with the goal of improving overall disease risk-
management.  It involves the tracking of animals and, in some cases, testing of 
animals for disease.  
 
The objectives of NYSCHAP are to increase herd health, productivity, and 
profitability; to assure food safety, public health, and consumer confidence in 
dairy and beef products; and to promote environmental stewardship. The 
program uses a team approach that primarily involves a NYSCHAP-certified 
veterinarian, the producer (farmer), and the herd veterinarian in educating farm 
owners and employees about how to reduce the transmission of disease to and 
among farm animals. The program includes the development of a herd health 
history, a walk-through of the farm for examination of control points that will help 
identify disease risks, and the development of tactics the farm can implement to 
reduce the introduction and spread of disease.  The NYSCHAP team prepares a 
herd plan that contains the farm’s demographics (e.g., herd size), goals and 
objectives, modules selected, and specific tactics identified for that farm.  This 
plan provides a basis for determining whether the farm is making progress during 
subsequent annual reviews conducted by a State field veterinarian.  
 
According to the United States Department of Agriculture, New York State had 
about 6,700 active dairy cattle farms in 2004.  The Department currently has 14 
positions for State field veterinarians who are assigned to work on NYSCHAP.  
An additional 11 private veterinarians who are NYSCHAP-certified work 
throughout the State.  A NYSCHAP coordinator is funded under a contract with 
Cornell University. 
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For the period of January 1, 2000, through May 31, 2004, our audit addressed 
the following questions about NYSCHAP: 
 
• Has the Department established performance measures to determine 

whether NYSCHAP is effective? 
 
• What steps has the Department taken to maximize farmer participation in 

NYSCHAP?  
 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
he Department has developed and implemented NYSCHAP in-house and 
with existing resources, even though it was not required by statute or 

supported by a separate appropriation.  A number of factors indicate that the 
program is beneficial.  For example, industry professionals from other states 
have used it as a model for implementing similar programs.  Industry 
professionals in New York also cite the benefits of NYSCHAP.  However, we 
found that the Department has neither established quantifiable program 
measures nor implemented systems for tracking program data and providing 
management reports on the program’s activities, status, or results.  Department 
officials stated that it is difficult to use disease rates in establishing precise 
measures of the program’s effect, because a disease can incubate for some time 
without being detected or generating any symptoms.  Other factors besides 
NYSCHAP activities can also have an impact on farm disease rates, making it 
difficult to isolate the amount of change that can be attributed exclusively to the 
program.  (See pp. 15-16) 
 
In lieu of precise measures, Department officials described several ways they 
assess certain aspects of the program, such as increases in farm enrollments, 
the length of time farms participate in the voluntary program, and feedback from 
departing farms on whether they have accomplished their goals.  They pointed 
out that program benefits can also be measured in terms of the individual farm’s 
ability to improve its operations, as demonstrated in annual review reports.  
Department officials also told us that NYSCHAP creates a positive working 
relationship among Department staff, private herd veterinarians, and farmers, 
making it possible for the three groups to communicate with each other more 
effectively.  However, these measures are not formally monitored or documented 
by program managers.  Because continued growth and expansion is expected, 
we believe NYSCHAP has matured to the point where program managers must 
begin to implement formal measurement systems, including quantified goals and 
objectives as well as routine management reporting.  These systems could help 
the Department demonstrate the benefits of the program more clearly.  Program 
managers told us they will identify performance measures and collect 
performance data.   (See pp. 19-24)  
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Since the program’s enrollment began about 7 years ago, the Department has 
enrolled and retained about 800 farms.  NYSCHAP uses a variety of promotional 
and outreach methods to inform industry participants about the program and to 
encourage enrollment.  However, the Department does not have a consistent 
process for documenting the extent of these efforts and their results.  As its 
original goal of enrolling 1,000 farms approaches achievement, the Department 
needs to formalize plans for future expansion, and to develop systems for 
tracking program activities and outcomes.  Department officials indicated to us 
that they are taking steps to address these issues.  (See pp. 25-27) 
 
We also identified some discrepancies between the Department’s database and 
the database maintained by Cornell University.  These discrepancies were not 
detected and corrected because the two databases are not reconciled 
periodically.  Department officials told us they are developing a data warehouse 
system that combines information from the two databases.  (See pp. 29-31) 
 

COMMENTS OF DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to Department officials for their review 
and comment.  Their comments were considered in preparing this final 

report.  Department officials agree with our recommendations and indicate that 
they have implemented most of them.   
 

A 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

 
he Division of Animal Industry (Division) of the Department 
of Agriculture and Markets (Department) promotes 

sustainable animal-production agriculture and the safety of the 
animal-origin food supply.  The spread of disease can have an 
impact on cattle and their production of both milk and meat.  It 
also has serious implications for other animals in the same herd 
or nearby herds, for the people who would consume their milk or 
meat products, and for the dairy and beef cattle industry in New 
York State (State).  The Division seeks to detect, control, and 
eradicate communicable diseases in food- and fiber-producing 
animals.  
 
One of the Department’s program initiatives is the New York 
State Cattle Health Assurance Program (NYSCHAP), which is 
designed to improve the overall health of cattle in the State.  
The Department developed NYSCHAP in 1997 to promote best 
management practices, with the goal of improving disease-risk 
management on the farms.  Farm enrollment in the program 
began in 1998.  NYSCHAP’s objectives are to increase herd 
health, productivity, and profitability; assure food safety, public 
health, and consumer confidence in dairy and beef products; 
and promote environmental stewardship.  
 
This voluntary program uses a team made up of a producer 
(farmer), either a NYSCHAP-certified veterinarian or a State 
field veterinarian, and the herd veterinarian to educate farm 
owners and employees about how to reduce the risk of disease 
spreading to and among farm animals.  The program includes 
the development of a herd health history, a walk-through of the 
farm to examine control points that will help identify disease 
risks, and the development of tactics the farm can implement to 
reduce the introduction and spread of disease.  The NYSCHAP 
team, which may also include farm employees and consultants, 
prepares a herd plan that contains the farm’s demographics 
(e.g., herd size), production statistics, goals and objectives, and 
specific tactics identified for that farm. The herd plan can be
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used to determine whether the farm is making progress during 
subsequent annual reviews conducted by either a State field 
veterinarian or a NYSCHAP-certified veterinarian.  
 
NYSCHAP activities involve the tracking of animals and, in 
some cases, the testing of animals for disease, targeting 
specific diseases that affect cattle.  The program is organized 
into nine modules, each of which focuses on an area of risk, and 
includes farm management practices that can reduce the 
introduction and spread of disease on the farm. When farms 
enroll, they are required to participate in the core module and 
can also elect to sign up for additional modules based on their 
risk areas.  Incorporated in these modules are the following 
types of management practices: 
 
• Core module - Avoid contaminating feed with manure by 

handling each material with separate equipment.  If the 
same equipment is used for handling both, clean 
thoroughly after each use.  

 
• Herd expansion module - Test purchased animals before 

bringing them to the farm, and quarantine the new 
animals for observation after they arrive.   

 
• Disease modules - Separate sick animals from healthy 

ones, and do not mix newborn calves with older animals 
that may be carrying disease but do not show symptoms.  
(There are five disease modules, two of which deal with 
the diseases known as Johne’s and Mastitis.)  

 
• Beef quality module - Minimize stress on the animals 

such as during transport, and identify and correct 
hazards in the animals environment that could damage 
the quality of the animal.   

 
The Department subsidizes testing when it is performed as a 
component of NYSCHAP and provides a payment to the farmer 
for the initial herd-assessment meeting.  Test processing is 
provided by the New York State Veterinary Diagnostic 
Laboratory (Diagnostic Laboratory), operated by Cornell 
University under a contract with the Department since 1966.  
The most current contract between the Department and Cornell 
was for $2,968,000 and includes more than just NYSCHAP-
related testing and research.   
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NYSCHAP was initially developed by the Division without any 
specific authorizing statute or appropriation.  At the 
Department’s request, Chapter 141 of the Laws of 2002, 
enacted in July 2002 amended Section 16 of the Agriculture and 
Markets Law authorizing the establishment of NYSCHAP.  
According to the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), New York State had about 6,700 active dairy cattle 
farms in 2004.  As of May 2004, about 12 percent (800) of this 
number were enrolled in NYSCHAP.  At the time of our audit, 
the Department had 14 positions for State field veterinarians 
assigned to work on NYSCHAP, including 4 recent hires during 
our fieldwork, and one vacancy. An additional 11 private 
veterinarians who are NYSCHAP-certified work throughout the 
State, and three others are in the process of becoming certified.  
A NYSCHAP coordinator is funded under a contract with Cornell 
University.  The Diagnostic Laboratory has about 37 employees.  
 
In 1998, the United States Animal Health Association approved 
the Voluntary Johne's Disease Herd Status Program for Cattle.  
This program provides testing guidelines that states can use to 
identify cattle herds as low-risk for Johne's disease infection.  
The USDA awarded the Department a Cooperative Agreement 
Grant valued at $1,385,497 to fund the costs related to Johne’s 
disease testing for the year that ended in September 2004.  The 
Department uses some of these grant funds to pay NYSCHAP-
certified veterinarians for their help in developing herd plans and 
performing annual reviews.  
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited NYSCHAP for the period of January 1, 2000, to 
May 31, 2004.  The objectives of our performance audit 

were to determine whether the Department had established 
performance measures to assess the effectiveness of 
NYSCHAP and identify the steps the Department has taken to 
maximize farmer participation in NYSCHAP.   We focused our 
audit on dairy farms because of their significance in the cattle 
industry of New York State.  
 
To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed Department 
officials and the NYSCHAP coordinator on the program’s 
performance measures and outreach efforts.  We also reviewed 
Department records including strategic plans, newsletters, 
annual reports, and schedules of outreach activities.  We 
obtained a download of the Department’s NYSCHAP database 
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as of May 31, 2004, and performed various analyses of the 
farms in the program.  To gain insight into the effectiveness of 
past outreach efforts, we conducted surveys of farmers and 
veterinarians, gathering information on their awareness of the 
program.  The population we surveyed was not meant to 
represent all of New York State’s approximately 6,700 active 
dairy cattle farms, but to inform us about the existing 
perceptions in the industry.  We also obtained a download of 
Cornell’s database and compared the data it contained with the 
Department’s data.  In addition, we reviewed a random sample 
of 50 dairy herd plan files to determine whether the farms had 
made progress in achieving their goals under NYSCHAP.  We 
surveyed ten other states with programs similar to NYSCHAP 
and reviewed their performance measures and outreach efforts.  
To obtain feedback on various aspects of NYSCHAP, in the 
absence of any Department data, we sent surveys to: 
 
• all 9 State field veterinarians employed at the time of our 

survey (9 responses - 100 percent); all 111 farms that 
participated in NYSCHAP but were no longer enrolled in the 
program (50 responses - a 45-percent return); 

 
• a random sample of 210 of the 800 farms enrolled in 

NYSCHAP (92 responses - a 44-percent return); a random 
sample of 205 of the 6,047 dairy farms not enrolled in 
NYSCHAP, taken from a United States Department of 
Agriculture list (56 responses - a 27-percent return), and a 
random sample of 200 of 3,297 private veterinarians listed in 
the Department’s database (58 responses - a 29-percent 
return). 

 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those 
operations of the Department that are within our audit scope.  
Further, these standards require that we understand the 
Department’s internal control structure and its compliance with 
those laws, rules, and regulations that are relevant to the 
operations included in our audit scope.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions 
recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying 
such other auditing procedures as we consider necessary in the 
circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates, 
judgments, and decisions made by management.  We believe 
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our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, 
conclusions and recommendations.  
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs 
certain other constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, 
and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints 
members to certain boards, commissions, and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority voting rights.  These 
duties may be considered management functions for purposes 
of evaluating organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 

Response of Department Officials to Audit 
 

e provided Department officials with a draft copy of this 
report for their review and formal comment.  Their 

comments have been considered in preparing this final report, 
and are included as Appendix B.  Our comments to the 
Department’s response are included as Appendix C, State 
Comptroller’s Notes.  Department officials agree with our 
recommendations and indicate that they have already 
implemented most of them.  
 
Within 90 days after the final release of this report, as required 
by Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Department of Agriculture and Markets shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders of the 
Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were 
taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and 
where recommendations were not implemented, the reasons 
therefor. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  

 
ur surveys identified a number of factors indicating that 
NYSCHAP is beneficial.  It was the first statewide cattle 

health assurance program developed in the United States, and 
other states have used it as a model for the development of 
similar programs, including the top three dairy production states 
of California, Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania.  We contacted 
officials from some of these states who spoke highly of 
NYSCHAP’s quality standards and its focus on farm 
management practices.  Notably, Department staff took the 
initiative to develop the program in-house, using existing 
resources.  
 
There are also indications that the milk and beef industries 
recognize NYSCHAP as beneficial.  For example, one milk 
processor pays a $100 fee to any farmer in its group who enrolls 
in NYSCHAP, because it says the program helps preserve the 
integrity of the dairy food supply by mitigating disease.  In 
another example, an insurance company offers NYSCHAP 
participants a 15-percent discount on insurance premiums.  
Department records also contain anecdotal evidence of the 
program’s benefits.  NYSCHAP annual reports and newsletters 
report on enrollees who were able to reduce disease levels and 
increase the productivity of their herds.  Responses to our own 
surveys contain positive feedback about the program.  
 
Despite the positive indicators, we found that the Department 
has not established quantifiable program measures and does 
not have systems in place to formally collect data or measure 
performance; or provide management reports on program 
operations, activities, and performance.  Performance 
measurement systems are designed to provide thorough 
feedback on an entity’s success in meeting established goals 
and objectives.  They enable management to redirect resources 
as necessary and to effect improvements where needed.  
Effective use of a performance measurement system to track 
NYSCHAP’s performance could help the program achieve its 
goals and objectives more readily.   
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Department officials stated that it is difficult to use disease rates 
in establishing precise measures of the program’s effect, 
because a disease can incubate for some time without being 
detected or generating any symptoms.  In addition, they said, 
disease rates can be affected by other factors besides 
NYSCHAP.  In lieu of precise measures for the program, 
Department officials described several factors that should be 
considered when assessing the program, such as farm 
enrollment trends, the length of time farms participate in the 
voluntary program, and feedback from departing farms on 
whether they have accomplished their goals.  
 
We also found some weaknesses in the Department’s process 
for tracking outreach efforts intended to promote the program, 
and in the program’s data systems.  These weaknesses 
diminish the Department’s ability to monitor NYSCHAP activities 
and performance.  We concluded that a performance 
measurement system was not established because the program 
was developed in-house by staff who had competing 
responsibilities.  Program managers told us they will identify 
performance measures and begin collecting data to monitor 
performance.  
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Develop quantifiable performance measures for 

assessing program progress. 
 
2. Implement a system for monitoring program performance 

against established performance measures. 
 

Herd Plan Progress 
 

he herd plans contain herd statistics, goals, modules 
selected, animal testing, and intervention tactics.  The 

annual reviews are based on these plans; they help the State 
field veterinarian determine whether the farm is making 
progress.  Reports of the annual reviews contain information on 
the enrolled modules, animal testing results, priority issues, 
ratings of the farm’s intervention efforts and progress, and 
recommended tactics for the following year.  However, the 
results are not entered into either database for analysis by 
program managers.  Department officials told us the annual 
reviews could serve as a gauge of program success, but the 
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uniqueness of each farm would make that judgment difficult.  
While not every farm enters NYSCHAP with the same goals, it 
is possible to capture standardized information from the herd 
plans and annual reviews that will facilitate assessments of the 
progress being made by all participants. 
 
We selected a random sample of 50 dairy farms out of 379 that 
had been enrolled for at least 3 years, and sought to determine 
how much progress they had made by reviewing each farm’s 
herd plan as well as its 3 most recent annual reviews.  At the 
time of our analysis, the group of 50 farms should have 
received, collectively, a total of 150 annual reviews.  For the 50 
farms we sampled, just 111 of the required 150 annual reviews 
were completed.  In fact, only 27 had received all three of the 
required annual reviews.  
 
Our analysis shows a breakdown in the annual review process.  
Program officials stated that one State field veterinarian, who 
was assigned to 109 NYSCHAP farms, had not been able to 
complete all of the annual reviews for the 3-year period because 
of his heavy workload.  They told us he had caught up to the 
point where he completed at least one review per farm in the 
past year.  However, some of the other field veterinarian’s 
reviews were also either not completed or not on file, indicating 
a need to monitor the scheduling and completion of annual 
reviews more carefully, and to document the reasons some are 
not done.  When farms do not receive timely annual reviews, 
there is a risk they will not gain NYSCHAP’s maximum benefits.  
Department officials informed us that they have hired additional 
State field veterinarians and have also begun to certify private 
veterinarians to implement NYSCHAP.  They said they plan to 
redistribute the workload among these new certified 
veterinarians and collect information on overdue annual 
reviews. 
 
The veterinarian’s recommendation in the annual review is a 
good indicator of the progress made by a farm.  The 
recommendations that appeared in the 111 annual reviews filed 
for the farms we sampled showed the following: 
 

• 86 percent indicated that the farms were following control 
tactics and were able to advance to the next level of 
modules.  
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• 11 percent described the farms as being maintained at 
the current module.  

 
• 3 percent of the reviews did not contain 

recommendations.  
 
A farm’s performance in NYSCHAP is also demonstrated by its 
progress in implementing the intervention tactics established in 
its herd plan.   We analyzed the level of progress noted in the 
111 annual review reports that we examined.  The annual 
reviews showed that the farms had completed the 
recommended intervention tactics 81 percent of the time, and 
had made some progress 5 percent of the time.  We believe 
these results show that the annual reviews could be used as 
one indicator of program progress. 
 

Recommendations 
 
3. Ensure that annual reviews are completed promptly by 

developing and implementing a system for tracking the 
scheduling and completion of annual reviews.   

 
4. Perform an analysis of farms that have not received the 

required annual review of herd plan progress. Determine 
why the reviews were missed, and take appropriate 
corrective action. 

 

Feedback From NYSCHAP Farms 
 

eedback from NYSCHAP participants is another source of 
information on some aspects of program performance.  We 

found that the program obtained some feedback during its 
outreach efforts, but it has not implemented a process for 
obtaining and tracking such input systematically.  Our surveys of 
210 of the enrolled farms (with 92 responses), and the 111 
farms that had dropped out gathered input on whether they had 
experienced improvements in overall herd health, productivity, 
and profitability - the main objectives of NYSCHAP.  
 
Responses from the 92 enrolled farms indicated that the 
greatest benefits of participation in NYSCHAP were better herd 
health (76 percent), increased production (30 percent) and 
profits (35 percent).  Even the majority (nearly 80 percent) of 
farmers that had dropped out of NYSCHAP expressed the 
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feeling that the program had met their expectations while they 
were enrolled.  Furthermore, 90 percent of the enrolled farms 
and 80 percent of the farms that had left the program responded 
that they would recommend NYSCHAP to others.  
 

Farm Enrollment  
 

epartment officials told us that the trends in farm enrollment 
and the length of time a farm is enrolled in NYSCHAP are 

positive indicators.  The Department reports farm enrollment in 
its annual reports and newsletters, but program managers do 
not perform periodic analyses of such trends.  Farm-retention 
rates, computed annually, could be utilized as an indicator of 
farmer satisfaction with the program.  However, information on 
retention rates by year of enrollment was not readily available; 
we did our own analysis, calculating the length of time the farms 
had been enrolled as of May 31, 2004.  We noted that farm 
enrollment ranges from about two months to a maximum of 
more than six years, with an average enrollment time of about 
three years, as shown in the following table:  
 

 
Length of Time Farms Participated in 
NYSCHAP per Department Database 

Length of Time in 
Program 

Number of 
Farms * 

Percentage 
of Farms 

Less than 1 year 87 10
1 to 2 years 151 17
2 to 3 years 193 21
3 to 4 years 202 22
4 to 5 years 176 20
5 or more years 87 10
Total 896 100
* Note:  Includes enrolled farms and farms that 
have left NYSCHAP 

 
We noted that more than 50 percent of the farms had been in 
the program for more than 3 years.  We believe program 
officials should perform the same type of analysis to track 
participation trends. 
 
Farm enrollment is also a measure of implementation progress.  
Department officials told us that their original goal of enrolling 
1,000 farms was based on an assumption that each State field 
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veterinarian could support 100 farms.  They said no timetable 
had been established for achieving that goal.  
 
Department records show that farm enrollment has increased 
steadily, reaching about 800 farms as of May 2004, as indicated 
in the following table:  
 

NYSCHAP Farm Enrollment 
Per Department Database 

Number of Farms 
Enrolled *  

Calendar Year Annual Cumulative 
1998 28 28 
1999 151 179 
2000 147 326 
2001 206 532 
2002 129 661 
2003 89 750 
2004 

(January-May)
50 800 

* Excludes farms that have left the         
program. 

 
As shown in the table, NYSCHAP enrollment is still short of its 
enrollment goal of 1,000 farms 7 years after enrollment began; 
and the rate of enrollment has declined in recent years.  Newly 
enrolled farms peaked at 206 farms in 2001, and then declined 
during 2002 to 129, and declined again in 2003 to 89.  We noted 
that Cornell’s database enrollment figures differ from the 
Department’s, but they show a similar trend.  Statistics on the 
farms that dropped out each year were not readily available on 
the Department’s database.  However, data provided by the 
Department on the cost of milk production and the price farms 
received for their milk show a low profit margin during the 
period.  In response to our draft report, Department officials 
stated that in their opinion this was the reason for some farms 
dropping out of the program or the declining participation in 
2002 and 2003.  We were advised that some of their work 
extends beyond enrolled farms.  For example, they said 
education is a part of NYSCHAP and staff often provide 
information on biosecurity and best management practices to 
individuals who are not enrolled in NYSCHAP.  
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Department officials have identified several other obstacles to 
farm enrollment, including limited labor resources, the need to 
keep the program “fresh” so it can hold the farmers’ interest, 
and some farmers’ perception that the program is expensive.  It 
is clear that field veterinarians, as the front line workers who 
deal with the farms, are a primary determinant of NYSCHAP’s 
ability to recruit and retain.  However, they have many other 
duties, such as animal health inspections at county fairs and the 
State Fair, inspections of livestock markets, assistance with 
emergency response planning at the county and regional level, 
and miscellaneous activities related to the control of livestock 
disease.  
 
To obtain their input about the program, including their own 
workload, we surveyed nine State field veterinarians who were 
working on NYSCHAP during our audit period.  We asked them 
how many farms they served and the amount of time they spent 
on the program.  Their responses are summarized in the 
following table:  
 

NYSCHAP Workload Statistics 
Per Survey of State Field Veterinarians  

Percentage of Time Spent on NYSCHAP Number of 
Farms 
Served  

Number of 
Veterinarians <25  26  - 50  51  -   75  76  - 100 

<50 2 1 1   
51-75 3   3  
90-110 4  2  2 

 
The State field veterinarians reported that the number of farms 
they serve differs significantly and that, in most cases, they 
spend proportionately more time on NYSCHAP duties if they are 
assigned more farms.  Four of the 9 we surveyed told us they 
have about the maximum caseload of farms, set by the 
Department at 100.  These heavy caseloads could result in 
slower enrollment, and could be related to the declining 
enrollments for these employees during 2002 and 2003.  The 
remaining five veterinarians may be able to enroll more farms, 
but such an effort would be subject to other workload factors.  
For example, the veterinarians’ non-NYSCHAP workload is not 
uniform, and non-enrolled farms are not distributed evenly 
among the territories they serve.  As a result, the program has 
recently hired additional personnel to serve the geographic 
areas with the largest number of farms.  
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To increase its enrollment capacity further, the Department 
started an initiative in 2001 to certify private veterinarians for 
NYSCHAP.  However, the Department has set no specific goals 
or time frames for the certification process except to certify as 
many veterinarians as possible.  To become certified, the 
private veterinarians are supervised and trained by State field 
veterinarians to help farms complete NYSCHAP herd plans.  In 
response to our survey, 6 of the 9 State field veterinarians 
reported that they were supervising a total of 11 private herd 
veterinarians who participate in the certification program.  
Program officials said they expected the number of certified 
veterinarians to increase as a result of a Federal grant for 
treatment and prevention of Johne’s disease that will enable 
them to compensate the certified veterinarians for annual 
reviews.  Because this certification initiative is relatively recent, 
its impact on increasing farm enrollment can not be evaluated 
yet.  
 
To gather additional insights into enrollment barriers, our survey 
asked the State field veterinarians to describe the obstacles 
farmers face when enrolling.  Five of them identified time 
constraints and a lack of economic resources as the most 
common obstacles.  We also asked non-participating farms why 
they had not enrolled, and asked departing farms why they were 
leaving.  
 
We received 106 responses, some of which contained multiple 
reasons for leaving NYSCHAP or not enrolling.  The responses 
showed that both groups of respondents have negative 
perceptions of the program’s cost and the demands it places on 
their time.  In fact, program cost was cited most often (by 30 
percent of respondents) as the reason farmers dropped out or 
did not enroll in NYSCHAP.  Examples of potential costs to the 
farmer are private herd veterinarian fees, laboratory fees, 
increased labor costs, capital improvements, and equipment 
costs.  These costs would vary by farm, depending on the 
farm’s individual goals and tactics.  In addition, 13 percent cited 
a lack of time for the program and 15 percent of respondents 
indicated that they already applied best management practices, 
while 14 percent said there was little or no disease on their 
farm.  
 
The responses of the State field veterinarians, non-enrolled 
farmers, and past participants showed that the concerns over 
NYSCHAP’s cost and time commitment have not been dispelled 
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sufficiently.  Private veterinarians that we surveyed responded 
in a similar manner, indicating that one of the barriers is the time 
required to develop and monitor the herd plan.  This suggests 
that program officials need to develop strategies for addressing 
such concerns, possibly through targeted outreach messages to 
farmers and other industry officials.  
 
Despite the farmers’ perceptions of program cost and time 
commitment, the majority (80 percent) of the respondents who 
left the program stated they would recommend NYSCHAP to 
other farmers.  In fact, seven reported that they left the program 
because they had achieved their goals.  When we asked the 
participating farms whether they had found it difficult to enroll, 
just three of the 92 respondents said yes.  
 
We believe NYSCHAP’s farm enrollment has grown slowly, in 
part, because of the program’s limited staff and resources.  
However, the Department’s implementation of the certified 
veterinarian program to enhance its NYSCHAP staff may 
resolve that issue.  We also believe that the lack of a formal 
implementation plan with specific strategies, activities, 
milestones, and planned timeframes has been a factor in the 
declining rate of enrollment.  The absence of such plans, which 
can probably be attributed to the in-house nature of 
NYSCHAP’s development, has diminished the Department’s 
ability to maintain steadily increasing enrollment and other 
activities, and to assess the effectiveness of its strategies.   
 
The Department’s outreach efforts also play a role in enrollment 
rates.  Its officials told us that they would like to expand 
NYSCHAP enrollment to 2,000 farms if staff resources allow, 
but noted that increased enrollment will intensify the need for 
extra space, material, and personnel at the Diagnostic 
Laboratory.  Expansion will also affect the program’s 
administrative resources as well as its veterinary resources, 
both State and private.  These constraints present significant 
barriers to program expansion and will need to be addressed by 
Department officials.  Other issues program officials will need to 
consider include the following: 
 

• the timetable for achieving an enrollment of 2,000 farms; 
 
• the number of veterinarians to be NYSCHAP-certified, 

and the number of farms they can handle; 
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• the regions of the State that have below-average rates of 
enrollment versus the location of available veterinary 
resources; 

 
• the most-effective methods of outreach that should be 

targeted to under-enrolled regions; 
 

• the Diagnostic Laboratory’s test capacity and its 
projected expansion needs as the program expands; and 

  
• the Diagnostic Laboratory’s facility capacity and its need 

for expansion capital. 
 
To carry out program expansion effectively and efficiently, 
Department management should develop a comprehensive plan 
that will address the resource, logistical, and other factors 
involved. 
 

Recommendations 
 
5. Develop formal implementation plans that include 

enrollment and outreach activities intended to enhance 
the program’s future growth and development. 

 
6. Determine the resources the program needs to address 

increases in its workload by implementing a system for 
tracking and analyzing farm enrollment data. 
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PROGRAM OUTREACH EFFORTS 

 
he Department’s efforts to inform farmers about NYSCHAP 
and interest them in enrolling play an important role in 

maximizing the program’s growth.  A systematic process should 
be developed for carrying out, documenting, and assessing 
such an outreach; program managers need this type of 
documentation to decide which enrollment activities are the 
most effective.   
 
The NYSCHAP coordinator is responsible for promotion and 
reaching out to industry officials, colleges, farm organizations, 
Cornell Cooperative Extension, other states, newsletters, and 
industry publications.  In addition to demonstrations and 
seminars presented by the coordinator, the program is 
promoted through NYSCHAP’s informative and user-friendly 
website, which is maintained by the NYSCHAP coordinator.  
Other examples of the Department’s outreach include coverage 
in industry-related annual reports, newsletters, and dairy 
magazines; as well as personal contacts by State field 
veterinarians, private herd veterinarians and enrolled farmers.   
 
However, program officials were not able to document the full 
extent of the outreach they perform because a systematic 
process for recording these efforts has not been established. 
We also found no systems for obtaining feedback that could 
help officials determine which methods are the most effective.  
 
In response to our survey, all nine State field veterinarians 
indicated that they performed outreach through various 
methods.  For example, eight said they contacted private herd 
veterinarians; six attended fairs; six made presentations at 
schools and colleges; four made presentations at farm meetings 
and professional organizations; and three wrote magazine or 
newspaper articles.  In addition, two of the field veterinarians 
expressed the opinion that NYSCHAP could be marketed more 
effectively to other industry organizations such as financial 
groups and feed consultants, and through Cornell Cooperative 
Extension.  
 
To gain insight into the effectiveness of past outreach efforts, 
our surveys gathered feedback on farmer and veterinarian 

T 
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awareness of NYSCHAP throughout the State.  The surveys 
showed that just 19 (34 percent) of the respondents at 56 non-
enrolled farms were aware of the program - a fairly low level of 
awareness.  Of the remaining respondents, 30 said they were 
not aware of the program; while seven did not answer the 
question.  Just ten of the veterinarians who responded to our 
survey worked with large-animal herds.  Of those, eight were 
aware of NYSCHAP.  
 
Our surveys also asked current and former enrollees and non-
enrollees how they learned about NYSCHAP.  The results of 
various methods of outreach are listed in the following table:  
 

Survey Results on Method of Outreach Efforts 
Farm Enrollment  Status 

Method of Outreach Enrolled  
Left 

NYSCHAP 
Not 

Enrolled  
Herd Veterinarian 80 41 6
Magazine or Newspaper 
Article 11 5 12
Other Farms 18 6 8
State Field Veterinarian 12 5 1
Cornell Cooperative 
Extension 12 3 7
Other 9 0 0
County or State Fair 1 1 1
Schools and Colleges 0 0 0
Internet 1 0 1
Did not respond 0 0 33
Total Responses* 144 61 69
* Multiple responses per respondent were possible. 

 
According to data in the table, most of the currently and 
formerly-enrolled farmers learned about NYSCHAP through 
their private herd veterinarians.  They also heard about it from 
magazine and newspaper articles, conversations with other 
farmers, State field veterinarians, and Cornell Cooperative 
Extension.  Most of the non-enrolled farmers who were aware of 
the program had been reached through magazine and 
newspaper articles, contacts with other farmers, and Cornell 
Cooperative Extension.  
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Without a systematic process for documenting outreach efforts, 
program officials cannot evaluate them and decide which ones 
are the most effective in reaching the target audience.   
 

Recommendation 
 
7. Implement a reporting system that will document the 

outreach activities more effectively, including those 
performed by Department and Cornell staff.  Identify the 
activities that are most likely to reach NYSCHAP’s target 
audience. 
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DATA SYSTEM UTILIZATION AND ACCURACY  

 
oth the Department and the Diagnostic Laboratory have 
databases that contain NYSCHAP information. The 

Department’s database includes limited data on the NYSCHAP 
application, the baseline survey, current health concerns, and 
premise/herd identification.  It has query and reporting 
capabilities, but it is not used to produce any standard reports 
and the State field veterinarians can not access it when 
performing their program-related duties.  
 
The Diagnostic Laboratory database includes enrollee 
information, some limited information from the herd plans, 
annual reviews, and animal test results.  These data are 
compiled in a monthly report listing the farms that are due or 
overdue for an annual review; this report is then distributed to all 
field veterinarians.  Test results are available to the farmer, the 
herd veterinarian, and the State field veterinarian via various 
internet and hardcopy reports.  However, the database does not 
include the results of implementing the herd plan on an 
individual farm or a summary basis. There are also no routine 
reports on other operational or performance data that would 
help program managers analyze program performance.  
 
The Department and Diagnostic Laboratory databases could be 
used to track and produce reports on various aspects of the 
program, such as: 
 

• A farm’s progress on herd plan modules, noting such 
factors as the number and percentage of modules 
completed and the specific herd plan intervention 
strategies accomplished; 

 
• Trends of new NYSCHAP enrollment, broken down by 

region and State field veterinarian, and compared with 
the number of non-enrolled farms in the State; and 

 
• Trends of animal tests performed (numbers and types), 

broken down by farm and region. 
 
The Department could use such information to demonstrate 

B 
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program accomplishments and to identify deficiencies that need 
corrective action. 
 
We obtained a download of the Department’s database as of 
May 31, 2004, and selected a sample of farms for our survey.  
During our review, we found some minor discrepancies between 
this database and the Diagnostic Laboratory’s, including eight 
farms that were listed incorrectly as inactive in the Department’s 
database and another that could not be located either in the 
database or in the hardcopy files.  We also identified 17 farms 
that had been in the program for up to six years but were not in 
the Department’s database.  Department staff told us this group 
had inadvertently been left out when the database format was 
changed.  

 
We also identified 87 farms that were listed as active in the 
Department’s database but as inactive on the Diagnostic 
Laboratory database.  The Department files contained 
documentation indicating that 28 of the farms were inactive, but 
the Department’s database had not been updated.  A program 
official explained that some of the discrepancies could have 
been caused by a lag between the notifications of the 
Diagnostic Laboratory and the Department about the change.  
They told us that, in most cases, the State field veterinarians 
notify the Diagnostic Laboratory of a status change before they 
notify the Department.  In addition, a change in ownership of 
one farm had not been updated in the Department’s database.  
Although timing differences will occur, we believe they were not 
detected or corrected promptly in these cases because the two 
databases are not reconciled periodically.  Program managers 
told us they are reconciling the databases quarterly until there is 
a single database.  

 
If information in the Diagnostic Laboratory’s database is 
inaccurate, a farm might not receive its annual review or testing 
subsidy.  Inaccurate information in the Department’s database 
may result in improper program operation and inaccurate 
performance data.  Department officials told us they are 
developing a data warehouse for the entire Division that will 
eventually combine the information for the two NYSCHAP 
databases and will resolve the issues we identified.  They said 
the data warehouse is designed to incorporate management 
and production criteria, such as milk production statistics related 
to NYSCHAP farms.  
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Recommendation 

 
8. Require that information contained on the two databases 

are subjected to regular reconciliation and correction. 
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State Comptroller’s Notes 

APPENDIX C

1. We have revised the report to reflect information provided in the Department’s response. 
 

2. We agree that it is difficult to establish benchmarks for certain performance measures 
without some prior experience to use as a basis.  However, it is possible to design an 
initial system to begin capturing data on selected operations including inputs, outputs and 
outcomes.  This information could be used to formulate a more sophisticated 
performance measurement system as the program continues.  Staff working on the 
program also had other Department responsibilities to accomplish.  Accordingly, these 
staff did not have sufficient time and resources to complete performance measures.  
Hence, we said staff had competing responsibilities. 
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