
FOREWORD BY THE 

DIRECTOR-GENERAL OF THE 

DEPARTMENT OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 

DR ROB ADAM

The Review Report of the 2001/2002 Key Performance Indicator (KPI) Reports and Annual 

Reports of Public Science, Engineering and Technology Institutions (SETIs) is an especially 

timeous report on organisational effectiveness in light of the dramatically changing mandate of 

science councils on performance reporting and management. This report marks one of a number 

of initiatives by the Department of Science and Technology as part of its mandate to review and 

reform governance and management structures of government-funded science and technology 

performing institutions to meet broad national goals of economic growth and improved quality 

of life of South Africans.

Based on the call as outlined in the White Paper on Science and Technology of 1996 and the 

recommendations of the System-Wide Review of 1997, this report paves the way forward for 

Science Councils to attain excellence and increase the rate and quality of innovation in South 

Africa. The report addresses issues relating to the quality, originality, relevance, prospects, 

efficiency and effectiveness of the research activities and alignment with the present policies 

and structures in the public research system.

This report, whilst providing valuable insight into how the performance measurement landscape 

has changed since the inception of the Performance Reporting Framework, presents the analysis, 

findings and recommendations of the study conducted in 2003, which aimed at assessing the 

robustness of the KPI Framework and Annual Reports in evaluating the performance of Science 

Councils. This approach to performance management identifies and addresses the gaps in the 

science system and also links progress in research and development to national goals. Furthermore, 

it demonstrates that performance reporting is key to organisational efficiency and effectiveness.

It is encouraging to note that there is improved compliance of councils with performance reporting 

thereby facilitating better  alignment with national priorities. Having achieved this milestone, 

the challenge remains to design a comprehensive system for the management of SETIs that will 

establish coherence and synergy in government research in order to compete successfully within 

the dynamic world economy.
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Executive Summary
Executive Summary

As far back as 1998, the Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology commissioned a report, 

which recommended the Balanced Scorecard as a framework to implement Key Performance Indicator 

(KPI) reporting in the Science Councils. By 2000/01 the Science Councils were all submitting Balanced 

Scorecards according to this framework, although most of them had started developing and using their 

own Scorecards earlier. The Science Councils find themselves to be early adopters of this now popular 

approach.

This report reviews the first two years of comprehensive Balanced Scorecard reporting, its aims being 

to build on the strengths and experiences of the individual councils. To do this , the report first places 

the project in its historical perspective, and secondly reviews the use of the scorecard as a framework 

for managing and monitoring performance.

Each of the councilsÕ KPI reports and annual reviews are studied and reported on. Four councils were 

singled out as case studies, namely the CSIR, the MRC, Mintek, and the HSRC, each of these having 

adopted a quite different approach to the Balanced Scorecard.

The individual responses were used to evaluate the five perspectives recommended in 1998, namely 

the financial perspective, the stakeholder perspective, the organisational perspective, the learning and 

growth perspective, and the transformational perspective.

The report recommends making a minimum number of indicators compulsory. The councils would 

be expected to supplement these indicators, where they feel it would be useful to paint a fuller picture.

In particular, the report recommends that:
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1.	 Maintain the five perspectives of stakeholder, financial, organisational, learning and growth, 	

and transformation. 

2.	 Place the stakeholder perspective up front noting the non-profit nature of the sector. 

3.	 Use, for the stakeholder perspective, three Key Result Areas (KRAs), namely Fulfilling of	

the council mandate, 	and Support of the NSI/R&D goals, ensuring the quality of policy	

decision making to be reported on if 	necessary.

4. 	 Use, for the financial perspective, one KRA, namely financial sustainability. This will be	

depicted by a source of income table, as set out in the text.

5.	 Use, for the organisational perspective, four KRAs, overhead efficiency (compulsory), customer 	

satisfaction (if available), best practice (if available), and efficacy of funding decisions (for	

councils with a significant agency function).

6. 	 Use, for the learning and growth perspective, five KRAs, quality of scientific output, quality 	

of scientific capacity, intellectual capital, development of scientific capacity (if relevant), and 	

external relations (if relevant). The quality of scientific output must be depicted, by the output 	

and publications table as set out in the text.

7. 	 Allow the councils the freedom to combine the KPI and the Annual report where possible.	

The intention is to reduce the reporting burden and the duplication.

8. 	 Ask the councils with a substantial agency function to produce two sets of KPIs, one for the 		

agency function and one for the remaining operations. Other councils are to produce one set 		

of summary KPIs.

The study does show that a culture of measurement has become apparent among the Science Councils. 

Furthermore the measures, which are being reported, show that although there is still some way to 

go, a great deal of progress has been made over the past few years.
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I n t r o d u c t i o n
 1	 Introduction

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) are an important tool both for translating strategy into action and 

for monitoring progress at a strategic level. This has now been recognised widely in government, and 

many National, Provincial, and Local administrations are in the process of designing and implementing 

KPIs in the form of the popular management tool, the Balanced Scorecard.

As far back as 1998, the then Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology (DACST) 

commissioned a report to look at implementing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for the Science 

Councils. Although at the time, it was still seen as a predominantly private sector tool, the Balanced 

Scorecard was chosen as a framework for these indicators. A culture of performance measurement 

by means of KPIs organised as a Balanced Scorecard gradually took root in the Science Councils.

A comprehensive Balanced Scorecard report was produced for DACST by each of the Science Councils 

in 2000/2001, although most of the councils had already started using the framework earlier, in many 

cases triggered by the work leading up to the original KPI report. The Science Councils thus find 

themselves in the position of being early adopters of this important framework.

One prerequisite of a successful KPI system, and the Balanced Scorecard in particular, is a periodic 

review of its effectiveness and ongoing alignment. This report reviews the first two years of 

comprehensive reporting. In particular, it reviews the 2001/2002 KPI reports and the annual reports 

within the context of the Key Performance Areas set out in the Department of Sciences and TechnologyÕs 

KPI framework. 

The aim is to build on the strengths and experiences of the individual councils and to share learning 

across the different institutions.

The introduction of the Balanced Scorecard is one of a progression of interventions by the Department
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of Science and Technology to transform the science sector, beginning with the White Paper on Science 

and Technology and the System Wide Review. The next section, section two, places the current project 

into its historical perspective. 

Section three, considers the Balanced Scorecard as a framework and how it ties into the imperatives 

of the sector. It draws heavily on the 1998 KPI Report to place the Balanced Scorecard into perspective.

The bulk of the analysis is conducted in sections four and five. Section four examines the reports of 

the individual councils, how they use the KPIs to supplement their statutory financial reports, with a 

view to building on the best practices. Four councils are singled out in this regard. 

Section five looks at the indicators used and reflects on the experience gained to simplify the reporting. 

Section six, summarises the recommendations after which a set of concluding remarks are provided.
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Background to the Study
2	 Background to the Study

This section places the current project into its historical perspective. The Balanced Scorecard framework 

was implemented across the Science Councils following recommendations by Kahn, Masemola, and 

Gering referred to here as the 1998 KPI Report. That project was in turn triggered by the 1997 review 

of the Science, Education and Technology Institutes (SETIs) referred to as the System Wide Review. 

This in turn originated in the recommendations of the White Paper on Science and Technology of 

1996. Indeed, it was the White Paper that drew attention to the absence of a culture of performance 

measurement.

The System-Wide Review was a watershed in the development of a National System of Innovation. 

It was conducted to establish the extent to which the SETIs address the imperatives facing the country 

at large. A set of general principles were formulated to guide the basic operations of the SETIs and 

guidelines were specified towards bridging identified gaps. Specific recommendations were made for 

speedy implementation in order to achieve immediate restructuring ahead of longer term transformation.

One of the most important principles identified in the System Wide Review is the need for ÒStrategic 

planning that includes vision and long term business plans which integrate the management of human 

resources, finances, operations, information technology, and marketing or social diffusion; the planning 

has to ensure linkages of core competencies to strategy, supported by modern systems and structures, 

and particularly by performance management around Key Performance Indicators and Areas at all 

levels within institutions and the systemÓ.

A principal recommendation of the System Wide Review was that key performance indicators should 

be established throughout the publicly funded research system and that these should become an integral 

part of the management and monitoring processes within each SETI, as well as at line department

level. The key performance indicators (KPIs) would have to be set, checked for relevance regularly,
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and the process of measurement would have to be continuous. Wherever possible, the KPIs would 

be benchmarked against global players in the same fields. 

A list of possible KPIs was also recommended for use at different levels within the SETIs, and 

by the SETIs or clusters/divisions within the SETIs. Various references were also made to the 

measurement of transparency and accountability, levels of self funding, change in strategies, 

transformation, eradication of duplication, capacity building, degrees and impact of 

commercialisation, and the public understanding of science engineering and technology (PUSET). 

Against this background, the Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology commissioned

the 1998 KPI Report to develop a set of key performance indicators for the Science Councils, 

and hence allow for better-informed decisions regarding their respective parliamentary allocations. 

This project sought to refine the general KPIs recommended in the system-wide review, and to 

develop additional KPIs at lower levels of the system. These KPIs would serve as benchmarks 

against which progress would be assessed. 

The primary output of this project was the Balanced Scorecard framework with five Balanced 

Scorecard Perspectives. Within those perspectives, twenty nine Key Performance Areas were 

highlighted and for each of those, a set of measures was given for the individual councils to adapt. 

The approach was to develop a comprehensive framework and to ask the councils to report their 

progress within that framework. 

The 1998 KPI review presented a detailed set of KPAs within five Balanced Scorecard perspectives. 

In addition the 1998 KPI Report made a list of fifteen recommendations, most of which are now 

implemented.
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Recommendations of the 1998 KPI Report

1. 	 Formally adopt the Balanced Scorecard as the tool for communicating strategy	In its second year 	

and tracking performance. 	

2. 	 Apply the Balanced Scorecard to core competencies (as defined by the SETI	Partly adopted by			

Reviews and accepted by Cabinet) and to appropriate levels within the Science	individual councils 	

Councils.

3. 	 In terms of norms laid down by DACST, the Science Councils, their Boards	 Adopted by some 	

and Ministers should set performance targets within the Balanced Scorecard	individual boards 	

framework to be reviewed at the end of the 1999/2000 financial year. 

4. 	 The setting of performance targets might be accompanied by consideration 	 Extended use of 	

 being given to the ring fencing of core funds.	 ring -	 fencing 	

5. 	 Designate an independent external agency to monitor and publicly report on 	Monitored by DST 	

 the Science CouncilsÕ performance against their identified core competencies 	

and performance targets. This might be NACI.	

6. 	 The Science Councils should strive to adopt quality standards aligned with their	Partly adopted by 	

 balance scorecards based on appropriate ISO or other standards bodies. 	 individual councils 

7. 	 As a norm, include intended impact assessment in the design of projects. This	Wider use by individual 	

might be achieved through the use of logical framework planning or equivalent. 	 project managers 

8. 	 Carry out research on best practice in performance and impact measurement,	Left to individual 	

with particular reference to qualitative measures. 	 councils

9. 	 Further development of appropriate management skills including project	 Left to individual 	

management and performance measurement is needed. Attainment of this	 councils 	

should be a Board priority. 	

10. 	 Impact assessment requires specific social scientific skills. Priority should be	Left to Universities 	

given to developing these at more than one tertiary institution.	 to identify need

11.	 Within one year, all Science Councils should have a performance	 Culture of measurement 	

management and measurement information system in place.	 in place	

12. 	 An appropriate process to monitor actual R & D spending that distinguishes	 Frascati survey now 	

fundamental and applied research, be put in place. This must not be conflated	 running 	

with spending on S & T services.	

13.	 Initiate research on the knowledge flows and exchanges within the NSI or	 Frascati survey now 	

regional systems of innovation. 	 running

14. 	 Enhance capacity to determine the extent of innovation activity at firm level.	 Oslo survey pending 

15. 	 Enhance capacity to monitor and disaggregate cross-border knowledge and	 Not yet addressed	

technology flows.
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The project took into account the accountability framework provided by the existing Financing and 

Reporting System that was developed for Science Councils, and was informed by the National Research

and Technology Audit as well as the National Research and Technology Foresight.

In this regard, there has been several important developments, both in the external environment and 

internal to the Councils. 

Firstly, the Public Finance and Management Act (PFMA, Act No 1 of 1999) has been pivotal in 

increasing accountability and raising the standards of public finance and reporting. Indeed, paragraph 

40 (3(a) requires that the annual report should cover Ôperformance against predetermined objectivesÕ, 

a formal backing to the progress made by DST.

The 2002 National R&D Strategy strengthens this requirement calling for Òa standard 

governance/reporting framework for all institutions with a strong R&D mandate (to be) developed 

by DACST for consideration by CabinetÓ. This framework will be administered by DACST. It would 

apply regardless of whether such institutions are higher education sector, Science Councils and other 

statutory bodies, or are embedded in government departments.

Secondly, the Employment Equity Act (EEA, Act 55 of 1998) requires detailed regular reporting, 

which covers one of the key transformation areas, namely that of representivity. There is clearly no 

need to duplicate this reporting and the Scorecard framework can be adapted to reflect this. 

On the substantive level, while representivity is far from being achieved, black and women professionals 

within the Science Councils in general appear to be reaching a critical mass. This has had an impact 

on the content of the dialogue.

Thirdly, most Councils have made significant progress on increasing their income over and above 

their parliamentary grant. The financial perspective can now build on a common language emanating
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from the widespread observation that Council earnings are better reported, and indeed better understood 

than in 1998. Also here the debate has changed and the question whether external earnings are in 

general possible, or whether they compromise the quality of the science is posed less often. Instead, 

the individual councils ask the more legitimate question: at what level, will contract income push them 

into a short term perspective that could prove deleterious.

Fourthly, there is much greater alignment of the councils with national priorities, and indeed many 

Councils have restructured their divisions and organograms to reflect this. Councils are more able to 

report openly on their alignment to the national priorities and require less prompting as to how to do 

this.

Finally, the Balanced Scorecard has become a far wider metaphor for reporting, not just in the private 

sector, but in particular, since Kaplan and NortonÕs second book The Strategy Focussed Organisation 

(Harvard Business School, 2001), in the public sector.
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The Scorecard as a Framework
 3	 The Scorecard as a Framework

This section draws heavily on the 1998 KPI Report in order to place its KPI thinking and the Balanced 

Scorecard into perspective.

Governments provide inputs to beneficiary agencies in the expectation of achieving desirable outputs 

and outcomes. The input is in the form of financial resources and the use of assets built up over a 

considerable period of time. The ensuing outputs, it is frequently claimed, are fairly straightforward 

to measure. Outcomes on the other hand, are the stuff which legislators ponder Ð is there evidence 

that benefit accrued from a particular intervention or from collateral causes? 

For example, a two-year research project funded by the UK Economic and Social Research Council 

examined how accountability and performance of the British Civil Service might be measured. The 

study concluded that outcome indicators are difficult to identify, and even then Òit is often impossible 

to disentangle the role of specific factors in bringing about a given outcome É the ÔownershipÕ of 

performance may be uncertainÓ.

The 1998 KPI project looked for a methodology that would yield rapid, credible, valid, and reliable 

results. The two candidates for consideration were Critical Success Factors and the Balanced Scorecard. 

Critical Success Factors are based on the classical strategic planning processes conducted by cascading 

downward from vision and mission through corporate goals followed by the establishment of high 

level strategic objectives, process objectives and critical success factors (CSFs) per objective.

CSFs have four characteristics namely: common cause or specific, describing performance or process 

factors. This four way split is useful in seeking accuracy of coverage. Furthermore, the CSFs may be 

common to two or more process objectives and must thus be ranked by frequency of occurrence. Once 

this has been done, performance indicators must be identified for each CSF.
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A full CSF analysis is thus complex and time consuming. This approach had been used by some peer 

organisations internationally; e.g. the Natural Environment Research Council of the United Kingdom 

is a case in point. Given the general absence of sufficiently detailed strategic plans, the CSF approach 

was deemed unsuitable.

The other candidate was the Balance Scorecard of Norton and Kaplan (1996) that serves to translate 

and implement strategy, by tying together the different aspects of the work of a corporation. It measures 

and links the hard to quantify elements such as organisational learning and customer satisfaction with 

the internal practices of the organisation. The scorecard is well suited to rapidly changing knowledge 

intensive activities. It provides a schema for a strategic management and measurement system.

In its common form, the Balanced Scorecard considers four domains, the financial perspective, 

customer perspective, internal business perspective, and learning and growth perspective. These four 

domains provide a balance of lead and lag indicators; internal and external factors; efficiency and 

effectiveness factors; short and long-term considerations; and the value drivers of the bottom-line.

The approach is not trivial Ð a random listing of objectives, measures, and targets would not be 

beneficial. The various objectives must articulate the business strategy Ð the entire scorecard thus

communicates and promotes implementation of the strategy of the organisation. 

The obvious utility of a Balanced Scorecard is that it encourages managers to Òthink 360 degreesÓ. 

The past, near present and future views potentially allow one to manage both for stability and change.

Undoubtedly the US deployment was impelled through legislative force, when in 1993 the Government 

Performance and Results Act came into effect. This Act requires agencies to report back on their 

performance in a transparent manner. The next step in the evolution of the BSC industry came with 

the publication of the Kaplan and Norton book in 1996. 

The KPI framework was developed initially using four perspectives, namely the financial and investment
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perspective, the stakeholder/customer perspective, the organisational perspective, and the learning 

and growth perspective. The four perspectives were later supplemented to include a fifth perspective, 

namely the transformation perspective. While in the private sector the financial perspective dominates, 

it was recognised that this is not necessarily the case for the public sector where finance is wherewithal 

to achieve long term goals. At the time of the 1998 KPI Report, most of the Balanced Scorecard 

literature focused on the private sector, and the financial perspective remained the primary one.

Kaplan and NortonÕs second book, the Strategy Focussed Organisation came out in 2001 and deals 

at length with performance management in the Public Sector. In this book, they do indeed recommend 

making the stakeholder perspective primary for non-profit organizations. The Balanced Scorecard has 

subsequently become widely used in the public sector and is now in the process of being implemented 

widely in South Africa at all levels of Government. 

Key performance indicators are the set of quantitative and qualitative indicators used within this 

framework to measure, monitor, and manage effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. The KPIs 

were designed to allow decisions to be made regarding the quality and relevance, of present and likely 

future contributions to be made by SETIs supported by the Science Vote.
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Performance and Reporting
4	 Performance and Reporting of the Individual SETIs

Although the Balanced Scorecard methodology has now become widely accepted, its implementation 

in Government is in the early stages, and the Science Councils find themselves in the position of being 

early adopters of the system. This is the second year that the councils are now reporting to DST using 

the Balanced Scorecard as their indicator framework. Many of the Science Councils have been using 

their own scorecards for some years.

In this section, we look at how the different Science Councils are using their scorecards, how they 

supplement the statutory financial reports and the key messages coming out of the reports. 

As a sector, the Science Councils have built up considerable experience and the aim of this chapter 

is to look at the individual council submissions and to understand what worked well and what not so 

well. This will allow the next section, section five to build on the elements of best practice established 

here. 

In this regard, we wish to emphasise four councils. Each of these councils took a slightly different 

approach and as a result collectively they provide a useful framework and testing ground, when we 

look at the individual indices in section five.

The CSIR has a long history of indicator reporting and indeed was one of the supporters of the original 

scorecard. Their comprehensive reporting and use of visual devices make their report an excellent 

source of good practice and an excellent pool of ideas, in which to fish.

The MRC comes closest, in our view, to the original intention of the Balanced Scorecard. They have 

devised their own scorecard with the stakeholder perspective, in the form of their mandate, as the 

primary sector. For each perspective, they report on two to three key objectives. The MRC uses its

own management Balanced Scorecard as the cornerstone of the report to council.
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The HSRC began using the scorecard at the same time as transferring themselves into a user driven 

organisation doing Ôgood applied social science in the national interestÕ. Their COUPE system 

(Contracts, Outreach, User Orientation, and Excellence) were indicators used to drive the transformation 

process. 

The COUPE indicators overlap the Balanced Scorecard indicators and illustrate one of the key roles 

of strategic performance, namely driving what the private sector refers to as Ôbusiness transformationÕ, 

a fundamental change in the organisational business style and paradigm. 

Finally, Mintek is perhaps closest to what the original 1998 KPI Report had in mind. For that reason, 

it provides a powerful benchmark against which to judge modifications.

These four Science Councils are not the only examples of good practice, and the next sections highlight 

more of what is working on a council-by-council basis.
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Africa Institute of South Africa (AISA)
4.1	 Africa Institute of South Africa (AISA)

The Africa Institute was established in 1960 as an independent non-profit organisation, but only 

became a fully-fledged Science Council during 2001. It focuses on political, socio-economic, 

international and development issues in contemporary Africa. With a total income of just under 

R 11.6M in 2002, it is also one of the smallest Science Councils. 

The 2000/2001 KPI report produced by the Africa Institute comprised a list of some thirty-two 

indicators that were mooted along with a list of qualitative targets. This makes their 2001/2 KPI report 

their first genuine KPI report. The directors are therefore in the first iteration, and have intimated that 

they are looking to simplify and streamline the process. The Africa Institute KPI report consisted of 

four separate KPI reports, namely for the Finance and Administration Division, for the Publication 

Division, for the Library and Documentation Services Division, and for the Research and Development

Division. These are then coalesced into a total, rather than a summary report.

The Africa InstituteÕs annual report is, apart from the financials, qualitative in nature. The KPI report 

complements this with both quantitative and anecdotal information. Particularly useful are the indicators, 

which emphasise the outputs of the Institute. However, there are many different qualitative and 

quantitative indicators represented by ten graphs and over 200 paragraphs and sub-paragraphs over 

in 17 pages. It is not obvious to an outsider where the focus of the reader should be. None of the five 

quadrants are presented clearly. 

The interviews have indicated that the KPI report is in the process of being simplified and focused. 

No doubt, this will result in the second KPI report becoming simpler, more compact, and easier to 

understand. The 1997 System-Wide Review recommended the creation of management and governance 

structures, which will imbue creative independence with quality control. The second round of the KPI 

reporting should help toward instilling the culture of measurement and support the new management 

structures.
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Agricultural Research Council (ARC)
4.2	 Agricultural Research Council (ARC)

The Agricultural Research Council was formed in 1992, as a merger of individual institutions with a 

much longer history. From the annual report, it is apparent that the ARC has made large strides towards 

greater sustainability, with R201M external funding, the major part coming from contract research. 

Progress with representivity is reported to be difficult with only fifteen blacks and twenty-one women 

in the top one hundred and twenty six positions. Management attributes this to a general skills shortage, 

which is allegedly compounded by a widespread skills-drain. Research and management employees 

are reported to have been declining steadily from 1116 in 2000 to 1003 in 2002 (618 down to 563 if 

the technicians are excluded).

The KPI report of the ARC is one of the longer KPI reports. Each of the thirty-three categories put 

forward by DST is discussed both qualitatively and quantitatively. The report provides comprehensive 

information so as to be a useful tool for management Ð the information is also used as source material 

for reports, speeches, the website and business unit performance reporting. 

Much of the information in the KPI report is already summarised in the annual report, including a 

table on research outputs, representivity profile, a table listing the sources of income, and a table that 

indicates the application of the financial resources against the ARC goals. The quantitative tables in

the annual report are complemented with qualitative discussion and explanation.

In places, the KPI report provides a useful supplement to the KPIs already reported in the annual 

report. However, at times the construction appears forced as for example with the somewhat 

unconventional definition of return on investment used to supplement the financials. It should be noted 

that a proposal has already been tabled within the ARC to use the experience of the first two rounds 

to streamline the KPI process. It is anticipated that a streamlined KPI report would both improve the 

readability, and reduce the associated administrative burden.
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Council for Scientific and Industrial Research
4.3	 Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR)

The CSIR is the largest of the Science Councils with a turnover of some R908M, and has developed

the reputation for taking a leadership role in many science sector developments. 

For example, their drive towards increased sustainability goes back to the late 1980s. Currently some 

R564M of their revenue comes from external contracts, and this excess of external income over 

parliamentary grant now poses twin questions: what is the optimum level of sustainability, and at what 

stage does external revenue engender too short term a focus. 

Their larger size has implications for their rate of demographic change and their representivity, which 

while improving steadily, currently sits at 27% black and 34% women professionals.

The CSIR also has a long history of indicator reporting, having developed their Ôbasket of measuresÕ. 

Indeed, the CSIR was one of the supporters of the original Balanced Scorecard work carried out for 

DACST in 1998. They report on many of their indicators in their annual report, including a table of 

some twenty-two measures. 

The measures in the CSIR annual report include financial measures (growing our business through 

focused business development), operational indicators (embedding quality in everything we do), what 

we have called transformation measures (CSIR - transformation excellence), stakeholder measures 

(enhanced impact on South AfricaÕs sustainable development and presidential imperatives), and a key 

set of learning and growth measures (harnessing the information revolution). In addition, there are 

many visual devices (tables and graphs) including sources of income, customer satisfaction, environmental 

and staff composition.

The KPI report supplements the annual report, presenting the KPI information according to the 

departmental scorecard framework. In addition to the narrative, there are many indicator tables and
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graphical representations, including sources of income, investment of core funding, the independence 

ratio, and per capita income, cash flow information, margin, royalty, ongoing customer satisfaction, 

innovation fund income, safety, health and environment statistics, demographic transformation, and 

the CSIR qualification breakdown, and investment of parliamentary grant. 

Although the CSIR presented their information within the framework provided, they seemed to find 

themselves struggling with some of the definitions. Sometimes the same measure could be used as a 

proxy in more than one category. They did not find the categories described by DST completely 

unambiguous. 

Thus the demographic information finds itself both under the stakeholder and the transformation 

perspectives, customer satisfaction under financial and organisational etc. This is handled using 

multiple cross references, which enhances its power as a reference source, although it might detract 

somewhat from its readability.

The CSIRÕs KPI report is a comprehensive review of a complex organisation. It would be enhanced 

by a streamlining of the required indicators, coupled with a means to present them according to the 

organisational imperatives.

The comprehensive nature of the report along with the creative use of visual representations made it 

a good foil against which to test the feasibility of proposed modifications to the overall performance 

measurement framework. In the same way, the indicators identified by the CSIR as overlapping were 

scrutinized to reduce duplication in the reporting process.
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Council for Geoscience
4.4	 Council for Geoscience (CGS)

The Council for Geosciences is mandated to recognisance, document, and disseminate basic geological 

knowledge to South Africa in order to underpin the social and economic development of the country.

CGS has total revenue of R98M, of which some R23M comes from sales and contracts.

The annual report consists of seventeen sub-reports describing the activities of each of the cost centres, 

the directorÕs report, plus the statutory accounts. 

The directorÕs report contains useful operational KPIs. It lists the scientific and technical performance 

of the CGS in the form of its statutory scientific outputs. In the case of the CGS, these are audited 

alongside the financial reporting. The percentage completeness is then calculated for fourteen of the 

cost centres. This indicator reflecting the statutory work is then combined multiplicatively with the 

external revenue to produce an index which in principle grows hyperbolically with external revenue. 

These two tables are copied along with a list of KPI indicators as part of the DACST report.

The KPI report consists of twenty-two indicators in six categories, business growth, investing in 

organisational excellence, customer/client relationships, operational best practice, investing in people 

and stakeholder interactions. These indicators are all numerical and for each a performance against 

target is calculated. 

The matching with targets is a practice that should be followed by all the Science Councils and the 

CGS is exemplary in this regard.

The KPIs have the advantage that they are part of the CGSÕs measurement system. However, they are 

not necessarily fully aligned with what the department might wish to know. That, and the lack of either 

narrative accounts or explanations, might make them somewhat eclectic and relatively difficult for 

outsiders to use.
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Council for Minerals and Technology
 4.5	 Council for Mineral Technology (Mintek)

The last five years has seen wide-scale restructuring of Mintek on many fronts. There has been a 

refocus of research and development priorities accompanied by far reaching structural changes. While 

the state funding has continued to decline, it has been more than compensated by the increase in 

operational income, from R34.0M of R141.5M in 1997/98 to R96.7M of R191.2M in 2001/2002. 

State core funding has been ring-fenced to ensure its use in medium and long term non-commercial 

priorities. Although the staff complement has fallen steadily over this time, representivity at all levels 

has been improving. 

Output focused activities are grouped into six programmes, namely Gold Industry, Platinum Group 

Metals Industry, Ferrous Metals Industry, Non-ferrous Metals Industry, Industrial Minerals Industry, 

and Opportunity Enhancement. The Mintek annual report provides a host of qualitative and scientific 

information on these programmes.

In addition, the annual report contains tables of KPIs. This includes five financial time series, breakdown 

of operational income, source of income, expenditure by expense category, and percentage income 

and expenditure tables. The actual income and expenditure are shown against the budget, and then 

split according to the six research programmes. 

Bursaries awarded over the past five years and in-service training are also tabulated along with 

productivity measures in terms of head count man-years, income and expenditure per employee. 

Publication output is also presented in a five-year time series.

The KPI report of Mintek supplements the annual report well. 

It begins with two sections looking at the fundamental need for science and technology in the minerals
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sector, and how Mintek is catering for those needs. It then reports on the Balanced Scorecard indicators. 

The financial indicators elaborate on much of what is in the annual report, with several of the key 

tables repeated and discussed. The stakeholder perspective begins by analysing the impact on the NSI 

goals, namely quality of life, competitiveness and a well-educated population, and reinforces this with 

appropriate text and tables, including the increased assistance to SMMEs over the past ten years. The 

organisational perspective has tables on the various outputs and a narrative on the research portfolio. 

The learning and growth perspective contains narrative on the innovative technologies. The 

transformational perspective supplements the figures on employment equity and the developmental 

activities to support this. 

At the back of the report, they provide a roadmap giving the Key Result Areas and the measures that 

they chose to use for each KRA. The report closes with the challenges facing Mintek and a conclusion.

The Mintek report comes closest to what was envisaged in the original 1998 indicator study. It 

supplements the annual report, but uses many of the tables and indicators already reported. Mintek 

seems to navigate potential ambiguity by choosing to report a trend once. The report is therefore at 

once comprehensive, and relatively easy to use. 

It is therefore a useful foil for the section looking at how the Science Councils dealt with the five 

perspectives.
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Foundation for Education, Science & Technology
 4.6	 Foundation for Education, Science and Technology (FEST)

The Foundation for Education, Science, and Technology has a history going back to the 1960s and

in its current form, has a mandate to promote public understanding of science for all the people of

South Africa. In 2001/2, FESTÕs total budget was R16.14M of which some R7.26M was earned as

donor money, contracts, or other income. FESTÕs total salary bill was just under R5M and much of

the budgets consist of administering funds directly donated for specific projects.

FEST has produced a comprehensive KPI report, although they will want to be careful that the 

presentation is not interpreted as unduly exuberant. An unusual practice of showing themselves in a 

direct comparison with other Science Councils is noted. 

For example, consider the comparison with other councils of what FEST calls the independence ratio, 

external income as a percentage of total income. This figure calculated from the annual report is 44%, 

and nowhere near the 77% claimed (even if rents and interest were to be treated as grant money and 

not as the annuity representing previously invested grant). Furthermore, the term independence ratio 

is misleading particularly given the nature of the projects. Administering pass-through funding (even 

with the extraction of nominal overhead) does not make an institution either more or less independent. 

The same applies to the lengthy discussion on equity, which would be better served by providing the 

demographics and letting the reader make his/her own inter organisational comparison. Indeed given 

the size of FEST, a list of staff and their positions would have allowed the reader to perform such 

calculations effortlessly.

That having been stated, the style of the report does call forth other comparisons: according to their 

figures, FEST spends significantly more on training than other institutions. This could reflect well 

on the organisation in terms of its commitment to staff development; conversely the training need 

might arise out of inappropriate staff selection.
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The Human Sciences Research Council
4.7	 The Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC)

The Human Sciences Research Council provides an interesting case study. It began its wide-ranging 

transformation at the time it introduced the scorecard measures. The HSRC therefore used the scorecard

to convey its priorities, guide its actions and to monitor its transformational progress.

In 2000, the HSRC committed itself to the goal of conducting social science that makes a difference. 

This involved refocusing the research groups to be aligned with national priorities, restructuring the 

administration to produce a sustainable cost base, and creating a user orientation with the emphasis 

on contract research. 

The transformation is reflected in a set of indicators known under the acronym of COUPE, namely 

Contracts and Earnings, Outreach, User orientation, Performance (in terms of both Equity and 

Efficiency), and Excellence. These indicators are closely aligned to the Balanced Scorecard perspectives.

The Contract and Earnings indicators overlap strongly with the Financial and Investment Perspective. 

The Outreach indicator is one of the Stakeholder Perspective indicators, and similarly, the User Needs 

indicators. The Performance (equity) indicators are directly related to the Transformational Perspective. 

Performance (efficiency) relates closest to the Organisational Perspective. The Excellence indicators 

are essentially Learning and Growth Indicators, inter alia what is needed to excel into the future.

As well as the yearÕs highlights for the HSRC and the priorities of the research groups, the annual 

report itself contains key performance measures. These include a graph relating research earnings to 

parliamentary grant, a Ôsources of incomeÕ table, table of publications summarising the full list of 

publications also presented, demographic breakdown by race and gender, and proportion of researchers 

with Masters and PhD degrees.
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