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SUMMARY
Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems (CRP)
The CRP has considerably improved its performance in the course of the 2008-13 period, though it has latterly
experienced instability in its membership which, if it continues into the future, will render the Programme
increasingly vulnerable.
The CRP has consolidated its high level of relevance with respect to its members’ research and policy needs.
Furthermore, it has made significant progress in addressing these needs through its two instruments, fellowships and
conferences, to become a highly effective programme, particularly with respect to the areas of agriculture and food.
Fellowships are sponsored strictly on the basis of their scientific quality and are often allocated to scientists for whom
there are limited alternative support mechanisms and whose profile best fits this instrument’s particularities.
Furthermore, the Programme now channels a greater proportion of its resources into sponsoring conferences that are
specifically selected for their potential for policy impact. However, the CRP needs to enhance and more pro-actively
share the policy messages coming out of this part of its work, particularly with the Committees with which it has
intrinsic links, i.e. the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) and the Fisheries Committee (COFI).
While the CRP is rather modestly resourced, the quality of the design and implementation of its instruments, and of
their outputs is very high. The Programme is strongly supported by the activities of its Scientific Advisory Body
(SAB), created in 2010 to recommend fellowships and conferences to the Governing Body for funding, with the latter
intended to take on a more strategic role than it previously had.
The CRP, however, faces the challenge of enhancing the engagement of its members in its oversight via the
Governing Body, operationally through the network of national correspondents, and in the participation in the calls
for proposals from some members’ research communities. It is of note in this context that recent exits from the
Programme have tended to concern disengaged members, citing budgetary restrictions as the main reason.
Furthermore, the CRP has also made limited progress in attracting new members to its ranks, notably Partner
countries. The Programme, which lost nearly 9% of its already limited resources between 2011 and 2013 due to a
diminishing membership, may be vulnerable to further shrinkage should the abovementioned challenges not be
successfully addressed.
Report (see
paragraphs):

Annex I (see
Paragraphs):

Relevance: High to Very High

9-14

43-54

Effectiveness: Medium to High

15-20

56-75

Efficiency: High

21-29

79-120

19, 25-26

71-73, 113-116

Assessment

Recommendations

Recommendation N°1: The CRP Governing Body should
enhance its communication efforts towards the COAG and COFI
through the development of reports that better target
policymakers and their interests, including a clear presentation of
the policy implications of its work. It should work with these two
Committees on this initiative, including to ensure an adequate
slot on their meeting agendas and conditions for a meaningful
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dialogue. The usefulness of reporting directly to the JWPA&E on
policy lessons arising from the work of the Programme should
also be considered.
Recommendation N°2: The CRP Governing Body should, in the
context of a broader strategy developed with the aim of reducing
the vulnerability of the Programme to a diminishing membership
and financial resources, and of strengthening members’
engagement with it, reinforce its efforts to build connections with
its members, including through the transformation of the role of
national correspondents into ‘CRP ambassadors’, the provision of
guidance and ongoing support for delegates, and the
identification of an ‘optimal profile’ to help members designate
appropriate delegates. It should also examine how members that
have had few successful applications for sponsorship could be
assisted in a targeted way to help build capacity to respond to
calls for projects.

14, 27

51-52, 85, 107

Recommendation N°3: The CRP Governing Body should in its
analyses of fellowships and conferences shift towards a stronger
focus on impact to complement analyses on implementation and
outputs in its reports, the contents of which should be redesigned
to facilitate their use.

28

89

Recommendation N°4: In the context of a broader strategy
developed with the aim of strengthening the Programme, the CRP
Governing Body should reinforce its efforts to engage with
OECD Members outside the Programme and with Partner
countries likely to benefit from membership.

29

117
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1.
The Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for Sustainable
Agricultural Systems (CRP)
1.
The Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for Sustainable
Agricultural Systems (CRP) was created in 1979. It is a Part II Programme that funds research fellowships
and conferences.1 Twenty-five OECD Members2 are currently members of the Programme, whose current
mandate runs until the end of 2015.3
2.
The CRP is overseen by a Governing Body (GB) and assisted in its work by a Scientific
Advisory Body (SAB). Also supporting the Programme is a network of national correspondents whose role
is to disseminate information to scientists and institutions in participating OECD Members. Unlike most
other OECD bodies, the CRP is not directly involved in the development of products such as analytical
reports, peer reviews or policy recommendations, but provides grants for the funding of transportation and
subsistence cost to scientists in the framework of short-term fellowships (between six weeks and twentysix weeks in length) and conferences.
3.
Project proposals are submitted to the Programme through an open call which takes place each
year, with applications for the current period being invited under the following three broad themes:


the natural resources challenge;



sustainability in practice;



the food chain.

4.
The CRP’s work programme is part of Output Area 3.2.3 (Agriculture and Fisheries
Sustainability) of the PWB. The Programme’s mandate contains specific provisions relating to its
relationship with the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) and, where appropriate, the Fisheries Committee
(COFI). Its secretariat is situated in the Trade and Agriculture Directorate (TAD).
2.

Evaluation methodology and approach

5.
The IDE of the CRP was formally launched on 13 January 2014 when the Evaluation Committee
met with the Chair and Vice-chair of its Governing Body and the Chair of its Scientific Advisory Body to
validate the Terms of Reference.4 5 The intermediate report was reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at
its meeting of 17 June 2014. The draft final report was reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its
meeting of 17 October 2014 and then presented to the Chair and Vice-chair of the CRP Governing Body
and the Chair of its Scientific Advisory Body for discussion and validation on 3 November 2014.
1.

Conferences include workshops, congresses, symposia, etc.

2.

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Slovak Republic,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom and United States.

3.

In order to be able to review its mandate in the light of the results of the present evaluation, Council
agreed, at its meeting of 15 July 2014, to a one-year extension to 31 December 2015 [C(2014)100 &
C/M(2014)9].

4.

CEV(2014)1.

5.

The CRP falls within the scope of In-depth Evaluation by virtue of its intrinsic links to the Committee for
Agriculture (COAG) and the Fisheries Committee (COFI).
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6.

The evaluation focused on the period from 2008 to 2013 and covered the following elements:


the orientation and functioning of the CRP from 2008 onwards;



the quality of conferences funded and fellowships awarded by the CRP during the period 2008
to 2013;



the impacts up to the present induced by the aforementioned conferences and fellowships at the
level of CRP members.

7.
In total, 29 key persons (delegates to the CRP’s Governing Body and the Scientific Advisory
Board, and national correspondents) were interviewed.6 A survey was conducted firstly to collect data on
the relevance of the CRP’s objectives and secondly on the extent to which the Programme and its activities
are known in the COAG and COFI with which it has intrinsic links by virtue of its mandate. In total,
responses were received from 22 of the past and present CRP members, a participation rate of 78.6%. Data
from the Programme’s own surveys and evaluations were also extensively mobilised, along with other
relevant in-house documentary sources.7
3.

Conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation

8.
The extent to which the CRP is addressing the research and policy needs of members (relevance)
is assessed as High to Very High. Its effectiveness, i.e. the extent to which it is achieving research impacts
and has demonstrated potential for policy impact is assessed as Medium to High. The Programme’s
performance in terms of the quality of its implementation and outputs, and how well its Governing Body
functions, i.e. its efficiency, is assessed as High.
3.1

Assessment of relevance

9.
The assessment of relevance is based on the degree of alignment between the Programme’s
expected outcomes/mandate objectives and the research and policy needs of CRP members (see Annex I,
5.1), members’ interest in directly overseeing or contributing to the oversight of Programme through the
participation of delegates from capitals in meetings of the Governing Body (see Annex I, 5.2), the
Programme’s attractiveness to OECD Members as demonstrated by their willingness to be part of its
membership (see Annex I, 5.3).
10.
The CRP’s work programme and mandate objectives over the period from 2008 to 2013 have
been of High to Very High relevance (see Annex I, 5.4).
11.
The CRP’s work programme and mandate objectives reflect strongly Members’ research needs,
while its policy-related objective, to provide “state of the art” knowledge and forward looking
commentary for future direction in fields that can contribute to the accomplishment of the COAG and
COFI mandates, is recognised as being at least highly relevant by around one-half of COAG8 and COFI
delegates.
12.

Research-related objectives with the greatest resonance for CRP members are:

6.

Relevant OECD officials were also consulted as necessary.

7.

Further information on the conducting of the evaluation can be found in Annex III.

8.

Including delegates of the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment (JWPA&E).
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to improve the sharing of information internationally and awareness of the latest advances in
agriculture, food, fisheries and forestry science;



to improve the sustainable use of land, water and biodiversity resources in the agriculture,
fisheries and forestry sectors through improved use of advances in scientific knowledge.

13.
The interest of CRP members in directly contributing from capitals to the oversight of
Programme via their participation in its Governing Body has been greater in nearly all the years of the
review period than the highest level observed during the 2006-07 reference period. Furthermore, while the
trend in participation has been slightly downwards, it has been more or less in line with that of Level I
bodies overall.
14.
For many years up to 2010, membership of the CRP was relatively stable. Since then, four
longstanding members have exited the Programme while it has acquired two new ones from amongst the
four recently acceded OECD Members. Taking into account the enlargement of the Organisation, CRP
membership has fallen from 84% to 69% of OECD Members during the period covered by the evaluation.
While departure from the Programme may have been for some, at least in part, a response to increased
resource constraints resulting from the financial and economic crisis, three of the four former CRP
members had been disengaged from Programme since at least 2006.9
3.2

Assessment of effectiveness

15.
The assessment of effectiveness focuses on assessing the research and potential policy impact of
the CRP’s sponsorship of fellowships and conferences (See Annex I, 6.1 and 6.2). It also takes into account
the relevance of the Programme’s objectives (See Annex I, 5.1).
16.
The effectiveness of the CRP has been medium to high over the review period (See
Annex I, 6.3).
17.
With regard to the CRP’s research impacts, most fellowships in the course of the review period
have facilitated and supported the building of global research networks, primarily by having led to further
or continued cooperation between participating institutions. The development of broader networks through
the involvement of sponsored fellows in meetings in the country and/or region of their host institution or at
international level, however, has been considerably lower than during the preceding period. Many
fellowships have resulted in joint publications, particularly as of 2010, benefiting from the multidisciplinary nature of much of the research undertaken. The CRP has sought to maximise its research
impacts by encouraging aspiring fellows to interact with its theme coordinators on the preparation of
proposals to ensure their quality and alignment with the Programme’s objectives, and by often funding
mid-career scientists for whom alternative funding sources tend to be quite limited, thus complementing
impacts resulting from other research programmes.
18.
The CRP’s policy impact is expected to result primarily from the sponsorship of conferences
(workshops, congresses, symposia, etc.). The potential policy impact of most conferences has been high
throughout the review period through their complementarity with other OECD programmes and general
OECD policy and the informing of public debate. The CRP has sought to foster its policy impact by
strategically shifting more of its resources into sponsoring conferences, by systematically screening
proposals on the basis of relevant selection criteria, and through the peer reviewing of conference
proceedings.
9.

See Recommendation N°2.
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19.
One of the key channels through which policy impact is expected to occur is through the
provision of ‘state of the art’ knowledge and forward looking commentary for future directions in fields
that can contribute to the COAG mandate and, where appropriate, the mandate of COFI. In the case of the
COAG, efforts to make the link from research results to policy inputs have included the COAG being
provided lists of conferences to be sponsored by the CRP, an activity report presented annually by the CRP
Chair, invitations to COAG delegates to the CRP’s ‘open forum’ session, and the sponsorship of some
COAG conferences. However, despite this range of initiatives, awareness of the Programme amongst
COAG delegates is relatively low and not significantly different to the level of awareness in the JWPA&E
or COFI, where there have been significantly fewer, if any, concerted communication efforts.10
20.
More generally, as both fellowships and conferences have, over the 2008-2013 period, been more
focused on addressing topics relating to agriculture and/or food rather than fisheries or on forestry, it is
likely that research and policy impacts will to some extent be similarly distributed.
3.3

Assessment of efficiency

21.
The assessment of efficiency is based firstly on assessing the extent to which the CRP’s
sponsored fellowships and conferences and their related products are of the requisite quality for the
resources allocated (technical efficiency) (See Annex I, 7.1) and secondly on an analysis of how well the
Governing Body has been functioning to implement the Programme (process efficiency) (See Annex I, 7.2
and 7.3).
22.

The efficiency of the CRP over the period from 2008 to 2013 has been high (See Annex I, 7.4).

23.
Although the CRP is rather modestly resourced (See Annex II), the quality of the design, and
implementation of its instruments and of their outputs is very high. The majority of fellowships have taken
place without problems being experienced by fellows and to the satisfaction of their hosts, and have been
expected to result in a refereed scientific publication. The majority of conferences are also of high quality,
particular with regard to their scientific excellence, pertinence of topics and reputation of speakers.
24.
In the context of the development of the current mandate, major reflections took place in 2008
and 2009, including consultations with the COAG, which also fed into the 2009-10 work programme.
Since then, major issues identified by the Committee have been of relevance for informing the awarding of
fellowships and conference sponsorships as part of the Programme’s implementation.
25.
One way in which interactions between the CRP Governing Body and the COAG have taken
place is through the cross-participation of their Chairs in meetings, and currently, the CRP Governing
Body’s Chair is also a member of the JWPA&E’s Bureau. Exchanges of information also take place via the
Secretariat. With respect to sharing information of a substantive nature of interest to policymakers, in the
CRP’s ‘open forum’ participation of COAG delegates has tended to be limited, while the annual report
from the CRP Chair to the COAG has led to limited and insufficiently constructive dialogue. This is a
result of both the limited time allocated to this item on the COAG agenda and the nature of the reporting
itself, which is largely focused on implementation data.
26.
As indicated above, there have been significantly fewer, if any, concerted communication efforts
in the case of the JWPA&E or COFI, though there have been some exchanges with the Environment Policy
Committee and the Committee on Scientific and Technological Policy.

10.

See Recommendation N°1.
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Recommendation N°1: The CRP Governing Body should enhance its communication efforts towards the
COAG and COFI through the development of reports that better target policymakers and their interests,
including a clear presentation of the policy implications of its work. It should work with these two
Committees on this initiative, including to ensure an adequate slot on their meeting agendas and
conditions for a meaningful dialogue. The usefulness of reporting directly to the JWPA&E on policy
lessons arising from the work of the Programme should also be considered.
27.
The CRP’s Governing Body is assisted in its work of overseeing the Programme by its Scientific
Advisory Body (SAB), which is tasked with recommending the fellowships and conferences that, from a
scientific point of view, are worthy of sponsorship. Also supporting the Programme is a network of
national correspondents whose role is to disseminate information to scientists and institutions in CRP
members. Some national correspondents are delegates to either the Governing Body or the SAB. While the
SAB ably fulfils its role, this is less the case for the Governing Body and the network of national
correspondents. Little over one-half of CRP members on average send delegates to the annual meeting of
the Governing Body, and not all of those who attend are well informed about the Programme, what it aims
to achieve and the institutional context in which it exists. Furthermore, some are uniquely science oriented
despite the Programme’s mandate including a ‘research into policy’ dimension. While best practice
guidance has been developed to help national correspondents to promote the CRP and support calls for
applications, some continue to have little knowledge of the Programme. Consequently, some CRP
members have effectively participated in the Programme over the review period in name only and as a
result obtain few evident benefits from it. Moreover, this category of members makes up three of the four
having exited the Programme in recent years.
Recommendation N°2: The CRP Governing Body should, in the context of a broader strategy developed
with the aim of reducing the vulnerability of the Programme to a diminishing membership and financial
resources, and of strengthening members’ engagement with it, reinforce its efforts to build connections
with its members, including through the transformation of the role of national correspondents into ‘CRP
ambassadors’, the provision of guidance and ongoing support for delegates, and the identification of an
‘optimal profile’ to help members designate appropriate delegates. It should also examine how members
that have had few successful applications for sponsorship could be assisted in a targeted way to help build
capacity to respond to calls for projects.
28.
The CRP has in place an extensive survey and review process to obtain feedback from sponsored
fellowships and conferences on their implementation, actual and expected impacts. However, the data
generated is not fully exploited, with statistical analyses focusing on implementation and outputs while
tending to be descriptive in nature. No statistical analyses are made of impact data collected through this
process. More generally, data and analyses are not synthesised in a particularly user-friendly way.
Recommendation N°3: The CRP Governing Body should in its analyses of fellowships and conferences
shift towards a stronger focus on impacts to complement analyses on implementation and outputs in its
reports, the contents of which should be redesigned to facilitate their use.
29.
The CRP has succeeded in attracting some new OECD Members, but despite the drawing up of
an action plan aimed at enlarging its membership more broadly, there have been limited tangible results
despite interest amongst some Partner countries in the Programme.
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Recommendation N°4: In the context of a broader strategy developed with the aim of strengthening the
Programme, the CRP Governing Body should reinforce its efforts to engage with OECD Members
outside the Programme and with Partner countries likely to benefit from membership.
4.

Proposed action

30.

In the light of the preceding, the Council is invited to adopt the following draft conclusions:
THE COUNCIL
a)

noted document C(2014)142;

b)

noted that the Evaluation Committee assessment with regard to the Cooperative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for
Sustainable Agricultural Systems (CRP) was “High to Very High” for the
evaluation criteria of relevance, “Medium to High” for effectiveness and
“High” for efficiency;

c)

approved the recommendations proposed by the Evaluation Committee as
set out in document C(2014)142;

d)

invited the CRP Governing Body to:
i)

take the appropriate measures for the implementation of the
recommendations, and to take into account, as relevant, the results of
the evaluation during the next review of its mandate;

ii)

present an action plan corresponding with the recommendations to the
Evaluation Committee before the end of June 2015;

e)

invited the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) and the Fisheries
Committee (COFI) to support the implementation of Recommendation
N°1;

f)

invited the Evaluation Committee to monitor the implementation of the
recommendations and to submit a report on this matter to the Council
before the end of December 2015.
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ANNEX I
OBSERVATIONS, ANALYSES AND ASSESSMENT

1.

Scope and focus of the evaluation

31.
The scope of this evaluation is the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource
Management for Sustainable Agricultural Systems (CRP), its Governing Body and its Scientific Advisory
Body.
32.

2.

The evaluation focused on the period from 2008 to 2013 and covered the following elements:


the orientation and functioning of the CRP from 2008 onwards;



the quality of conferences funded and fellowships awarded by the CRP during the period 2008
to 2013;



the impacts up to the present induced by the aforementioned conferences and fellowships at the
level of CRP members.11
Methodology

33.
The IDE of the CRP was formally launched on 13 January 2014 when the Evaluation Committee
met with the Chair and Vice-chair of its Governing Body and the Chair of its Scientific Advisory Body to
validate the Terms of Reference. The intermediate report was reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its
meeting of 17 June 2014. The draft final report was reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its meeting
of 17 October 2014 and then presented to the Chair and Vice-chair of the CRP Governing Body and the
Chair of its Scientific Advisory Body for discussion and validation on 3 November 2014.
34.
In total, 29 key persons (delegates to the CRP’s Governing Body and the Scientific Advisory
Board, and national correspondents) were interviewed.12 A survey was conducted firstly to collect data on
the relevance of the CRP’s objectives and secondly the extent to which the Programme and its activities are
known in the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) and the Fisheries Committee (COFI) with which it has
intrinsic links by virtue of its mandate. In total, responses were received from 22 of the past and present
CRP members, a participation rate of 78.6%. Data from the Programme’s own surveys and evaluations
were also extensively mobilised, along with other relevant in-house documentary sources.13
3.

Key Programme facts

35.
The CRP was created in 1979. It is a Part II Programme that funds research fellowships and
conferences.14 Twenty-five OECD Members15 are currently members of the Programme, whose current
mandate runs until the end of 2015.16

11.

All of which are also OECD Members.

12.

Relevant OECD officials were also consulted as necessary.

13.

Further information on the conducting of the evaluation can be found in Annex III.

14.

Conferences include workshops, congresses, symposia, etc.
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36.
The CRP is overseen by a Governing Body (GB) and assisted in its work by its Scientific
Advisory Body (SAB). Also supporting the Programme is a network of national correspondents whose role
is to disseminate information to scientists and institutions in participating embers. Unlike most other
OECD bodies, the CRP is not directly involved in the development of products such as analytical reports,
peer reviews or policy recommendations, but provides grants for the funding of transportation and
subsistence cost to scientists in the framework of short-term fellowships (between six weeks and twentysix weeks in length) and conferences.
37.
Project proposals are submitted to the Programme through an open call which takes place each
year. Applications in the course of the current mandate for the 2010 to 2015 period are being invited under
the following three broad themes:17


the natural resources challenge;



sustainability in practice;



the food chain.

38.
The CRP’s work programme is part of Output Area 3.2.3 (Agriculture and Fisheries
Sustainability) of the PWB. The Programme’s mandate contains specific provisions relating its relationship
with the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) and, where appropriate, the Fisheries Committee (COFI).
39.

The CRP’s secretariat is situated in the Trade and Agriculture Directorate (TAD).

4.

Results of the 1st Cycle IDE

40.
The 1st Cycle IDE of CRP was conducted in 2008, covering the period as of 2002 to 2007. The
results of the evaluation were reported in December 2007 [C(2008)96 and C/M(2008)18]. A report on the
implementation of recommendations was subsequently presented in July 2009 [C(2009)98 & CORR1, and
C/M(2009)18].

15.

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States.

16.

In order to be able to review its mandate in the light of the results of the present evaluation, Council
agreed, at its meeting of 15 July 2014, to a one-year extension to 31 December 2015 [C/M(2014)9].

17.

Each of these themes is described in more detail in the Programme brochure that can be found at
http://www.oecd.org/agriculture/crp/2014_Brochure%202010-15_2015%20Campaign.pdf.
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1st IDE Cycle Assessment
Relevance: How well a committee is attuned to the needs of Members’ policymakers.

High

Effectiveness: The extent to which the work of a committee is having an impact on
Members’ policies, if these impacts are in line with a committee’s objectives.

Low

Efficiency: The degree to which a committee is working efficiently, in terms of both how it
functions and the relationship between resources used and outputs produced.

Low

Recommendations and follow up


Recommendation N°1 - The CRP should identify emerging issues with possible policy
implications in consultation with COAG, and where appropriate with COFI, in order to
ensure its relevance in the medium to longer-term. These consultations should also be
used as a means of increasing communication and exchanges between the policy and the
scientific communities.



Recommendation N°2 - The Programme should concentrate its resources on engaging
key policymakers and established scientists on priority issues of international concern,
placing a greater emphasis on conferences and workshops as a means of doing this.



Recommendation N°3 - A significantly increased proportion of supported events should
be based upon topics identified by the OECD’s policy community, via the COAG and
other relevant bodies, rather than in response to a call for proposals addressed to the
Programme’s usual target population.



Recommendation N°4 – The Governing Body should re-establish its strategic role, which
would include providing specific guidance about funding priorities to the Management
Committee. The Management Committee should take on a role primarily of a scientific
advisory committee to the Governing Body.



Recommendation N°5 - The Governing Body should ensure that calls for proposals are
targeted on work areas of high policy interest by identifying specific priority areas for
work in conjunction with COAG, and also where applicable with COFI. The Governing
Body should also examine what other steps are necessary to ensure that funded activities
are coherent with both its scientific and policy objectives.



Recommendation N°6 - The Programme should, in order to ensure an optimal
contribution from its fellowships, establish why the criterion of multi-disciplinarity has
not been applied, and develop an appropriate strategy to improve this situation.



Recommendation N°7 - Plain language summaries of all CRP products, as well as annual
syntheses highlighting policy implications and questions arising from the work supported,
should be prepared by the Programme.

Recommendations

Implementation

By June 2009, actions relative to Recommendations N°1, N°2, N°4, N°5, and N°7 were
reported to be largely well advanced or fully implemented, while Recommendations N°3 and
N°6 were expected to be fully implemented following modifications to the Programme’s
website.
A number of the actions implemented by the Programme in response to the recommendations
also fed into the process of reviewing its present mandate, approved in May 2009. A major
change in the mandate was is that the Programme’s Management Committee was replaced by
a Scientific Advisory Body with responsibility for recommending to the Governing Body the
activities that, from a scientific point of view, are worthy of sponsorship, taking into account
the scope of policy interests identified by the latter. Furthermore, a requirement to consult
with the Committee for Agriculture and, as appropriate, the Committee for Fisheries was
formalised in the mandate.
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5.

Relevance

41.
This section of the report presents an assessment of the extent to which the CRP’s work
programme and mandate objectives respond to its members’ research needs and concerns, as well as its
broader policy context within the OECD.
42.

The underlying analyses focus on:


The degree of alignment between the Programme’s mandate and work programme objectives and
the research needs of its members;



The extent of interest of CRP members in the Programme as evidenced by delegates’ willingness
to travel from capitals to participate in the Governing Body’s meetings;



The extent of interest of OECD Members in the Programme as evidenced by their willingness to
be a CRP member.

5.1
To what extent have the CRP’s work programme and mandate objectives been aligned with
research and policymaking needs of its members?
43.
A survey of CRP stakeholders18 indicates that all five of the Programme’s work programme and
mandate research objectives are considered to be highly or very highly relevant with respect to members’
needs. Being particularly prominent in this regard are the following objectives (see Figure 1, page 15):

18.



to improve the sharing of information internationally and awareness of the latest advances in
agriculture, food, fisheries and forestry science;



to improve the sustainable use of land, water and biodiversity resources in the agriculture,
fisheries and forestry sectors through improved use of advances in scientific knowledge.

In total, 45 responses were received from 23 CRP members. 29% of responses came from CRP delegates,
31% from COAG delegates, 20% from delegates of the COAG’s Joint Working Party on Agriculture and
the Environment (JWPA&E) and 20% from COFI delegates.

14

C(2014)142
Figure 1: Alignment of PWB expected outcomes and mandate objectives to members’ research needs in the
area of the Biological Resource Management for Sustainable Agricultural Systems
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44.
The survey also requested feedback specifically from policymakers (i.e. the COAG, JWPA&E,
and COFI delegates) on the extent to which the provision of “state of the art” knowledge and forward
looking commentary for future direction in fields […] can contribute to the accomplishment of the[ir]
Committee’s mandate through CRP sponsored conferences was relevant. In total, 51% of respondents to
the survey acknowledged that this objective was of high or very high importance for their Committee (see
Figure 2, below).
Figure 2: Relevance of the aim of CRP sponsored conferences to provide “state of the art” knowledge and
forward looking commentary for future direction in fields that can contribute to the accomplishment of the
COAG and COFI mandates (% of responding delegates)

Source: Survey

45.
Alignment of the CRP’s work programme with policy priorities in the area of agriculture was
reaffirmed when the COAG met at Ministerial Level in 2010 and from which a number of key topics
emerged. These included food security and safety, climate change, water, waste and trade issues, all of
which had been addressed by CRP sponsored conferences and fellowships, and would remain important for
the Programme through to the end of its current mandate.19
46.
Feedback from interviewees similarly highlights the relevance of the policy dimension of the
CRP’s mandate, both in the OECD context and more broadly at international level.

19.

TAD/PR/II/M(2012)1.
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5.2
To what extent is the CRP’s Governing Body attracting its members’ delegates to participate in
meetings?
47.
Capital-based delegate participation from OECD Members in Part I committees has been on a
slight downwards trend over the period from 2008 to 2013, while in the case of the CRP Governing Body20
there has been a slightly less rapid fall (See Figure 3, below).
Figure 3: Evolution of capital-based delegate participation in the CRP Governing Body for 2008-13 compared
to overall participation in OECD Part I committees 21
100%
90%
80%

70%
60%

ALL

50%

CRP-GB

40%
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Linear (CRP-GB)

30%
20%
10%
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Source: Meeting summaries and EMS

48.
Participation from capitals in the 2010 meeting of the Governing Body was somewhat lower than
average due to adverse weather conditions in Europe.22
49.
In five of the six years of the review period, participation by delegates from capitals in the
Governing Body has exceeded the highest level observed during the 2006 and 200723 (See Figure 4,
page 18).

20.

CRP members and the EU, which attends the meetings of the Governing Body by virtue of its sui generis
status defined by the Supplementary Protocol No. 1 to the OECD Convention.

21.

All Level I OECD bodies in existence at some point during the review period and responsible for work
funded from the Part I budget.

22.

Excluding the 2010 Governing Body meeting from the data does not significantly modify the results of the
analysis of capital-based delegate participation.

23.

Usually the reference period covers three years. However, no standalone Governing Body meeting was
held in 2005.
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Figure 4 Capital-based delegate participation in the CRP Governing Body for 2008-13 benchmarked against
2006-0724
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50.
Furthermore, the European Union has, since 2010, attended most Governing Body meetings,
while Chile, Estonia and Israel have also been present at some meetings as Invitees.
5.3

To what extent is the CRP attracting OECD Members?

51.
For most of the period from 2007 to 2013, there were 26 OECD Members in the CRP. Prior to
the accession of four new OECD Members as of 2010, this corresponded with a membership rate of 84%.
Since 2011, CRP membership has been situated at 69% due to four of its longstanding members exiting the
Programme25 in the recent years and two of the four new members deciding to join (See Figure 5, page 19).

24.

The Governing Body meets annually, though in 2012 an extraordinary meeting was held to discuss the
departure from the Programme of one of its members.

25.

Greece and Portugal left the Programme at the end of 2011 and France at the end of 2012. Data for 2014
includes the exit of Poland which was announced in January 2014 and will become effective in January
2015. Chile became a member at the start of 2013 and Estonia at the start of 2014.

18

C(2014)142
Figure 5: Share and number of OECD Members in the CRP membership for 2008-14 benchmarked
against 2005-07
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52.
Feedback from interviews suggests that decisions on exiting the Programme have been taken at
least in part as a response to increased resource constraints. However, three of the four CRP members
having recently left the Programme had not sent a delegate to the Governing Board, either Paris or capitalbased, since at least 2006.
5.4

Assessment

53.
The assessment of relevance draws on the abovementioned indicators, benchmarked and
weighted as follows:


All the Programme’s objectives, reflecting both research and policy outcomes are assessed by at
least one-half of members as being highly or very highly aligned with their needs (see Figure 1,
page 15, and Figure 2, page 16). This corresponds with a sub-rating for relevance of ‘very high’
(see Table 1, page 21). This sub-rating rating carries a weighting of 50%, i.e. it has the same
weight as the indicators for CRP membership and capital-based delegate participation in the CRP
Governing Body combined.



Capital-based delegate participation of members in the CRP Governing Body has been on a
downward trend during the review period, declining slightly less quickly steeply than the overall
trend for OECD Part I Committees (see Figure 3, page17). Furthermore, in all but one of the
seven years covered by the evaluation, it has exceeded the highest level observed during 2006-07
reference period (see Figure 4 page 18) These observations correspond with an increase in the
relevance for the Programme since the previous evaluation when it was assessed as ‘high’)’,
hence a sub-rating of ‘high to very high’ (see Table 2, page 2121). This sub-rating rating carries a
weighting of 25%.
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The number and percentage of OECD Members in the CRP has fallen during the review period
with the departure of some Members as the Organisation has expanded. Despite these changes,
the membership of the Programme has, however, remained relatively stable overall. These
observations correspond with no change in the relevance for the Programme since the previous
evaluation (see Figure 5 and Table 3 on pages 19 and 22), hence a sub-rating of ‘high’. This subrating carries a weighting of 25%.

54.
Considering these results and the weightings given to the indicators, the relevance of the
Programme is assessed as HIGH to VERY HIGH.
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Table 1: To what extent have the CRP’s mandate objectives and expected outcomes aligned with the needs of policymakers?
% of mandate objectives and expected outcomes assessed by at least one-half of Members as being highly or very highly a aligned with their policy
needs

Ratings

Very Low

%

0% to 16%

Very
Low to
Low
17% to
23%

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

Assessment

High to
Very
High
77% to
83%

Very High
84% to 100%
CRP

Table 2: To what extent is the CRP Governing Body attracting experts and policymakers to participate in its meetings?

Capital-based delegate participation of OECD Members in the CRP Governing Body benchmarked against the reference period
Capital-based delegate participation in the review period regularly (66% or
more of the time):

exceeds the highest level for reference period of six proceeding Significantly increased relevance
CRP
years
Increased relevance

exceeds average for reference period of six proceeding years

falls below the average for reference period of six preceding years Decreased relevance
Significantly decreased relevance

falls below the lowest for reference period of six preceding years
Capital-based delegate participation in the review period has been stable, Unchanged relevance
and is thus outside the above categories
Capital-based delegate participation from OECD Members in the CRP Governing Body compared to overall participation in Part I
OECD Committees
Trend line in capital-based delegate participation is:
Assessment:
Increased relevance

upwards
No significant change in relevance
CRP

downwards but less than overall trend for OECD Committees
Decreased relevance

downwards

21

C(2014)142
Table 3: To what extent is the CRP attracting OECD Members?
Share of OECD Members in CRP membership for 2008-14 against the reference period
Share of OECD Members in the CRP membership in the review period regularly (66%
or more of the time):

Assessment:



exceeds the highest level for reference period of three proceeding years

Significantly increased relevance



exceeds average for reference period of three proceeding years

Increased relevance



falls below the average for reference period of three preceding years

Decreased relevance



falls below the lowest for reference period of three preceding years

Significantly decreased relevance

Share of OECD Members in the CRP membership in the review period has been stable,
and is thus outside the above categories

Unchanged relevance

CRP

Evolution of the number of OECD Members in the CRP membership during the review period
Number of OECD Members in the CRP membership in the review period


has increased* regularly (66% or more of the years):

Significantly increased relevance



has increased* (between 33% and 65% of the years):

Increased relevance



has decreased (between 33% and 65% of the years):

Decreased relevance



has decreased (66% or more of the years):

Significantly decreased relevance

The number of OECD Members in the CRP membership in the review period has been
stable, and is thus outside or within several of the above categories
* Or remained stable at 100% of OECD membership
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6.

Effectiveness

55.
This section of the report presents an analysis and assessment of the research and potential policy
impacts arising from the Programme’s sponsored fellowships and conferences.
6.1

What has been the research impact of the Programme 2008 to 2013?

56.
The CRP aims to have an impact on research, primarily through its sponsorship of scientists to
conduct research projects in a laboratory in a different country to the one in which they are based. These
fellowships can be as short 6 weeks or be up to 26 weeks in length.
57.
Using the CRP’s own surveys of fellows and their host institutions, research impacts of
fellowships between 2008 and 2013 are commented below and presented in Figure 6, where they are
benchmarked against the 2005 to 2007 period whenever possible and with respect to a threshold of 66% of
fellowships achieving research impacts.
58.
The CRP’s mandate (Article 2(a)) indicates that fellowships will facilitate and support the
building of global networks in advanced research. In this context, the key research impacts of the
Programme, resulting from fellowships, are the construction of global networks and international
cooperation, which as well as improving information sharing at international level on scientific advances,
can also contribute to reducing the duplication of research and support the exploitation of synergies. At a
more operational level, this type of impact can to some extent be discerned from the continued or future
cooperation or collaboration of the research institutions of sponsored fellows, and through the possibility of
research fellows building broader networks provided by their attendance of meetings in the country and/or
region of their host institution or at international level in the context of their fellowship.
59.
According to data collected by the CRP’s surveys, following almost all sponsored fellowships in
the 2008-2013 period, the host institution indicated that it would continue to cooperate with the fellow’s
home institution, a similar outcome to that observed during the reference period. In many cases,
professional contacts between institutes predated the fellowship, indicating that both the underpinning of
existing networks as well as the creation of new ones was taking place. From the fellows’ perspective, the
possibility of future collaboration between the host and home institutes was also strong, fluctuating
between 90% and 100% of fellowships. This possibility is reported to be slightly but consistently higher
than the average of 87% for the 2005-07 period. In the case of the participation of fellows in national,
regional and international meetings during the period of their fellowship, this fell back sharply in 2008
against the backdrop of the financial and economic crisis, compared to the 2005-07 average of 84% to less
than 40%. As of 2010, the percentage of fellowships involving this sort of networking activity has been
situated at around 60%.
60.
Another expected key research impact of the Programme is the strengthening of scientific
knowledge through the production of joint publications that benefit from the multi-disciplinary nature of
the fellowships.26 In this context, the share of fellowships resulting in joint publications, as reported by
fellows, has increased significantly compared to the average for 2005-07 of 71%, to reach over 90%.
61.
In some cases, the patenting of research findings may result from a fellowship. Feedback
obtained from both host institutions and sponsored fellows suggests, however, that given the type of
research (e.g. with an economics dimension) and/or the nature of the projects undertaken (e.g. concerning a
26.

The extent to a proposed project involves interactions between scientific disciplines, and the potential
fellow is ready to engage with those beyond the research community to explore wider societal implications,
is one of the selection criteria for research fellowships.
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sub-component of a bigger project), fellowships are generally unlikely to directly result in patents.27 While
some fellowships have been reported as giving rise to a likely patent, this has been a rare occurrence and in
2012 and 2013 no instances of possible patents were reported by either fellows or their host institutions.
62.
With respect to the benchmark of two-thirds of fellowships resulting in the identified research
impacts, this is exceeded in the areas of continued collaboration and cooperation between institutions
throughout the review period and, as of 2010, by the production of joint publications.
Figure 6: Research impacts - % of fellowships contributing to the construction of global networks, enhancing
international cooperation and/or are likely result in a patent**
100%
Continuation of cooperation with
fellow’s institution (Hosts) (2008-13)
Continuation of cooperation with
fellow’s institution (Hosts) (Average
2005-07) (98%)
Possible future collaboration (Fellows)
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90%

80%

Possible future collaboration (Fellows)
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70%
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international meetings (Fellows) (200813)
Attendance in regional, national or
international meetings (Fellows)
(Average 2005-07) (84%)
Joint publications (Fellows) (2008-13)

60%

50%

Joint publications (Fellows) (Average
2005-07) (71%)
Likely patenting of research (Hosts)
(2008-13)

40%
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30%
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Source: CRP self-evaluations [TAD/PR/II/RD(2007)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)5, TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2010)2,
TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)1 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)1]
* Early 2013 data only
** Feedback from hosts on likely patents only started to be collected as of 2007.

27.

TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)1 and TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)1.
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63.
Relatively few interviewees beyond those in the CRP’s Scientific Advisory Body were in a
position to provide additional insights into the research impacts of individual fellowships, which like
research impacts in general result from processes that have highly uncertain outcomes and tend to manifest
themselves over the longer term. However, some interviewees were able to point to enduring collaborative
relationships (e.g. some five years after a fellowship). A follow-up survey of all fellows sponsored between
2000 and 2009 was conducted by the CRP in 2012. While this exercise covers only the first two years of
the review period, it shows that a sizeable majority of fellowships (80 to 90%) have given rise to ongoing
collaboration between the ex-fellow and his/her host or the publication of joint papers.28 One recent
example of the outcomes of a fellowship that took place in 2011, focusing on the economics of sustainable
food production, is the publication of two articles in Applied Economics Perspectives and Policy and the
Journal of Agricultural and Food Industrial Organization. The fellowship also contributed to the
publication of a book in 2013 of interest for policymaking in the area of food sustainability.29
64.
The Programme seeks to foster research impacts by encouraging aspiring fellows to contact CRP
theme leaders in order to optimise the quality of their proposals and their alignment with its objectives.
During the selection process, particular emphasis is placed on the likelihood that fellowships will lead to
lasting international collaboration, particularly between more established scientists who do not necessarily
have access to the same range of programmes available to support them as younger researchers. Feedback
from interviewees suggests that established scientists are probably best suited to manage the preparation
and planning required to fully benefit from the short duration of sponsored fellowships and the relatively
limited funding received.
6.2

What has been the potential for policy impact of the Programme 2008 to 2013?

65.
The CRP aims to have an impact on policy30, primarily through its sponsorship of conferences as
a means informing policymakers, as well as industry and academic world, of current and future research,
scientific developments and opportunities on issues of relevance to both the Programme’s and the OECD’s
policy priorities.
66.
Between 200931 and 2013, more than two-thirds of conferences, which have been more numerous
in the current programming period, have systematically received a ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ rating32 from
the Programme’s theme coordinators in terms of the extent to which they have informed the public debate
and general OECD policy, and complemented other OECD programmes. The most significant evolution
over this period has been proportion of conferences assessed performing strongly with respect to informing
the public debate, increasing from 75% of events in 2009 to 100% in 2011, 2012 and 2013.

28.

Presentation by the SAB Chair to the November 2012 meeting of the CRP’s Governing Body.

29.

http://www.oecd.org/tad/crp/Jayson%20Lusk_The%20Food%20Police.pdf.

30.

As in the case of research impact, the policy impact of research often takes place over the longer term and
can be difficult to discern. Consequently, this analysis focuses on potential policy impact and is largely
based on the CRP’s own data, notably the assessment of conferences SAB delegates in their role as theme
coordinators, which is informed by the results of surveys of conference participants.

31.

The assessment of conferences by theme coordinators has become gradually more systematic since 2008.
Insufficient data exists prior to this year to establish a meaningful benchmark against which more recent
data can be compared.

32.

The rating scale employed is ‘Weak’, ‘Fair’, ‘Good’, ‘Very Good’ and ‘Excellent’.
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Figure 7: Potential for policy impact - % of conferences assessed by theme organisers as ‘very good’ or
‘excellent’ in terms of informing the public debate, being complimentary to other OECD programmes and
coherent with general OECD policy
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TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)2 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)2]

67.

There are a number of ways in which the Programme seeks to foster policy impact:


during programming, by shifting more resources into sponsoring an increased number of
conferences;



during the selection process, by not funding events that would take place without the
Programme’s support, by the active screening of proposals for their policy relevance and
potential impact and by ensuring participation of speakers and other participants from multiple
countries;



after conferences have taken place, through the systematic peer reviewing of conference
proceedings.

68.
Conferences, according to feedback from interviewees, are also the most practical means for the
Programme to achieve multi-disciplinarity, between different fields of research, and in the broader sense of
exchanges between scientists and policymakers.
69.
CRP delegates during interviews as well as feedback from conference organisers have provided a
number of examples of areas in which policy impacts have occurred as a result of the Programme,
including sustainable agriculture standards, soil biodiversity in environmental policy and sustainable land
management, quality assurance standards for dealing with worms and other parasites, livestock diseases,
the use of antibiotics in agriculture, the farming of medicinal crops, the development of plant-based
vaccines, pest risk mapping in the context of development assistance for agricultural activities, and
bridging the research-policy gap in agricultural innovation, climate change and agriculture.
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70.
Fellowships are also intended to support policy impact, though less emphasis is placed on this
type of outcome during the selection process than is the case for conferences. On the conclusion of
fellowships, fellows are required to post a ‘plain language’ summary report, which includes a statement of
the relevance of the research undertaken to agriculture and food policy.33
71.
A key channel through which policy impact from the Programme’s work is intended to occur is
via COAG delegates and to a lesser extent through COFI delegates34, including in relation to the
accomplishment of the mandates of their Committees, as per Article 2(a) of the CRP mandate which states
that sponsored conferences will provide “state of the art” knowledge and forward looking commentary for
future direction in fields that can contribute to the mandate of COAG (and COFI, where appropriate).
72.
A survey of COAG (including delegates to its Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the
Environment (JWPA&E)) and COFI delegates indicates that almost one-half of respondents have at best a
medium level of awareness of the Programme and its activities, with fewer than a quarter having a high or
very high level. Excluding COFI and JWPA&E delegates and focusing exclusively on the awareness of
COAG delegates - the main ‘policy clients’ of the CRP during its current mandate - results in a relatively
modest increase with a high or very high level of awareness reaching 28% compared to 22-23% (see
Figure 8, below).

33.

See Recommendation N°7 of the 1st Cycle IDE.

34.

Interactions with the Fisheries Committee (COFI) are mandated to take place ‘where appropriate’. In this
context, since 2008 there has been limited direct engagement with COFI.
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Figure 8: COAG (including JWPA&E) and COFI delegates’ awareness of the CRP and its activities
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73.
A review of CRP annual reports to the COAG reveals that while they provide useful information
on Programme implementation, how to access conference and fellowship reports, as well as succinct
conference summaries, information in a form that could provide a direct contribution to substantive policy
reflections by the Committee’s delegates is absent.35
6.3

Assessment

74.
The assessment of effectiveness draws on the abovementioned indicators, while taking into
account the extent to which (potential) impacts are occurring in response to relevant research needs and the
in the context of the COAG (and COFI) mandates.
75.
With regard to the impact of fellowships, the four indicators used show that it has been higher
than the average level for the 2005-2007 period during 2008-13 in thirteen out of twenty-four instances
(i.e. four indicators relating to a period of six years, see Figure 6, page 24), when data on patents is
excluded from the assessment. Furthermore, the benchmark of two-thirds of fellowships resulting in the
identified research impacts has been exceeded in sixteen out of twenty-four instances. All three indicators
relating to potential impacts of conferences over the five-year period for which data is available have
exceeded the threshold of two-thirds of conferences assessed as being ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ (see
Figure 7, page 26). Applying an equal weight to both research and policy impacts, in line with the relative
35.

See for example TAD/CA/RD(2013)7.
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budget shares over the review period of sponsored fellowships and conferences,36 and taking into account:
i) that all the CRP’s research objectives are considered to be highly relevant (see Figure 2, page 16); and ii)
that while around one-half of COAG (including JWPA&E) and COFI delegates surveyed acknowledge the
relevance of the CRP’s policy-focused objective, a considerably smaller proportion have a high or very
high level of awareness of the Programme and its activities (see Figure 8, page 27), the effectiveness of the
Programme is assessed as MEDIUM TO HIGH.

36.

[[13/24]+[16/24]]+ [15/15]*3.2 = 77/96 = 80%
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Table 4: To what extent have CRP sponsored fellowships and conferences had a research impact (i.e. contributing to the construction of global networks
and enhancing international cooperation)?
% of instances where the research impacts of fellowships have exceeded the average level for 2005-07 and the 66% benchmark and % of conferences
where potential policy impacts have exceeded a threshold level of 66%, modulated by the awareness of the agriculture and fisheries policymaking
communities as represented in the COAG and COFI

Ratings

Very Low

%

0% to 16%

Very
Low to
Low
17% to
23%

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

Assessment

High to
Very
High
77% to
83%
CRP

30

Very High
84% to 100%
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7.

Efficiency

76.
This section of the report presents an assessment of the extent to which the Programme is leading
to outputs of the requisite quality for the resources employed (technical efficiency) and how well it is
functioning (process efficiency).
77.
The analysis of technical efficiency is primarily based on data obtained through the Programme’s
own surveys, which is complemented as relevant with data generated through interviews.
78.
The analysis of process efficiency uses data collected from relevant documentation and
interviews.
7.1

Implementation of the Programme

79.
Over the review period, a total of 207 fellowships and 51 conferences have been implemented
with the support of the Programme. The 2010-14 period has seen a fall of 16% in the average number of
sponsored fellowships per year compared to the final two years of the 2005-09 programme, with the exit of
France having a particularly noticeable effect in 2013. By contrast, sponsored conferences have increased
by 46% due to a strategic shift decided by the Governing Body in the balance of funding towards this type
of programme output.37
Table 5

Programme outputs
Programme 2005-09

Programme 2010-13

Year

Total
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Nb of Fellowships

39

39

36

33

37

23

207

Nb of Conferences

6

7

9

10

10

9

51

Source: TAD

80.
The lower number of fellowships per year in the 2010-14 Programme has been accompanied by
an increase in the average award of 14% compared to the tail-end of the 2005-09 Programme as a
consequence of the increase from 2 weeks to 6 weeks in the minimum length of a fellowship. With respect
to conferences, there has been a shift to making significantly more modest awards (-33%) for smaller,
more focused events in the current programming period.38
81.
Fellowships and conferences are recommended for funding after being assessed by the SAB with
regard to a set of criteria focusing mainly on policy and programme relevance, scientific excellence,
feasibility, multi-disciplinarity and potential for impact. Different weightings and interpretations are used
as necessary, with the policy relevance for the COAG and the CRP being the most highly weighted
criterion in the case of conferences.
82.
Over the 2008-2013 period, most conferences and fellowships addressed topics relating to
agriculture and/or food, with significantly fewer focusing directly or indirectly on fisheries or on forestry.
83.
Some CRP delegates highlighted the limited number of fellowships awarded to their country’s
scientists, and in this context there may be perceptions that the size of members’ financial contributions to
the Programme is an important determinant in the overall selection of fellowships for funding. However,
37.

See Recommendation N°2 of the 1st Cycle IDE.

38.

See Annex I for budget data.
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an analysis of the number of fellowship applications recommended per Programme member (based on
fellows’ nationalities) for funding over the 2010 to 2014 period shows a different picture.
84.
The analysis finds that whilst there is a clear positive correlation between the scale of CRP
member contributions (which generally speaking will be positively correlated to the size of their research
population) and the number of researchers from a member recommended for funding, the same can equally
be said for the scale of CRP member contributions and the number of applications made per member.39
However, the variation in the award rate (% of applications recommended per member) is extremely
weakly, if at all, explained by either of these two variables. In short, while the number of applications and
recommendations for awards per CRP member are both determined to a large extent by the size of the
research population, the percentage of successful applications for awards per member is determined by
other factors. The above analysis is consistent with assertions made by delegates involved in the selection
process in which the scientific quality of fellowship proposals is the main determinant of funding
recommendations.
85.
Reports from fellows and feedback from interviewees suggests that there are significant
variations in how well the CRP is known in its members as well as the level of national correspondents’
knowledge of the Programme and the extent to which they actively promote it. Against this backdrop,
some members’ responses to calls for fellowship applications have been rather limited, with around onethird submitting on average no more than one application per annum over the 2011-14 period. The majority
of these ‘low application’ members have not succeeded in having a single fellowship funded during these
four years. The need for action in this regard was acknowledged by the Governing Body in 200940, when it
discussed the role of national correspondents and how it could be optimised, an issue it again visited in
2012.41
86.
In response to these difficulties, a best practice guide has been developed to help national
correspondents to promote the Programme and support calls for applications. Following this initiative,
2014 saw a ‘rebound’ in the number of applications compared to 2013, a significant fall in the number of
members not making applications, and a reported increase in their quality.42
87.
There have also been concerns that a requirement for fellows to have a permanent post in order to
maximise opportunities for follow up work and continued collaboration disadvantages certain members
where few such posts exist. As a consequence, during the selection process, an emphasis has been put on
continuity of the post of applicants rather than their position being a permanent post per se.
88.
In the case of conferences, funding has been provided (2010-13) or recommended (2014) to 17
different CRP members, with speakers from across the entirety of the membership being invited to
participate in the events.43

39.

A regression analysis of number of fellowship applications recommended per CRP member (as the
dependent variable) and scale of member contributions and the number of applications made by a member
(independent variables) indicates a statistically significant relationship (F and p values) in both cases and
that 84% (R2) of the variation in fellowship applications recommended is explained by these two variables.

40.

TAD/PR/II/M(2009)2.

41.

TAD/PR/II/M(2012)1.

42.

TAD/PR/II/M(2013)2.

43.

TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)3 and TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)5/REV.
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89.
The CRP has in place an extensive survey process to obtain feedback from sponsored fellows and
their hosts inter alia on actual and expected research impacts of its fellowships. In the case of conferences,
participants provide feedback that is used to inform assessments undertaken by theme coordinators that
include an appreciation of their potential policy impacts. In addition, one conference per year is the object
of an evaluation by an independent observer. A statistical analysis of fellowships and conferences is
produced on an annual basis, focusing on implementation and outputs. However, analyses tend to be
descriptive in nature and there is no statistical analysis is made of the available impact data.44
7.2
What is the quality of the Programme’s fellowships and conferences and their related
products?
90.
Based on feedback from the CRP’s survey of fellows’ host institutions, the extent to which
fellowships had or were expected to result in refereed scientific publications (i.e. peer reviewed to ensure
their research quality) between 2008 and 2013 is presented in Figure 9, benchmarked against the 2005 to
2007 period. The percentage of fellowships giving rise to expectations of or actual scientific publications
has increased from its low point of 71% in 2010 to over 90% in 2013. Consequently, a steep fall in
expectations following the 2005-07 reference period when over 90% of fellowships were expected to result
in publications, has been progressively reversed and in 2013 exceeded the pre-2008 figure (see Figure 9,
below).
91.
With regard to the benchmark of two-thirds of fellowships resulting in expected refereed
scientific publications, this was exceeded throughout the review period.

44.

The exception to this is an analysis of the results of a follow-up survey of all fellows sponsored between
2000 and 2009 conducted in 2012.
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Figure 9: Output quality - % of fellowships expected by hosts to result in a refereed scientific publication
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Source: CRP self-evaluations [TAD/PR/II/RD(2007)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)5, TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2010)2,
TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)1 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)1]

92.
Over the period from 2008 to 2013, of the 207 fellowships sponsored by the Programme more
than 80% and as many as 90% took place without problems being experienced by fellows. This compares
to an average during the 2005-07 reference period of 94%. Not all instances where problems are reported
relate the Programme, with dealing with visa arrangements and exchange rate fluctuations being examples
of the types of difficulties encountered by fellows. In most years covered by the review, 100% of hosts
considered the fellowship period as taking place beneficially against an average of 95% during the
reference period (see Figure 10, below).
93.
With regard to the benchmark of two-thirds of fellowships taking place beneficially for hosts and
problem free for fellows, this was exceeded throughout the review period.
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Figure 10: Design and implementation quality - % of fellowships taking place beneficially for hosts and
problem-free for fellows
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Source: CRP self-evaluations [TAD/PR/II/RD(2007)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)5, TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2010)2,
TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)1, TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)1 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)1]

94.
Between 2009 and 2013, more than two-thirds of conferences have systematically received a
‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ rating from the Programme’s theme coordinators in terms of their scientific
excellence and (anticipated) publications. More specifically, in all but one of the years covered by the
data, 100% of conferences were so assessed with respect to their scientific excellence. In the case of
conference-related publications, the proportion assessed as very good or excellent has varied from one year
to the next, ranging from 83% to 100% (see Figure 11, page 34).
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Figure 11: Output quality - % of conferences assessed by theme organisers as being ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’
in terms of their scientific excellence and publications
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Source: CRP self-evaluations [TAD/PR/II/RD(2007)2, TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)6, TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)2, TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)2,
TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)2 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)2]

95.
From 2009 to 2013, theme coordinators assessed all 45 sponsored conferences as ‘very good’ or
‘excellent’ with regard to their design and implementation, namely with respect to the pertinence of topics
addressed, the multi-disciplinary nature of the events and the reputations of invited speakers. While the
vast majority of conferences are highly multi-disciplinary, this characteristic has become less prevalent as
of 2011 (see Figure 12, page 35).
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Figure 12: Design and implementation quality - % of conferences assessed by theme organisers as being ‘very
good’ or ‘excellent’ in terms of the pertinence of topics, multi-disciplinarity and reputation of speakers
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Source: CRP self-evaluations [TAD/PR/II/RD(2007)2, TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)6, TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)2, TAD/PR/II/RD(2011)2,
TAD/PR/II/RD(2012)2 & TAD/PR/II/RD(2013)2]

96.
Feedback from conference participants also provides a positive picture of the design and
implementation of conferences, a significant majority of which are reported to not duplicate other events
and to responded attendees’ expectations (see Figure 13, page 36).

37

C(2014)142
Figure 13: Design and implementation quality - % of conferences assessed by participants as not duplicating
other events and responding to their expectations
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97.
It is reported that the SAB plays a very active role in ensuring the quality of sponsored
conferences, notably by suggesting how the event should be organised and who should be invited in order
to obtain an appropriate degree of policy relevance, multi-disciplinarity and policymaker presence.
7.3

How efficiently has the Governing Body been functioning?

7.3.1

Setting the Programme’s orientations

98.
The CRP mandate (Article 4(b)) states that the Governing Body shall […] in consultation with
the COAG and, where appropriate the COFI, identify the scope of policy interests and […] ensure that the
activities to be undertaken are of relevance to the scientific and policy communities in agriculture.
99.
The broad orientations of the CRP were reaffirmed in an Annex to its current mandate45 and
integrated into its current programme. These were developed by a Reflection Group set up by the
Governing Body and composed of delegates and scientific experts.46 The mandate was the object of
consideration by the COAG which agreed that it be submitted to Council for approval.47 The Governing
45.

C(2009)49.

46.

The Reflection Group concluded that the three programme themes (the natural resources
challenge; sustainability in practice and the food chain) continue to be relevant and will provide
sufficient flexibility for the delivery of the Programme while encompassing the growing suite of
priorities from both the policy and research communities and in the light of the overarching
responsibility to respond to the challenges of climate change and policy coherence for
development [TAD/PR/II/RD(2008)1/REV2].

47.

TAD/CA/M(2009)1.

38

C(2014)142
Body also agreed (see 6.1) to place a stronger focus on achieving policy impact by increasing the share of
funding for conferences compared to fellowships from 30/70 to 50/50.48
100.
It is against this backdrop that a set of specific priorities for agriculture and fisheries research and
possible CRP work priorities were identified, informed by the CRP’s 2008 ‘Vision for the Future’ meeting
and its 2009 conference on ‘Challenges for Agricultural Research’. These actions subsequently fed into the
development of the CRP’s work programme in 2009 and 2010 for the 2011-12 PWB period. In line with
the CRP mandate, its work programme was submitted to the COAG before finalisation for comments.49
Furthermore, key issues identified by the COAG in the framework of its 2011-12 work programme were
noted as being significant for the subsequent implementation of the Programme as an input into process for
awarding fellowship and conference sponsorship.50
101.
With respect to the development of the CRP’s 2013-14 work programme in 2011 and 2012, the
Governing Body was invited to consider the key challenges identified at the 2010 COAG Ministerial-level
meeting, the launching of work on a Green Growth Strategy agreed by the 2011 Meeting of Council at
Ministerial level (MCM), issues identified in a G20 context and the proposed orientations of the COAG
2013-14 work programme. Following its development, the draft work programme was submitted to COAG
for information.51
102.
More generally, the COAG Secretariat makes presentations to the Governing Body on its work,
for example with regard to the G20, and on specific topics being undertaken of possible interest to the CRP
and to which it may want to contribute.
103.
The development of the CRP’s 2015-16 work programme is currently underway with the
Governing Body being informed of topics under discussions in the COAG, the Environment Policy
Committee (EPOC) and their Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment.52
104.
Although orientations have been provided by the COAG to the CRP with regard to the
development of its work programme, the extent to which they have involved active discussions between
the two bodies appears to have diminished over the review period. This observation is supported by
interviewees who were not able to refer to any joint discussions, at least in recent times, around the work
programme. However, it is reported that broad ranging consultations will be launched in the framework of
preparing the next mandate of the Governing Body.
7.3.2

The Governing Body

105.
The Governing Body meets annually, primarily to decide the following year’s annual programme
of fellowships and conferences and its related budget, which it does with the support of its Scientific
Advisory Body (SAB).
106.
The SAB is composed of six highly regarded scientists with familiarity with the policy process. It
is charged with recommending to the Governing Body the activities that, from a scientific point of view,
are worthy of sponsorship. This is done while also taking into account the scope of policy interests
48.

TAD/PR/II/M(2010)2.

49.

TAD/PR/II/RD(2009)10.

50.

TAD/PR/II/RD(2010)1 ;

51.

TAD/PR/II(2011)4.

52.

TAD/PR/II(2013)5.
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identified by the Governing Body.53 The SAB’s recommendations for funding, drawn up following
specifically developed guidelines, along with their rationale are presented by the SAB Chair to the
Governing Body.
107.
All interviewees highlight the high quality of the work undertaken by the SAB and the
satisfactory division of labour between it and the Governing Body. This contrasts, however, with
observations made on the limited active participation of many delegates in Governing Board meetings, as
well as in some cases a low level of understanding of the Programme and what it aims to achieve, and
feedback that indicates that some have little knowledge of the OECD and its mission. This is a reflection of
the apparently limited orientations given to new delegates and the few opportunities available for
developing a good understanding of the Programme in its institutional context. Furthermore, some
delegates have a purely science-related function, with no role or link to policy in their national
administration. Consequently, they have a rather narrow view of the Programme, focusing mainly on
fellowships as an end in themselves and/or on the extent to which researchers from their own country are
able to obtain funding.
7.3.3

Interactions within the OECD structure

108.
As previously indicated in 6.2 and 7.3.1, the mandate of the CRP clearly envisages a strong
institutional link between the Programme and the Committee for Agriculture (COAG), as well as a more
‘needs-based’ linkage to the Fisheries Committee (COFI), in order to ensure policy relevance and impact.
In addition, Article 2(b) of the mandate indicates that the CRP will regularly consult with the COAG (and
COFI, where appropriate) on its activities, direction and outcomes [while] the COAG (and COFI, where
appropriate) will provide its observations and guidance to the CRP as necessary.
109.
A number of actions have been put into place with the aim of ensuring information flows
between the two bodies, the most regular being the transmission every year of a list of conferences to be
sponsored by the CRP and an activity report presented annually by the CRP Chair to the COAG.
110.
On a more one-off basis, the CRP’s follow up to the 1st Cycle IDE was discussed in the COAG
in 2008,54 and in 2009, 2011 and 2013 the CRP supported and participated in conferences organised by the
COAG:


What future for the Agriculture and Food Sectors in an Increasingly Globalised World? (2009);



Agricultural Knowledge Systems (2011);



Livestock Disease Policies: Building Bridges between Animal Sciences and Economics (2013).

111.
Interactions within the Secretariat also allow the transmission of relevant information, for
example if work programmed or being conducted by the COAG is on a similar topic that is being
addressed by a CRP-funded conference, and the identification of applications for fellowships and
conferences of particular interest to the COAG.

53.

The SAB, with a mandate to focus on providing advice on scientific excellence, was created in 2010,
replacing the Management Committee which the 1st Cycle IDE (Recommendation N°4) found to have been
playing not only a scientific and technical role, but also the strategic role that should have been taken by
the Governing Body [C(2008)96 and C(2009)98].

54.

TAD/CA/M(2008)2.
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112.
On a more substantive level, an ‘open forum’ session held at each Governing Board meeting in
recent years, with the exception of 2013, has taken place back-to-back with one of COAG’s plenary
sessions thereby facilitating delegates’ participation.
113.
In 2012, it was observed by the Chair in the course of the Governing Body meeting there was an
increasing appreciation of the CRP in the COAG, but more time was needed on the COAG agenda for the
CRP Chair’s report to allow for a more constructive and better dialogue between the two bodies55 and that
participation of COAG delegates in the CRP Governing Body ‘open forum’ sessions has tended to be
limited.56 Progress on establishing closer relations between the two bodies was, however, reported as
having been explicitly recognised by COAG in 2013.57
114.
A review of COAG meeting summaries confirms the regular attendance of the CRP Chair at
COAG meetings. At these sessions, invitations were made to COAG delegates to participate in the CRP’s
open sessions and for the COAG Chair to attend meetings of the CRP Governing Body. At the COAG
second meeting of 2011, it was noted that delegates supported the new emphasis on policy linkages of CRP
activities and expressed interest in hearing more about results at the Committee. Since then, however,
presentations of the CRP’s activities have continued to focus on programming and activity reporting.
115.
Interactions between the CRP and the COAG also take place within the Joint Working on
Agriculture and Environment (JWPA&E), which is also a sub-body of the Environment Policy Committee
(EPOC). The current CRP Chair is also a member of the Joint Working Party’s Bureau, which is regularly
informed about sponsored conferences and fellowships, with those of particular interest for it being
specifically highlighted. Reciprocally, topics of interest to the JWPA&E have been flagged up by the CRP
Chair.58
116.
With respect to other OECD bodies beyond the COAG, whilst there does not appear to have been
any direct engagement with the Fisheries Committee (COFI) and limited if any discussion of the CRP and
its activities in this body since 2008, some exchanges and interactions in one form or another (e.g.
conference sponsorship and participation) have occurred with the Environment Policy Committee (EPOC)
and the Committee on Scientific and Technological Policy (CSTP). For example, the CRP supported a
conference in 2012 on The Environmental Uses of Micro-Organisms: an overview of the state-of-the-art
and implications for biotechnology risk assessment, organised by the Working Group on the
Harmonisation of Regulatory Oversight in Biotechnology, a sub-body of EPOC.
7.3.4

Global engagement

117.
In discussions in 2012, the CRP recognised that attracting new members, both non-participating
OECD Members and Partner countries, to adhere to the programme was of strategic importance, and
discussed an action plan for expanding its membership.59 Although the Programme has succeeded in
getting some recently acceded OECD Members to participate on occasion in Governing Body meetings
with two of them subsequently becoming CRP members, limited progress has been made in with engaging

55.

TAD/PR/II/M(2012)3.

56.

TAD/PR/II/M(2012)1/REV.

57.

TAD/PR/II/M(2013)2.

58.

See for example COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC/RD(2014)4.

59.

TAD/PR/II(2012)3, TAD/PR/II/M(2012)1 and TAD/PR/II/M(2012)3.
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non-Members, despite South Africa indicating an interest in joining the Programme and Brazil having
attending a Governing Board meeting as an Invitee.
7.4

Assessment

118.
The assessment of efficiency draws on the abovementioned indicators, which are used as proxies
for the quality of the Programme’s implementation and outputs (technical efficiency). It also considers how
well the CRP Governing Body has been functioning during the review period (process efficiency).
119.
With respect to the three indicators of fellowship quality, these have been higher than the average
level for the 2005-2007 period during 2008-13 in seven out of eighteen instances (i.e. three indicators
relating to a period of six years, see Figure 9, and Figure 10, pages 32 and 33 respectively). In addition, the
benchmark of two-thirds of fellowships showing the required quality traits has been exceeded in all
eighteen instances. All seven indicators relating to conference quality over period for which data is
available have exceeded the two-thirds threshold (see Figure 11, Figure 12 and Figure 13, on pages 364, 35
and 36 respectively).
120.
Applying an equal weight to fellowships and conferences, in line with their relative budget shares
over the review period,60 the technical efficiency of the CRP is assessed as very high. Taking into account
the difficulties encountered by the Programme (notably relating to the functioning of the Governing Body
and the network of national correspondents, the need to reinforce substantive communications with the
Committees to which it has intrinsic links, and the absence of progress with respect to engaging with
Partner countries) the overall efficiency of the Programme is assessed as HIGH (see Table 6, page 41).

60.

[[7/18] + [18/18]] + [35/35] *1.03 = 85%
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Table 6: To what extent have CRP sponsored fellowships and conferences been of high quality and the Governing Body functioned efficiently?
% of instances where the quality of fellowships have exceeded the average level for 2005-07 and the 66% benchmark and % of conferences where
quality has exceeded a threshold level of 66%, modulated with regard to the functioning of the CRP Governing Body.

Ratings

Very Low

%

0% to 16%

Very
Low to
Low
17% to
23%

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

Assessment

High to
Very
High
77% to
83%

Very High
84% to 100%
CRP
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ANNEX II
TOTAL PART II BUDGETED RESOURCES (2008-13)

Year

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

K EUR
Part II Budgeted Resources
Voluntary contributions
Total

770

770

771

771

759

703

0

0

0

1

0

0

770

770

771

772

759

703

of which Fellowships

268

276

281

275

280

202

of which Conferences

250

285

246

271

267

257

of which overheads

251

209

244

226

212

244

Source: PWB and TAD
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ANNEX III
METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND NOTES

The methodological framework used for assessing the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of a
committee is described in situ in Annex I. This Annex presents a diagrammatic overview of the framework
and notes on how specific aspects of data analysis are conducted.
Relevance

Main sources:
A1 – Meeting summaries and Event Management System database (EMS).
A2 – Survey of CRP, COAG (including JWPA&E) and COFI delegates.
A3 – Directory of OECD Bodies.
A4 – Interviewees identified from EMS and through consultations with the CRP Secretariat.
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Effectiveness

Main sources:
B1 – CRP self-evaluations.
B2 – CRP self-evaluations.
B3 - Survey of COAG (including JWPA&E) and COFI delegates.
B4 - Interviewees identified from EMS and through consultations with the CRP Secretariat.
B5 - OLIS
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Efficiency

Main sources:
C1 – CRP self-evaluations.
C2 – CRP self-evaluations.
C3 - Interviewees identified from EMS and through consultations with the CRP Secretariat.
C4 - OLIS
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IDE Implementation

Implementation – Phase 1

Preparation
Components of intensive studies (A4, B2, C2) and
consultation with delegates (A1)

Secondary
data
gathering
(Stage 1)

Secondary
data analysis
(Stage 1)

PWB (A1); MTO (A2);
Participation (A3); PIR (B1
& C1); Documentation (D1
& D2)

Preliminary
draft of ToR

Preparation
of primary
data
collection

Launch consultation with delegates (A1)
Launch interviews with policymakers
(A4, B2, C2)
Send GP questionnaire (D1)

Review by EVC (F)

Draft ToR

Finalise: GP questionnaire (D1);
Interview dossier (A4, B2, C2);
Consultation instrument (A1)

Primary data
gathering
(Stage 1)

Final ToR

Launch meeting
with Bureau

Results of consultation
with delegates (A1)
Results of GP
questionnaire (D1)

Secondary
data analysis
(Stage 2)

Refining and benchmarking:
MTO (A2) ; Participation (A3);
Output Result quality (C1)

Consultation with
concerned Directorate

48

Primary data
analysis
(Stage 1)

Intermediate
report

Review by EVC (F)
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Finalisation

Implementation – Phase 2
Continue interviews with
policymakers (A4, B2, C2)

Interviews with OECD
officials and key delegates on
GPs and processes (D1 & D2)
Primary data
gathering
(Stage 3)

Primary data
gathering
(Stage 2)

Primary data
Analysis
(Stage 2)

Results of interviews with
policymakers (A4, B2, C2)
Corroboration, deepening and
broadening of secondary data
(A&, A3, B1 & C1)

Secondary
data
gathering
(Stage 2)

Review documentation
relating to GPs and
processes (D1 & D2)

Review by EVC (F)

Review by EVC (F)

Overall
analysis

Refining/qualitative
synthesis of findings and
benchmarking (A, B & C)
Development of GP cases
and reasons for
underperformance (D)

Conclusions,
recommendations and
GPs (draft)

Draft Final
Report

Finalisation
meeting with
Bureau (F)

Consultation
with
concerned
directorate
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Final Report

Final Report
and Council
conclusions

Review by Council
via Executive
Committee (F)
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ANNEX IV
PERSONS INTERVIEWED

Dr. Gary FITT

Australia

Director

Ms. Eva-Claudia LANG
Ms. Sanda PASC

Austria
Austria

Department for Genetic Engineering

Mr. Michel DUFRASNE

Belgium

Direction de la Recherche et du
développement

Dr. Yvon MARTEL
Dr Primal SILVA

Canada
Canada

Special Advisor to the ADM
Executive Director

Ms.Francisca SILVA

Chile

Advisor

Mr. Milan PODSEDNICEK

Czech Republic

Mr. Mark CROPPER

European Union

Advisor
Chargé des relations internationales
- OCDE

Dr. Leena FINER

Finland

Dr. Andrée SONTOT

France

Dr. Hans-Joachim WEIGEL

Germany
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