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SUMMARY
Fisheries Committee
The Fisheries Committee (COFI) was created in 1961. Its current mandate, which dates from 2008 and was originally
due to expire on 31 December 2013, has been extended on a temporary basis to 31 December 2015 in order to allow it
to be reviewed, firstly by the Committee itself and then by Council, in the light of the results of the present
evaluation.
The evaluation results show that the Fisheries Committee has maintained its level of relevance since the last In-depth
Evaluation, which covered the 2002-07 period. By contrast, the effectiveness and efficiency of the Committee, in
particular the proportion of resources allocated to developing products of requisite quality, have slipped back, even
though it has succeeded in focusing its work programme on areas of high policy interest.
The Committee has succeeded in reflecting the wide range of Members’ policy needs and concerns by aiming at
higher level objectives related to sustainable fisheries management and focusing on the improvement of the analytical
underpinnings of fisheries policy making at domestic and international levels. Furthermore, despite several ad hoc
discussions that have raised questions about the scope of its mandate, the Committee has shown itself to be able to
successfully prioritise the choice of projects in accordance with its relatively limited means.
The wide diversity of Members’ structural conditions (geographical situation, place in the fisheries value chain,
institutional settings, etc.) however means that there is a rather narrow window of opportunity for the Committee’s
products to have a significant policy impact and the implementation of its work has not always advanced sufficiently
quickly for final products to be delivered in a timely manner.
Despite these difficulties, the Committee has managed to contribute to domestic and international decision making in
the fisheries area, its monitoring products and statistics systematically providing background data and information on
the fisheries policies of Members and, increasingly, Partner countries. Although less widespread, the Committee’s indepth analytical products were also used by policymakers to support domestic policy decisions having significant
implications in terms of jobs and revenues in Members’ fisheries sector, and to support multilateral and regional
policy discussions in leading international fora. The impact of the Committee’s work has been stronger when it
resulted in products unique to its policy area and/or when they responded to the needs of potential users in a timely
fashion, and included clear policy conclusions based on the results of in-depth analyses and honed in project
workshops.
The Committee has functioned well in a number of respects, in particular as a setting for discussions on topical and
politically sensitive fisheries issues and in terms of working collaboratively with other international organisations to
jointly develop products and organise events, as well as to ensure its complementary positioning upstream of
international negotiations. Horizontal interactions with other OECD bodies in the more recent period have been
increasing, though the Committee has yet to fully exploit the potential of these links.
Report (see
paragraphs):

Annex I (see
Paragraphs):

Relevance: Medium to High

8-13

45-59

Effectiveness: Medium

14-21

60-77

Efficiency: Medium

22-33

78-114

Assessment

Recommendations

1.

1

https://community.oecd.org/community/ide/good_practices (see Proposed actions, page 10).
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Recommendation N°1: The Committee should consult with
Members and Participants on how the quality of its products,
including their timeliness and the systematic inclusion of clear
policy conclusions based on in-depth analyses, could be
reinforced and undertake the necessary steps to ensure that,
where necessary, improvements are made.

21, 25, 29,

74, 82, 91

Recommendation N°2: The Committee should hold dedicated
strategic discussions about the implications of the medium to
long-term evolution of fisheries policy and sustainable
management challenges on the scope of its mandate and the focus
and content of its work programmes.

26

84-85

Recommendation N°3: The Committee should enhance the
engagement of delegates by leveraging their inputs into its work
between sessions.

29

91

Recommendation N°4: The Committee should reinforce its
working relations with the Governing Body of the Co-operative
Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for
2
Sustainable Agricultural Systems (CRP) and build on the recent
strengthening of collaborative work with other committees
addressing fisheries-related issues.

30

93-96

2.

Recommendation N°1 of the CRP IDE indicates that “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” [C(2014)142, C/M(2014)13].
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1.

The Fisheries Committee

1.
The Fisheries Committee (COFI) was created in September 1961. Its current mandate dates from
December 2008. In 2013, the Committee’s mandate, originally due to expire on 31 December 2013, was
extended for a period of one year to 31 December 2014, followed by a second extension to 31
December 2015, in order to synchronise the mandate review process with the present evaluation.3
2.
The Committee does not have a formal substructure and furthermore has tended to advance its
work programme without the support of informal project task forces.
3.
The COFI’s work is programmed within the Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability Output
Area (3.2.3). Its secretariat is situated within the Trade and Agriculture Directorate (TAD).
2.

Evaluation methodology and approach

4.
The IDE of the COFI was formally launched on 7 April 2014 when the Evaluation Committee
met with the Bureau to validate the terms of reference. 4 The intermediate report was reviewed by the
Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 3 November 2014. The draft final report was reviewed by the
Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 10 February 2015 and then presented to the Bureau for discussion
and validation on 13 March 2015.
5.
For the period from 2007 to the present, the COFI was evaluated with respect to the following
evaluation criteria:


relevance, i.e. how well its objectives have been attuned to the needs of the Members;



effectiveness, i.e. the extent to which its work has been having an impact at the level of the
Members, and if these impacts are in line with its objectives;



efficiency, i.e. the degree to which it has been working efficiently, in terms of
 the relationship between the outputs produced, particularly with regard to their quality,
and resources used;
 how well it functions.

6.
In total, 29 key persons (policymakers, delegates and representatives of other international
organisations of stakeholder organisations) were interviewed.5 A survey was conducted to collect data on
the relevance of the Committee’s mandate objectives and expected outcomes to which policymakers
from 20 Members responded, a participation rate of 57.1%. Data from the Medium-Term Orientations
(MTO) and Programme Implementation Report (PIR) surveys were also used, along with relevant in-house
documentary sources.6
3.

Conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation

7.
The extent to which the COFI is addressing the policy needs and concerns of Members
(relevance) is assessed as medium to high. Its effectiveness, i.e. the extent to which it is achieving policy
3.

C(2013)85 & C/M(2013)16; C(2014)147 & C/M(2014)13.

4.

CEV(2014)2.

5.

Relevant OECD officials were also consulted as necessary.

6.

Further information on the conducting of the evaluation can be found in Annex III.
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impact in the areas of highest policy needs and concerns of Members is assessed as medium. The
Committee’s performance in terms of the quality and cost of its products and how well it functions
(efficiency) is also assessed as medium.
3.1

Assessment of relevance

8.
The assessment of relevance is based on the degree of alignment between a committee’s expected
outcomes/mandate objectives and the policy needs and concerns of Members, the extent to which Members
consider the Output Area(s) within which it programmes its work to be a major priority for funding from
the Part I Budget, as reflected in the results of the Medium-Term Orientations (MTO) exercise and
Members’ interest in directly overseeing or contributing to its work through the participation of delegates
from capitals in meetings. (See Annex I, Section 5.)
9.
The COFI’s mandate and work programme objectives over the period from 2007 to 2012 have
been of medium to high relevance.
10.
The Fisheries Committee’s policy objectives, derived from its 2008 mandate and work
programmes for the 2007-12 period, have been well aligned with Members’ policy needs and concerns,
especially as regards the sustainable management of fisheries, namely:


to develop coherent national and international policies that encourage sustainable use of
ecosystems and fisheries resources;



to clarify effective management schemes for sustainable fisheries.

11.
Despite the wide diversity of Members’ structural conditions, characterised by numerous and
interdependent country-specific features, such as their access to fishing resources, the potential for
aquaculture, the structure and state of their fishing fleet and industry etc., the COFI has succeeded in
developing a balanced set of objectives that reflect well the range of Members’ different policy needs and
concerns. The Committee has achieved this by aiming at higher level objectives related to sustainable
fisheries management, climate change and food security and, as reflected in the majority of its objectives,
by focusing on the improvement of the analytical underpinnings of fisheries policy making at domestic and
international levels.
12.
Since 2007, Members’ interest in participating directly from capitals in the work of the Fisheries
Committee, via their presence in its meetings, has been falling more quickly and been significantly lower
than the average for all OECD committees. Furthermore, it has been consistently below the average level
observed in the Committee during the three years preceding the review period.
13.
The Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability Output Area for which COFI shares the
accountability with the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) has consistently been a middle-ranking priority
in a context of slight increase in Part I Budget during the review period for the Output Area as a whole.
3.2

Assessment of effectiveness

14.
The assessment of effectiveness is based firstly on assessing the impact of the Committee’s work
and secondly on the extent to which significant impacts are occurring in areas of high policy needs and
concerns.
15.
The COFI’s work has been of medium effectiveness over the review period in terms of having a
significant impact in areas of high policy needs and concerns (see Annex I, Section 6.).
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16.
Slightly fewer than half of the COFI’s product groups identified from its work programmes over
the period 2007-2012 have had a significant impact on Member’s policy. Two product groups stand out by
having the highest levels of overall and actual impact, namely:


Economics of rebuilding fish stocks;



Monitoring and evaluation of fisheries policy.

17.
Members have mainly used the Committee’s products (primarily statistical reports, good practice
reports, benchmarking studies, and analytical/outlook-type reports) to support discussions and studies. For
example, the Reviews of Fisheries, which include country statistics and policy notes, have been widely
used in this way for general information purposes and for international benchmarking of domestic policy.
Less frequently, this product has been put to use in the context of preparing trade negotiations and fisheries
agreements. Also giving rise to more tangible policy impact is the dataset on Government Financial
Transfers, which has directly fed into the development of Members’ positions in WTO negotiations.
18.
To a lesser extent, products have also contributed to preparing the ground for possible future
reforms in the area of fisheries policy and management. For example, the Committee’s analytical reports
provide in-depth economic arguments to support the development and/or enhance the legitimacy of
domestic policy decisions related to the sustainable and effective management of fisheries, which have
significant implications in terms of jobs and revenues in the fisheries sector as a whole.
19.
However, the policy impact of the work of the Committee more generally has been unevenly
distributed among products and Members, with the level of use depending on the themes being addressed
and/or product features. Also, international standards developed by COFI on the basis of its analytical
work in the area of sustainable fisheries management, i.e. the Recommendation of the Council on the
Design and Implementation of Decommissioning Schemes in the Fishing Sector (2008) and the more
recent Recommendation of the Council on Principles and Guidelines for the Design and Implementation of
Plans for Rebuilding Fisheries (2012), have found limited resonance among Members in a policy field
where other international organisations are leading multilateral and regional policy discussions, in
particular the FAO, the UN, and the Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (RFMO).7 Regardless of
the products’ features, type or the issues they address, COFI’s work has had a low impact in those
Members where the Committee appears to have weak connections with relevant policymakers.
20.
The variation of policy impact from Member to Member is also closely related to their different
structural conditions along the fisheries value chain, from harvesting to distribution. While any of these
conditions can enhance or hinder a product’s policy impact, the variability of their permutations leaves a
rather narrow window of opportunity for generating impacts throughout a majority of Members. Key
conditions include Members’ geographical situation, first and foremost whether the country is landlocked,
and their institutional setting, in particular in the case of EU Member States where domestic fisheries
policy is implemented within the framework of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). The recently revised
CFP has reduced EU Member States’ need for analytical support, and provided a specific forum for them
to discuss and exchange information on the challenges faced in its implementation.
21.
The Committee has succeeded to some extent in offsetting these challenging conditions, which
are for the most part beyond its influence, by its ability to develop unique products either by seizing
opportunities as they arise (as for the GFT database) or, more generally, by developing clear policy
conclusions on the basis of some of its in-depth analytical work. The organisation of project-specific
workshops, when possible, has also been beneficial in supporting the use of results, including beyond
7.

During 2016, as part of a single monitoring exercise, the Committee will report to Council on progress in
implementing both the 2008 and 2012 Recommendations.
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policymakers. However, the long product cycle from project programming to dissemination of results,
which can limit the timeliness of certain products, has hindered their impact.
3.3

Assessment of efficiency

22.
The assessment of efficiency is based firstly on assessing the extent to which the Committee is
producing products of the requisite quality for the resources allocated (technical efficiency) and secondly
on an analysis of how well it is functioning (process efficiency).
23.
Over the review period, the efficiency of the Fisheries Committee has been medium (see Annex I,
Section 7.).
24.
Two of the Committee’s five Product Groups, accounting for about half of the Committee’s
allocated Part I budget, are assessed as being of at least high quality from a user perspective:


Monitoring and evaluation of fisheries policy;



Economics of rebuilding fish stocks.

25.
The main quality issues may be rooted in the limited timeliness of some products, which reduces
their pertinence for policymaking as domestic and international priorities shift and, on occasion, the lack of
clear policy conclusions developed on the basis of projects’ analytical results.
Recommendation N°1: The Committee should consult with Members and Partners on how the quality of
its products, including their timeliness and the systematic presence of clear policy conclusions based on indepth analyses, could be reinforced and undertake the necessary steps to ensure that, where necessary,
improvements are made.
26.
While the strategic orientation of the Committee towards the development of the analytical
foundation of the fisheries’ economics, firmly established in its mandate and regularly reasserted in its
work programme documents, has a strong resonance for Members, the scope of its mandate has regularly
been the object of ad hoc discussions in the context of project-focused agenda items. Although taking
different shapes, these discussions usually have revolved around the issue of whether the Committee
should remain focused on fisheries or rather take a broader and more integrated view to fisheries
management, using an ‘ocean centric’, ‘holistic’, ‘eco-systemic’ or ‘blue growth’ approach. There have
also been frequent discussions on the balance between fisheries and aquaculture issues in the Committee’s
work programme. Although no formal and integrated discussion has taken place, these project-based ad
hoc discussions have resulted in the Committee increasing the attention it gives to broader aquaculturerelated issues while continuing to remain largely focused on fisheries.
Recommendation N°2: The Committee should hold dedicated strategic discussions about the implications
of the medium to long-term evolution of fisheries policy and sustainable management challenges on the
scope of its mandate and the focus and content of its work programmes.
27.
The process in place for developing the Committee’s work programme, which takes place in a
challenging budgetary context, ensures the prioritisation of a limited number of projects despite the variety
of policy needs and interests of Members. The process was improved during the review period by a shift
from a three-year cycle superimposed on the PWB cycle to one of two years in duration, and the
introduction of various presentational tools that have enhanced its transparency and strengthened delegates’
ownership of it.
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28.
COFI meetings are well prepared and provide a valuable setting for delegates to discuss the most
topical and, at times, politically sensitive fisheries issues, supported by comprehensive data and in-depth
material. These discussions complement those occurring in the larger fora which have a global decisionmaking role such as the FAO and the WTO.
29.
While delegates contribute to the COFI’s work by responding to country surveys, their capacity
to provide further substantive contributions to its work, in particular between sessions, is largely
unexploited. Against the backdrop of a cycle of two meetings per annum, relatively limited resources and
the absence of any formal or informal sub-bodies that could assist in advancing the work programme,
discussions in the Committee’s plenary sessions are not always as productive as they could be and the
timely delivery of products is in some cases hindered.
Recommendation N°3: The Fisheries Committee should enhance the engagement of delegates, by
leveraging their inputs into its work between sessions.
30.
As fisheries-related policy issues overlap with several other policy fields, they have been
regularly addressed by other OECD bodies. During the review period, the COFI has been systematically
informed of these activities but has taken little part in them, including activities of the Co-operative
Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for Sustainable Agricultural Systems (CRP),
whose mandate contains specific provisions for supporting the COFI’s work. However, recent horizontal
collaborations have taken place or been programmed with the Development Assistance Committee (DAC),
the Environment Policy Committee (EPOC) and the Committee on Fiscal Affairs (CFA).
Recommendation N°4: The Fisheries Committee should reinforce its working relations with the CRP8 and
build on the recent strengthening of collaborative work with other committees addressing fisheries-related
issues.
31.
The Committee has, in an ad hoc manner, successfully used a range of methods and tools to
reach potential users of its products, including the development of thematic chapters in the Reviews of
Fisheries; the production of dedicated products to disseminate the results of past projects to a wider
audience; the organisation of project events; and the publication of project-related communication
pamphlets and brochures. With more limited success, the COFI also attempted to raise its external
visibility and profile via the development of two Council Recommendations.
32.
The COFI has engaged in a range of activities with Partner countries, which currently account for
the largest share of aquaculture and marine fisheries production and exports. It has done so primarily
through the development of non-Member country notes and statistics in the Reviews of Fisheries,
conducting analytical work relevant to their needs and exchanges with their representatives at its
workshops. Committee meetings have also provided an important opportunity to build relationships with
some Partner countries, notably those with Participant status.
33.
The Committee has jointly developed products and organised events with the FAO, WTO and the
RFMO, whose representatives have regularly attended its meetings. Interactions with these organisations,

8.

Recommendation N°1 of the CRP IDE indicates that 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.
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in particular the FAO, have been instrumental in better aligning their respective work programmes,
including the positioning of the Committee upstream of international negotiations.
4.

Proposed action

34.

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

noted document C(2015)34;

b)

noted that the Evaluation Committee assessment with regard to the Fisheries
Committee was “Medium to High” for the evaluation criteria of relevance
and “Medium” for effectiveness and efficiency;

c)

approved the recommendations proposed by the Evaluation Committee as
set out in document C(2015)34;

d)

invited the Fisheries Committee to

e)

i)

take the appropriate measures for the implementation of the
recommendations, as relevant drawing on information provided in the
IDE Good Practice repository and taking into account 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 October 2015;

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 April 2016.
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ANNEX I
OBSERVATIONS, ANALYSES AND ASSESSMENT
1.

Scope and focus of the evaluation

35.
The scope of this evaluation is the Fisheries Committee (COFI) along with any project-specific
groups that it has created to support the implementation of its work programme.
36.

The evaluation focuses on the period from 2007 to 2014 and covers the following elements:


the orientation and functioning of the COFI from 2007 onwards;



quality of Output Results produced under the COFI’s responsibility during the period 2007
to 2012 within Output Area 3.2.3 (Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability);



impacts up to the present induced by the aforementioned Output Results primarily at the level of
Members.9

2.

Methodology

37.
The IDE of the COFI was formally launched on 7 April 2014 when the Evaluation Committee
met with the Bureau to validate the terms of reference.10 The intermediate report was reviewed by the
Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 3 November 2014. The draft final report was reviewed by the
Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 10 February 2015 and then presented to the Bureau for discussion
and validation on 13 March 2015.
38.

The Committee was evaluated with respect to the following evaluation criteria:


relevance, i.e. how well its objectives have been attuned to the needs of the Members;



effectiveness, i.e. the extent to which its work has been having an impact at the level of the
Members, and if these impacts are in line with its objectives;



efficiency, i.e. the degree to which it has been working efficiently, in terms of
 the relationship between the outputs produced, particularly with regard to their quality, and
resources used;
 how well it functions.

39.
In total, 29 key persons (policymakers, delegates and representatives of other international
organisations of stakeholder organisations) were interviewed.11 A survey was conducted to collect data on
the relevance of the Committee’s expected outcomes to which 20 Members responded, a participation
rate 57.1%. Data from the Medium-Term Orientations (MTO) and Programme Implementation Report
(PIR) surveys were also used, along with relevant in-house documentary sources.12

9.

Members should be understood as the 34 OECD Member countries as well as the European Union which
participates in the work of the Organisation pursuant to Supplementary Protocol No. 1 to the OECD
Convention.

10.

CEV(2014)2.

11.

Relevant OECD officials were also consulted as necessary.

12.

Further information on the conducting of the evaluation can be found in Annex III.
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3.

Key Committee Facts

3.1

Formal Structure and Output Area(s)

40.
The Fisheries Committee has no substructure to support the implementation of its work
programme. In 2013, its mandate, originally due to expire on 31 December 2013, was extended for a
period of one year to 31 December 2014, followed by a second extension to 31 December 2015, in order
to synchronise the mandate review process with the present evaluation.13
41.
The Secretariat of the Fisheries Committee is situated in the Trade and Agriculture Directorate
(TAD) and its work is programmed within Output Area 3.2.3 (Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability). 14
3.2

Work Programme Profile and Products

42.
Over the review period, the outputs of COFI’s work programme have mainly been in the areas of
Statistical reports, Good Practice Reports, Benchmarking Studies, and Analytical / Outlook Reports.
Data/Models /
Indicators,
Statistical
reports

Analytical /
Outlook
Reports

Good Practice
Reports,
Benchmarking Studies

XX

XX

XXX

Peer Reviews
or surveys

Policy
Recommendations

OECD Legal Instruments
Recommendations,
Guidelines,
Declarations
(‘Soft’ Law)

Evaluations

Decisions,
Conventions
and
International
Agreements
(‘Hard’ Law)

X

43.
Specifically with respect to the development of formal OECD legal instruments since 2007,
COFI has been responsible for the following:

4.



Recommendation of the Council on the Design and Implementation of Decommissioning
Schemes in the Fishing Sector [C(2008)78];



Recommendation of the Council on Principles and Guidelines for the Design and Implementation
of Plans for Rebuilding Fisheries [C(2012)46].
Results of the 1st Cycle IDE

44.
The 1st Cycle IDE of COFI was conducted in 2007/08, covering the period from 2002 to 2007.
The results of the evaluation were reported in July 2008 [C(2008)80 & CORR1, C/M(2008)15] and COFI
was invited to submit, before the end of 2008, a revised mandate taking fully into account the results of the
evaluation. A summary of the assessment, the single recommendation resulting from the evaluation and its
follow up by the Committee is presented below.

13.

C(2013)85 & C/M(2013)16; C(2014)147 & C/M(2014)13.

14.

Total Part I Budget Resources attributed to this Output Area for the 2013-14 Biennium and allocated to the
COFI is 1537 K EUR of a total of 217 133 K EUR (i.e. 0.71%) allocated to substantive Output Areas.
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Results of the 1st Cycle IDE of the Fisheries Committee
Assessment
Relevance: How well a committee is attuned to the needs of Members’ policymakers.

Medium to high

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

High

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.

High

Recommendations and follow up

Recommendation

Implementation

5.

The Committee should finalise its revised mandate in the light of the results of the evaluation
in order to ensure its policy objectives are clearly defined, with a view to providing an
unambiguous basis for both the setting of its policy orientation and the evaluation of its future
achievements.
The dedicated Mandate Renewal Working Group, tasked by the Committee in 2006 to
propose a new draft mandate to replace the former one adopted in 1961, postponed its work
in order to take-on board the results of the IDE [TAD/FI/M(2008)1]. The new mandate,
discussed and validated during the COFI 102nd plenary session, includes a clear and concise
vision, a mission statement and a set of objectives [TAD/FI/M(2008)2].
The Committee submitted a proposal for a revised mandate [C(2008)193/REV1], which was
approved by Council in December 2008 [C/M(2008)21, Item 304].

Relevance

45.
This section presents an assessment of the extent to which the Committee’s mandate and work
programme are aligned with Members’ policy needs and concerns.
46.

Underlying analyses focus on:


the degree of alignment between a committee’s work programme and mandate objectives and the
policy needs of Members’ policymakers;



the extent of interest of OECD Members in a committee’s work as evidenced by delegates
willingness to travel from capitals to participate in meetings.



the degree to which Members consider that the Output Area for which a committee is
accountable represents a priority for the OECD in terms of changes in Part I funding;

5.1
To what extent have the Committee’s work programme and mandate objectives been aligned
with the needs of policymakers?
47.
All five of the Fisheries Committee’s policy objectives derived from its mandate 15 and work
programmes for the 2007-12 period are situated above the benchmark of one-half of Members assessing
their alignment with policymaking needs and concerns as high or very high (See Figure 1, below).

15.

See the 1st Cycle IDE Recommendation.
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48.
One objective is assessed by almost nine out of ten Members as being of high or very high
relevance, namely for coherent national and international policies that encourage sustainable use of
ecosystems and fisheries resources.
Figure 1: Relevance of work programme and mandate objectives to Members’ policy needs in the area of
fisheries policy/management
0%

20%

40%

Coherent national and international policies that encourage sustainable use
of ecosystems and fisheries resources

80%

89%

To improve the analytical foundations of international fisheries and
aquaculture policy debate and agenda-setting and to help develop consensus
on sound management practices

68%

To better understand the impacts of climate change on the fisheries sector
and contribute to the development of effective policies for mitigation and
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49.
Interviews with policymakers in charge of fisheries policy and/or management in a cross-section
of Members confirm the alignment of the Committee’s objectives with the challenges they face.
50.
Consistent with the Committee objectives deemed most relevant by survey respondents, feedback
from interviewees indicates that the sustainable management of fisheries resources has been the highest
priority in almost all Members. In policy terms, the main challenge is to gain a good analytical and
practical understanding of the different policy and regulatory frameworks, as well as fisheries management
schemes and their respective economic implications. Policymakers are looking for economic arguments to
support the sustainable management of fisheries resources that can be used to develop adequate measures
and justify significant changes to their domestic fishing industry.
51.
Fisheries, being a highly globalised industry both upstream due to the intrinsic characteristics of
fish stocks and increasingly downstream, as fish product markets have become increasingly integrated,
while the domestic and international dimensions of fisheries policy are becoming increasingly entangled.
The need to improve the analytical foundation of sustainable fisheries management is consequently
pressing, not only as an input into domestic policymaking but also to support the development and defence
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of domestic positions in bilateral and multilateral negotiations that take place mainly at the FAO, the UN
and in the Regional fisheries management organisations (RFMO).
52.
Interviews also confirm that policymakers are increasingly confronted with aquaculture-related
challenges, which range from upstream production issues to downstream market and certification issues.
This is particularly the case for officials dealing with development policy in low income and emerging
countries which strive to build a regulatory infrastructure to support their growing aquaculture sector.
53.
Issues located more downstream in the fisheries and aquaculture value chain, although ranking
highly on some domestic policy agendas, have not been directly reflected in the Committee objectives.
These issues mainly relate to the challenge of raising the productivity and competitiveness of the fishing
sector, improving the domestic value chain and increasing access to foreign fish markets.
5.2
To what extent is the Fisheries Committee attracting experts and policymakers to participate in
its meetings?
54.
Capital-based delegate participation in OECD committees has been on a slight downwards trend
over the period from 2007 to 2014. In the case of COFI, there has been a more rapid fall (See Figure 2).
Figure 2: Evolution of capital-based delegate participation in the Fisheries Committee for 2007-14 compared to
overall participation in OECD committees16
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Source: Meeting summaries and EMS
* The April 2010 meeting participation data is excluded from the analysis. 17

16.

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

17.

Participation data for the year 2010 does not include the April 2010 meeting as a number of fisheries
delegates from capitals were unable to attend due to extensive flight restrictions in Europe, following the
Eyjafjöll volcano eruption in Iceland.
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55.
With the exception of 2008, capital-based participation from 2007 to 2014 has been consistently
below the average participation during the reference period of 74%. Furthermore, participation for most of
the review period has fluctuated around or below the lowest level recorded during the reference period (see
Figure 3, below).
Figure 3: Capital-based delegate participation in COFI for 2007-14 benchmarked against 2004-06
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Source: Meeting summaries and EMS
* The April 2010 meeting participation data is excluded from the analysis.

5.3
To what extent has the work of the Fisheries Committee been viewed by Members to be in a
priority Output Area?
56.
The work of COFI, along with that of the COAG, is programmed within the Agriculture and
Fisheries Sustainability Output Area (3.2.3). As a result, it is not possible via the MTO survey to
disassociate the priority for changes in Part I funding given by Members to the work of these two
Committees.
57.
The results of successive MTO surveys relating to the 2007-08 to 2013-14 PWBs indicate that
this Output Area has consistently been a ‘middle ranking priority 18 for Part I funding. The share of
18.

The objective of the MTO survey is to ascertain Members’ views as to the desired direction of resources in
the OECD’s policy work over the medium term. In the context of In-depth Evaluation, the desire of
Members to move resources into or away from an Output Area is used as a proxy for the relevance of the
work vis-à-vis their policy needs. The survey has been refined since its inception in 2003, but the basic
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Members expressing their willingness to decrease Part I resources allocated to this Output Area has
diminished significantly in the context of the 2013-14 PWB, while the budget allocated to it has been
slightly increasing (see Figure 4, below).
Figure 4: MTO results (%) for Output Area 3.2.3 and Part I budget (in K Euros) (2007-2014)
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5.4

Assessment

58.
The assessment of relevance draws on the abovementioned indicators, benchmarked and
weighted as follows:


All five of the Fisheries Committee’s mandate objectives and its expected outcomes are assessed
by at least one-half of Members as being highly or very highly aligned with their policy needs
and concerns (See Figure 1, page 14). This corresponds with a sub-rating for relevance of ‘very
high’. However, in the light of the low response rate to the survey conducted to collect this data
and given that it was not possible to obtain an assessment of the relevance of mandate and work
question that it poses is unchanged, i.e. whether resources allocated to each of the ‘substantive’ Output
Areas in the Organisation’s Strategic Management Framework should be increased, remain about
constant, or be decreased. [(C(2007)52/REV1].
A ‘higher priority’ Output Area corresponds with at least 7 Members indicating that they would prefer to
increase resources from the Part I Budget in the concerned policy field. A ‘lower priority’ Output Area
corresponds with as at least 7 Members indicating that they would prefer to decrease resources in the
concerned policy field (i.e. at least 22% calculated on the basis of 31 Members up to 2010). A ‘middle
ranking’ priority is situated between the two and also includes Output Areas where Members’ preferences
are polarised between increasing and decreasing Part I resources.
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programme objectives from nine Members which have been absent from all or most COFI
meetings during the review period, this sub-rating has been reassessed as ‘high’ (See Table 1,
page 19). This sub-rating carries a weighting of 50%, i.e. it has the same weight as the indicators
for MTO results and capital-based delegate participation indicators combined.


Capital-based delegate participation in the COFI has been on a more accentuated downwards
trend and significantly lower than the level of OECD committees as a whole. Furthermore,
excluding a peak in 2008 when 81% of Members sent capital-based delegates to the meetings,
attendance in the Committee has been consistently below the average level observed during
the 2004-06 benchmark period. (See Figure 2 and Figure 3, pages 15 and 16). Globally, these
observations correspond with a decrease in relevance for the Committee vis-à-vis 2004-06 (See
Table 3, below). Against the backdrop of the 1st Cycle IDE, which points to the Fisheries
Committee as being of medium to high relevance at the start of the review period, this sub-rating
is deemed to be ‘low to medium’. This sub-rating carries a weighting of 25%.



The Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability Output Area for which COFI shares the
accountability with the Committee for Agriculture (COAG), according to successive MTO
results, has consistently been a middle-ranking priority in a context of slight increase in Part I
Budget during the period covered by the evaluation (See Figure 4, page 17). Consequently, this
sub-rating for relevance is considered to be ‘medium’ (See Table 2, page 19). This sub-rating
carries a weighting of 25%.

59.
Considering these results and the weightings given to the indicators, the relevance of the
Committee is assessed as MEDIUM TO HIGH.
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Table 1: To what extent have the Committee’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 aligned with their policy
needs
Very
High to
Low to
Medium
Very Low
Low to
Low
Medium
High
Very
Very High
Ratings
Medium
to High
Low
High
17% to
37% to
57% to
77% to
0% to 16%
24% to 36%
44% to 56%
64% to 76%
84% to 100%
%
23%
43%
63%
83%
Assessment

COFI

Table 2: To what extent has the work of the Committee been viewed by Members to be in a priority Output Area?

Early part of review
period

Later part of review
period
Higher priority

Higher priority

Middle Ranking Priority
Lower Priority
Higher Priority

Middle Ranking Priority

Middle Ranking Priority
Lower Priority
Higher Priority

Lower Priority

Middle Ranking Priority
Lower Priority

Part I Budget evolution over review period
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable

Rating
Very High
High
High
Medium
High
Low
High
High
Medium
Medium
Medium
Low
High
High
Medium
Medium
Low
Very Low
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Table 3: To what extent is the Committee attracting experts and policymakers to participate in its meetings?
Capital-based delegate participation in the Level I Committee compared to overall participation in OECD Committees
Trend line in capital-based delegate participation is:

Assessment:



upwards

Increased relevance



downwards but less than overall trend for OECD Committees

No significant change in relevance



downwards

Decreased relevance

COFI

Capital-based delegate participation 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 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

Capital-based delegate participation in the review period has been stable, and is thus
outside the above categories
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6.

Effectiveness

60.
This section presents an assessment of the extent to which policy impacts resulting from the
Committee’s products are occurring and whether they correspond with areas of highest policy needs and
concerns.
61.

Underlying analyses focus on:


the degree of impact on Members’ policies of a committee’s products;



insights from a selection of Members into what policy impacts have occurred and why;



the extent to which impacts correspond with areas of Members’ highest policy need.

6.1

What has been the overall impact of the Committee’s work from 2007 to 2012?

62.

The overall impact of a product group is calculated on the following basis:19
Overall impact =
Actual impact on Members’ policy
+ Potential impact on Members’ policy
+ Impact on the visibility and credibility of the OECD

63.
PIR survey data indicates that none of the five product groups identified from the
Committee’s 2007-08, 2009-10 and 2011-12 work programmes have attained a high level of overall impact
for one-half or more of Members. The highest level of overall impact is reached by Product Groups on
Economics of Rebuilding Fish Stocks (PG3) and Monitoring and Evaluation Fisheries Policy (PG1),
with 38% of Members assessing its impact as at least high (see Figure 5).

19.

Overall impact reflects PIR survey results prior to breaking out different types of impacts. The breakout
analysis is possible for the 2009-10 and 2011-12 PWBs following the integration of use/impact descriptors
since the 2011 PIR questionnaire. However, for the sake of consistency with previous 2nd Cycle IDEs, the
actual impact on Members (i.e. overall impact less potential impact on Members’ policy less impact on the
visibility and credibility of the OECD) is only calculated in the case of the products developed under
the 2011-2012 biennium (See Section 6.2).
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Figure 5: Overall impact of the Fisheries Committee’s work on Members’ policymaking (2007-12)
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6.2
What has been the actual impact of the Committee’s work on Members’ policymaking in 2011
and 2012?
64.

The actual impact of a product group is calculated on the following basis:
Actual impact on Members’ policy =
Overall impact
- Potential impact on Members’ policy
- Impact on the visibility and credibility of the OECD

65.
All four product groups figuring in the Committee’s 2011-12 work programme achieved at least a
‘medium’ level of actual impact on policy in one-half or more of Members. Actual impact is assessed as
highest in the case of Product Group 3, Economics of rebuilding fish stocks, at 80% (see Figure 6, below).
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Figure 6: From overall to actual impact of the Fisheries Committee’s work on Members’ policymaking
(2011-12) 20
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66.
Feedback provided by respondents to the PIR (end-user) survey 21 indicated that the most
prevalent types of actual policy impacts produced by the Committee’s products were to support
discussions and studies, accounting for 28% of all statements. Other types of impact statements most
frequently mentioned, each accounting for more than 10% of statements, were:


Contributed to preparing the ground for possible future reforms;



Used as a data source in conjunction with other non-OECD data sources.

20.

See Legend. All Impact = Actual impact (Very Low to Low-Medium) + Potential impact (Very Low to
Low-Medium) + OECD visibility (Very Low to Low-Medium).

21.

The 2011 PIR survey allowed only one response per Member and more than one example of use/impact to
accompany each impact rating of Output result. While the 2013 PIR survey accepted multiple respondents,
each of them could only report one type of actual use/impacts per Output result. Figure 6 presents the
frequency of identified examples reported in the two surveys.
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Figure 7: Types of actual impacts reported by Members (2009-12)
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6.3

In-depth examination of policy impacts

67.
This examination draws primarily on data collected through interviews with policymakers in the
relevant ministries and agencies in the policy area of fisheries policy in Estonia, European Union, Japan,
Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United States. It also includes, as relevant,
interview data collected from other key persons (delegates of other Members and Partner countries, as well
as representatives of other stakeholder bodies).
6.3.1

Examples of policy impacts

68.
Examples of use and policy impact of the Fisheries Committee’s products in the abovementioned
Members, along with Argentina,22 are compiled in Table 4, below.
69.
The Reviews of Fisheries (Product Group 1), including both the annual Country Statistics and the
biannual Policies and Summary Statistics, 23 are unquestionably the products whose use is the most

22.

Argentina is a Participant in the Committee and has attended all COFI meetings throughout the period.
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widespread among interviewed policymakers, primarily for general information purposes and international
benchmarking of domestic policy. 24 These publications are also at times consulted for more practical
purposes, for instance to collect information on partners directly used in the context of trade negotiations or
fisheries agreements. As regards fisheries statistics specifically, the Committee’s products are not
necessarily the first port of call for all Members in which policy impacts were examined in depth, with
some relying on FAO sources to obtain information on a wider set of countries. However, among the
various statistics included in the Review of Fisheries (and the underlying database available online), endusers have singled out the unique database on Government Financial Transfers, including the data on fuel
tax concessions that also feed into some of the analytical reports on the environmental aspects of fisheries
(Product Group 5), as especially useful to support policymaking and internationally in the context of WTO
negotiations.
70.
The analytical reports, in particular on rebuilding fisheries (Product Group 3) and effective
fisheries management (Product Group 2) have contributed to developing the economic foundations of key
topical issues related to the sustainable management of fisheries. To a lesser extent, this is also true for the
preliminary work on ‘green growth and fisheries’ (Product Group 5), which has in turn become an essential
component of the 2013-14 programme of work and will, for two specific items (aquaculture licencing and
fisheries innovation), be carried over to the 2015-16 biennium. Although it is not the only policy dialogue
platform addressing the economics of fisheries – the FAO’s Committee on Fisheries for instance also
touches upon economic aspects of sustainable fisheries along its social and biological dimensions – the
depth of its analytical work has enabled COFI to contribute unique and complementary inputs into some
international fisheries negotiations.
71.
Beyond the Committee’s key products mentioned above, the policy impact of the work of the
Committee has generally been diffuse and unevenly distributed among products and Members:


Several products have not been used by any of the policymakers interviewed. This is for instance
the case of the work on globalisation and aquaculture (Product Group 6), which is deemed too
general, redundant with work done in other institutions, and without clear policy conclusions.



In Member countries where the Committee appears to be weakly connected to relevant
policymakers, products have at best been used as a source of background policy knowledge or to
support discussion and studies.



COFI’s attempts to build upon and extend beyond the analytical work to develop international
standards have found little resonance among the selected Members as demonstrated by the limited
visibility and use by interviewed policymakers of the two Council Recommendations on reducing
fishing capacity and on rebuilding fisheries (respectively Product Groups 2 and 3).

23.

Hereafter respectively the ‘Statistics Review’ and the ‘Policy Reviews’. The ‘Statistics Reviews’ have not
been published since 2013, with data being made available through an online platform [TAD/FI(2012)9].

24.

It is notable that the Fisheries Policy Reviews, unlike most OECD country reviews undertaken elsewhere
in the Organisation, do not constitute an in-depth assessment of country policy. Each Member, as well as
some Partner countries, is covered by a short country note providing a description of the main institutional
and legal features of their fisheries policy. Although the use of COFI as ‘an active advisory forum in
support of domestic and international policy reforms’ was discussed in 2009 [TAD/FI(2009)21], no
country reviews were undertaken during the period apart from those carried out as part of the accession
process. The most recent other in-depth country fisheries review was conducted in Mexico in 2006.
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Table 4: Examples of use and policy impacts in Members
Product Groups
Product Group 1: Monitoring and evaluation of
fisheries policy


Review of Fisheries in OECD Countries: Country
Statistics



Review of Fisheries in OECD Countries 2011:
Policies and Summary Statistics



Review of Fisheries in OECD Countries 2009:
Policies and Summary Statistics



Review of Fisheries in OECD Countries 2008:
Policies and Summary Statistics



OECD Review of Fisheries: Country Statistics 2012

Years
2007-12

Use and Impacts


Reviews of fisheries (both country statistics and policies)
o

have been used regularly in the context of the preparation of international
negotiations in order to better understand the main features of the fishing policies of
other countries around the table (United States).

o

have often been consulted in order to assess the positions of other countries
involved in international or bilateral negotiations and their potential margin for
changes and compromises. This document is also useful domestically to prepare
internal documents related to Japanese fisheries policy (Japan).

o

have been used to benchmark the Norwegian fishing sector’s performance in an
international context. The country notes have also been used to access background
information on fishing policies of selected countries prior to bilateral meetings. The
Norway country note has specifically been used to respond to request for
information on the domestic fishing policy (Norway).

o

are frequently used as inventory of national fisheries policies to obtain information
on fisheries policy and commercial issues (European Union).

o

are used on an ad hoc basis as a source of information on other countries fisheries
policy. The Dutch country note specifically was also used to promote the national
industry, in particular its innovativeness (Netherlands)

o

have been used, among other sources, to gain a better knowledge of the trends and
perform international comparisons of fisheries (Mexico)

o

have been used frequently as a reference, feeding information on national policies
into various internal policy discussions (European Union)

o

have been used as a source of information on policy and legal framework of
fisheries in various OECD and non-OECD countries (Argentina)



The country statistics have been used to obtain information on recent changes and
trends in fisheries policies of trade partner countries. This set of data has been
instrumental in drawing up a marketing strategy for Estonian fish products, of which
about 90% are exported (Estonia).



The inclusion of Argentina in the Reviews of Fisheries has led to significant
improvements of the fisheries statistics (Argentina)



The data on Government Financial Transfers included in the Country Statistics:
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Product Groups

Product Group 2: Effective fisheries management

Years

2007-08

Use and Impacts
o

have been used to feed into the domestic and international policy discussions on the
management of subsidies to fisheries. This unique set of data allows the monitoring
the international Government Financial Transfers in the context of a reduction in the
level of subsidies to Norwegian fisheries. (Norway).

o

have been used to get information on the public subsidies awarded to the fisheries
sector in countries exporting fish products to Argentina (Argentina)



The Recommendation on decommissioning has been used as a reference in several
international discussions, building upon the credibility of OECD recommendations as
based on reliable facts and analyses (United States).

Recommendation of the Council on the Design and
Implementation of Decommissioning Schemes in
the Fishing Sector



The domestic decommissioning scheme put in place prior to the launching of the
Recommendation was checked against it, with the effect of reinforcing its legitimacy
(Estonia).

Structural Change in Fisheries: Dealing with the
Human Dimension



The analytical report on reducing fishing capacity:



Reducing Fishing Capacity: Best Practices for
Decommissioning Schemes





o

has been used and referred to during meetings with the aid agency in the framework
of the development of aid schemes for developing countries’ fishing industries
(Japan)

o

has been used when modifying the domestic scheme, in order to strengthen and
support proposals with economic arguments (Norway).

o

has been used and the results were reflected in the domestic programme for
decommissioning in the shrimp fisheries (Mexico)

o

was used as background information on the experiences of other countries having
set up schemes to support sustainable management of fisheries. While most options
are not applicable to the Latin America context, this work has been instrumental in
setting the domestic debate in a broader context (Argentina)

o

has been used to support the European Union position in a RFMO meeting
(European Union)
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Product Groups
Product Group 3:
Economics of rebuilding fish stocks


The Economics of Rebuilding Fisheries Workshop
Proceedings



Practical Considerations in Using Bio-economic
Modelling for Rebuilding Fisheries (Working paper
no 38)



Rebuilding Fisheries: The Way Forward



The Economics of Rebuilding Fisheries



Recommendation of the Council on Principles and
Guidelines for the Design and Implementation of
Plans for Rebuilding Fisheries

Product Group 4:
Fisheries and aquaculture


Advancing the Aquaculture Agenda: Workshop
Proceedings



Fisheries and Aquaculture Certification

Years
2009-12

2009-12

Use and Impacts


The analytical reports on rebuilding fisheries:
o

has been used in the context of international negotiations to demonstrate the
benefits of rebuilding fishing stocks and fighting the exhaustion of resources. This
report was also used in regional fisheries policy debate held at the North East
Fisheries Management Council (United States).

o

has influenced domestic fisheries policy. The design of the policy closely followed
the way forward proposed in the Council Recommendation (Estonia).

o

has been used in the domestic policy debate to build a case for a reduction of the
fishing fleet, based on solid and internationally accepted economic arguments,
including the expected results in terms of profitability (Norway).

o

has been used in order to gain a better understanding of the range of possible
options and their economic implications at the level of Member States and for the
European Commission (European Union)

o

was used as background document among others in the context of EU negotiations
on the revision of the CFP in order to develop a sustainable approach. It provided
some arguments used in the debate to support and legitimate certain necessary
economic sacrifices associated with the preservation of fish stocks involves
(Netherlands).



The Council Recommendation on rebuilding fisheries was referred to when developing
domestic fisheries management policies (Japan).



The document ‘Fisheries and Aquaculture Certification’ was used in the context of a
reflection on how to set up an effective scheme of certification labels. It was very useful
as it provided information on certification systems already put in place (European Union)



Fisheries and Aquaculture Certification: this report was used in the framework of a
domestic policy debate on eco-labelling, with regards specifically to the role of public
authorities in establishing and managing such schemes. In addition to the publication a
workshop gathering all the relevant practitioners was organised in the Netherlands, which
results were instrumental in building a national position on this issue (Netherlands).
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Product Groups
Product Group 5:
Fisheries and the environment




Years
2009-12





The Economics of Adapting Fisheries to Climate
Change
Green Growth and Energy Use in Fisheries and
Aquaculture
Fuel Tax Concessions in the Fisheries Sector

Product Group 6:
Globalisation and Fisheries


Use and Impacts

Globalization and Fisheries: Proceedings of an
OECD-FAO Workshop
Globalisation in Fisheries and Aquaculture:
Opportunities and Challenges

The report on Fuel Tax Concessions in the Fisheries Sector:
o

was used for its analytical framework, data and main arguments, which fed into the
domestic debate around the potential abandoning of the fuel tax exemption for
fisheries (Estonia)

o

was the document of reference to develop the report ‘Fuel subsidies in the EU
fisheries sector, requested by the European Parliament's Committee on Fisheries. It
reads for instance (p. 15) that “the effort made by our research group mainly
consisted of summarising the OECD work, as far as the country review on
government interventions related to fuel use in the fisheries sector were concerned”
(European Union)

o

was used in the domestic policy debate on subsidies in the context of the World
Trade Organisation (WTO) negotiations on fisheries in order to develop the
Japanese government official position. This report was also distributed during a
WTO meeting and used directly as an evidence-base during these negotiations
(Japan)

o

fed into the domestic policy debate on the reduction of tax concessions, with
information on the level of subsidies in other countries being essential to
determining an acceptable level of subsidies, taking into account both the
environmental imperative that motivated the initiative and the need to maintain a
level playing-field in this competitive sector (Norway)



The report ‘Green Growth and Energy Use in Fisheries and Aquaculture’ provided useful
arguments to promote the use of solar, wind or bio energy technologies by aquaculture
companies and fish processing companies, which is currently a domestic priority in the
framework of the European Union ‘Renewables’ Directive (2009/28/EU) (Estonia)



The OECD work on aquaculture has been consulted in the context of the recent activity
to regulate the aquaculture sector (Mexico)



No specific examples of impact

2007-10

Source: Interviews
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6.3.2

Factors identified as supporting or hindering policy impacts

72.
Policymakers identified a range of factors that affect policy impacts of the Committee’s work
within their own administrations. Some factors are generally applicable to the Committee and its work (See
Table 5) while others are related to specific Product Groups and products (see Table 6). Some factors were
identified as being uniquely supportive of impact in all instances [indicated by (+)], while others were
identified as uniquely hindering in nature [indicated by (-)]. In other cases, factors were identified that
were more ambiguous in terms of their effects or which either supported or hindered impacts according to
the extent to which they were present/absent [indicated by (+/-)].
73.
An analysis of the factors highlighted by interviews with end-users in the area of fisheries policy
indicates that the variety observed in the level of use and impact of the different products is significantly
conditioned by domestic and regional conditions which are beyond the influence of the Committee:


While the primary conditions relate to Members’ geographical position – most of the landlocked
countries are for obvious reasons not users of the Committee products and are not active in its
work – other domestic and regional features pertain to different stages of the value chain.25



The importance of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) as a framework for structuring EU
Member States’ fisheries policies, although they have some room for manoeuvre,26 has to some
extent reduced their need for analytical support. Some COFI products fed into the reform of the
CFP between 2009, when the discussions and consultations started, and in 2013, when CFP was
approved. However, toward the end of the review period, needs related to the practical
implementation of the reformed CFP, in particular the landing obligation and progressive
elimination of discards in European fisheries, have been to a greater or lesser extent covered by
dedicated EU policy platforms, reducing the need for COFI support in this regard.27

74.
Against the backdrop of Members’ specific ‘initial conditions’, the uniqueness and analytical
depth of products, the drawing of clear policy conclusions on this basis, their appropriate timing as well as
the organisation of workshops, are even more important to enhance the level of impacts of the Committee’s
portfolio of products:


Some of its products have benefited from their uniqueness amongst the wealth of data and
products produced by domestic and international organisations involved in fisheries policy. This
is in particular the case of the Government Financial Transfers dataset considered by all
interviewees as being unique and touching on a very politically sensitive issue.



The development of in-depth analytical knowledge in each of its workstreams is an essential
feature of the Committee and a key condition for it to contribute to domestic and international
fisheries policy development, in complementarity with other international organisations, in
particular the FAO, the UN, the Nordic Council of Ministers for Fisheries and Aquaculture,
Agriculture, Foodstuffs and Forestry, and the Regional Fisheries Management Organisation
(RFMO).

25.

From harvesting and production (the access to fishing resources in quantitative and qualitative terms, the
capacity and structure of the fishing fleet, the availability of sites for aquaculture, etc.) to
commercialisation (export-orientation of the fishing sector, etc.).

26.

For instance, the choice of fisheries management instrument is the prerogative of Member States.

27.

For instance the Committee for the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and various Advisory
Councils (such as the Baltic Sea Advisory Council and the Mediterranean Sea Advisory Council) that
provide the Commission and EU countries with recommendations on fisheries management matters.
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Although analytical in nature, COFI’s products are expected to include clear and concise policy
conclusions resulting from in-depth analyses and meeting discussions. This is key to the
Committee being able to differentiate itself from research institutes working on economics of
fisheries.28



The organisation of workshops in Members gathering policymakers, managers as well as experts
and stakeholders is a factor that significantly enhanced the scope and level of its policy impact in
the host country and beyond.



The use of some of the Committee’s products aiming at sharing good practices has been
diminished by the timing of their delivery. In several Members, in particular those where the
fishing sector is well developed and established, the results of the work on reducing fishing
capacity were not used as the proposed options for fleet decommissioning were no longer topical
or the corresponding schemes had been terminated before the report and the recommendation
were developed.29 This timing issue finds its roots both in the challenge of synchronising the
work programme with Members’ domestic policy agendas and in the length of time between
project programming, product delivery and the dissemination of results.

28.

Several universities have dedicated fisheries economics units, for instance the Fisheries Economics
Research Unit within the Fisheries Centre of the University of British Columbia (Canada).

29.

This was particularly the case of the work on decommissioning schemes. In its report to Council on the
implementation of the related Recommendation, the Committee notes that since the approval of the
Recommendation there has been no introduction of new decommissioning schemes [C(2013)28].
Notwithstanding, a few interviewees mentioned that this policy option could be used again in the future.
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Table 5: General factors supporting or hindering policy impacts
Category
Committee
orientation

Committee
functioning

Products attributes

Dissemination

Utility

Policy environment

Factors identified


Focus of the Committee’s work programme on a limited number of key issues relevant to
a majority of fisheries policymakers and managers (+)



Systematic search for complementarities with other international organisations’ work
programmes in the fisheries policy area (+)



Engagement of delegates in the work of the Committee (-)



Delegates’ profile and connection to their respective national fisheries policy community
(+/-)



Delegates participating in international policy discussions, in particular in the FAO
Committee on Fisheries and its sub-committees (+)



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)



Analytical depth of products (+)



Clarity and conciseness of policy conclusions (+/-)



Format adapted to key end-user needs (fisheries policymakers and managers)(+/-)



Joint products and events with other international organisations (+)



Timeliness vis-à-vis domestic policymaking agendas (-)



Dissemination of products beyond delegates (+/-)



Visibility of products (+/-)



Organisation of workshops and conferences in Members gathering policymakers,
managers as well as experts and stakeholders (+)



Useful to support bilateral and multilateral fisheries-related negotiations (quotas,
subsidies, etc.) (+)



Useful for benchmarking domestic fisheries sectors and policy trends in an international
context (+)



Useful to learn from good practices of the leaders in the fisheries sector (+/-)



Useful to provide economic arguments supporting challenging policy decisions (+)



Useful as inputs into domestic research activities (+)



Domestic policy implemented in the framework of the EU Common Fisheries Policy (+/-)



Staff turnover in Members’ ministries (-)



Capacity of staff in Members’ ministries to use documents in English or French (-)



Domestic research capacity using the COFI products and translating the main results (+)

Source: Interviews
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Table 6: Specific factors supporting or hindering policy impacts
Years
Product Group 1: Monitoring and
evaluation of fisheries policy



Product attributes

Review of Fisheries in OECD
Countries: Country Statistics
Review of Fisheries in OECD
Countries 2011: Policies and
Summary Statistics



Review of Fisheries in OECD
Countries 2009: Policies and
Summary Statistics



Review of Fisheries in OECD
Countries 2008: Policies and
Summary Statistics



OECD Review of Fisheries:
Country Statistics 2012

Committee
functioning

Utility





Reducing Fishing Capacity: Best
Practices for Decommissioning
Schemes
Recommendation of the Council on
the Design and Implementation of
Decommissioning Schemes in the
Fishing Sector



The Economics of Rebuilding

Scope of the countries included in the Reviews of Fisheries’ statistics and policy
notes (+)



Unique set of data on government financial transfers to the fisheries sector (+)



Reliability and international comparability of data (+/-)



Delegates also active in international policy discussions, in particular WTO
negotiations on subsidies to fisheries, and in bilateral and multilateral fisheries
negotiations more generally (+)



Useful to support bilateral and multilateral fisheries-related negotiations (quotas,
subsidies,…) (+)



Useful to benchmark the national fisheries sector and policy trends in an international
context (+)



Demand for international benchmarking to support domestic fisheries policy decisions
(+/-)



Export-oriented fisheries sector (+)?



Analytical depth of products (+)

Product attributes



Timeliness vis-à-vis national policymaking agendas (-)

Committee
functioning



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)



Useful to learn from good practices of the leaders in the fisheries sector (+/-)



Useful to provide economic arguments supporting challenging policy decisions (+)



Structure of the fishing vessels fleet (+/-)



Type and condition of fishing resources accessible to the domestic fisheries sector
(+/-)



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)

2007-08
Utility

Structural Change in Fisheries:
Dealing with the Human Dimension

Product Group 3:
Economics of rebuilding fish stocks

Factors identified


Policy environment

Product Group 2: Effective fisheries
management


Category

2007-12

Policy environment
2009-12
Committee
functioning
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Years




Quality of products (+)



Analytical depth of products (+)



Timeliness vis-à-vis national policymaking agendas (-)



Useful to learn from good practices of the leaders in the fisheries sector (+/-)



Useful to provide economic arguments supporting challenging policy decisions (+)



Type and condition of fishing resources accessible to the domestic fisheries sector (/+)



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)



Quality of products (+)



Analytical depth of products (+)



Organisation of workshops and conferences in Members gathering policymakers,
managers as well as experts and stakeholders (+)



Level of priority of aquaculture issues in the national policy agenda (+/-)



COFI Delegates participating in international policy debates, in particular the WTO
negotiations on subsidies to fisheries (+)



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)



Unique data set on fuel tax concessions in the fisheries sector (+)



Reliability and international comparability of data (+/-)



Analytical depth of products (+)



Useful to raise awareness on the effects of climate change on fisheries and the
available options to mitigate these effects (+/-)



Useful to support bilateral and multilateral fisheries-related negotiations (quotas,
subsidies, etc.) (+)



Useful to provide economic arguments supporting challenging policy decisions (+)

Rebuilding Fisheries: The Way
Forward



The Economics of Rebuilding
Fisheries



Recommendation of the Council on
Principles and Guidelines for the
Design and Implementation of
Plans for Rebuilding Fisheries

Product Group 4:
Fisheries and aquaculture



Product attributes

Utility

Policy environment

2009-12

Advancing the Aquaculture
Agenda: Workshop Proceedings

Committee
functioning
Product attributes

Fisheries and Aquaculture
certification

Dissemination
Policy environment

Product Group 5:
Fisheries and the environment




Factors identified

Practical Considerations in Using
Bio-economic Modelling for
Rebuilding Fisheries (Working
paper no 38)





Category

Fisheries Workshop Proceedings

The Economics of Adapting
Fisheries to Climate Change
Green Growth and Energy Use in
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Fuel Tax Concessions in the
Fisheries Sector

2009-12
Committee
functioning

Product attributes

Utility
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Years

Category
Policy environment

Product Group 6:
Globalisation and Fisheries



Globalization and Fisheries:
Proceedings of and OECD-FAO
Workshop
Globalisation in Fisheries and
Aquaculture: Opportunities and
Challenges

2007-10

Committee
functioning
Product attributes
Dissemination
Policy environment

Factors identified


Priority of aquaculture issues on the domestic policy agenda (+/-)
Consensus around the green growth approach (+/-)



Production cycle from programming to delivery (-)



Focus of the documents on key policy messages (-)



Organisation of workshops and conferences in Members gathering policymakers,
managers as well as experts and stakeholders (+)



Level of priority of aquaculture issues in the national policy agenda (+/-)

Source: Interviews
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6.4

Assessment

75.
The assessment of effectiveness draws on the indicators of overall and actual impact, while
taking into account the extent to which impacts are occurring in areas of important policy needs and
concerns (see Section 5.1).
76.
None of the Committee’s five Product Groups are assessed as having a high or very high overall
impact during the 2007-12 period by at least one-half of Members (see Figure 5, page 22). When assessed
for actual impact in the 2011-12 Biennium, all four Product Groups were considered to have at least a
medium actual impact (see Figure 6, Page 23). This corresponds with a ‘Medium’ level of policy impact
for Members (see Table 7, below).30
77.
All the Committee’s five mandate objectives and expected outcomes to which its Product Groups
respond are well aligned with Members’ policymaking needs and concerns (see Figure 1 and Table 1,
pages 14 and 19 respectively). Consequently, the effectiveness of the Committee is assessed as
MEDIUM.31

30.

This assessment is made as follows: 0/5 Product Groups (overall impact) + 4/4 Product Groups (actual
impact) = 4/9 Product Groups (total impact) or 44%.

31.

Since effectiveness is defined as the extent to which a committee is having a significant policy impact in
areas of highest policy needs and concerns for Members, the degree of alignment of mandate objectives
and expected outcomes with policy needs, as indicated in Table 1, is adopted as an upper limit on the rating
of effectiveness.
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Table 7: What has been the impact of the Committee’s work and to what extent has it been effective?
% of Product Groups for which at least one-half of Members indicate a medium or higher level of policy impacts (and modulation to take into account
the extent of significant impact in areas of important policy needs and concerns for Members, i.e. its effectiveness)
Ratings

Very Low

Very
Low to
Low

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

High to
Very
High

Very High

%

0% to 16%

17% to
23%

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

77% to
83%

84% to 100%

Assessment

COFI
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7.

Efficiency

78.
This section presents an assessment of the extent to which the Committee is producing outputs of
the requisite quality for the resources employed (technical efficiency) and how well it is functioning
(process efficiency).
79.
The analysis of technical efficiency is primarily based on data obtained through the PIR survey
and from the PWB. These sources are complemented, when relevant, with data generated through
interviews.
80.
The analysis of process efficiency uses data collected from committee documentation and
interviews. It focuses on how well a committee:


sets its policy orientations;



functions in the implementation of its work programme;



interacts across policy areas within the OECD;



engages with non-Members;



engages with other international organisations and stakeholder bodies.
How is the quality of the Fisheries Committee’s work appreciated from an end-user perspective?

7.1

81.
PIR (end-user) survey data indicates that two of the Committee’s five Product Groups are
assessed as being at or having exceeded the quality threshold, i.e. they have been assessed by two-thirds or
more of Members as being of at least high quality (see Figure 8, below):


PG1: Monitoring and evaluation of fisheries policy;



PG3: Economics of rebuilding fish stocks.
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Figure 8: Quality of the Fisheries Committee’s work (2007-12)

69%

PG1: Monitoring and evaluation of fisheries policy

31%

66%

PG3: Economics of rebuilding fish stocks

34%

52%

PG4:Fisheries and aquaculture
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PG5: Fisheries and the environment

52%

43%

PG2: Effective fisheries management
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10%

20%

57%

30%

40%

Medium to Medium-High

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Very Low to Low-Medium

Source: PIR survey (2009, 2011 and 2013)

82.
Interviewees did not highlight major quality problems but raised the issue of the limited
timeliness of some products due to a long product cycle and, at times, the lack of clear policy conclusions
on the basis of the projects’ analytical results.
7.2

How efficiently has the Committee been functioning?

7.2.1

Setting Committee orientations

83.
The revision of the Committee’s mandate, led by a dedicated Working Group on Mandate
Renewal, gave rise to lengthy discussions between 2006 and 2008.32 The mandate was finally approved by
the Committee in April 2008 and then by Council in December 2008.33 Delegates insisted on the need for
the mandate to clearly state the unique positioning of the Committee, namely to support policy
development by addressing the ‘economic dimension of fisheries’ upstream of international negotiations.
This positioning is reasserted in all documents produced in the course of the preparation of the
Committee’s programme of the work.34
84.
At the time of discussions on mandate renewals, in 2007-2008, and again in October 2014 as
delegates initiated a review of the present mandate towards the end of its duration, strategic discussions
have taken place several times on an ad hoc basis in the context of project-related agenda items. The most
32.

TAD/FI/M(2006)2, TAD/FI/M(2007)1, TAD/FI/M(2007)2, TAD/FI/M(2008)1, TAD/FI/M(2008)2. See
also TAD/FI(2007)2/REV.

33.

C(2008)193/REV1.

34.

See for instance TAD/FI(2009)21.
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important of these touched upon the scope of the Committee’s mandate, addressing in particular the issue
of whether the Committee should remain focused on fisheries or take a broader and more integrated view,
via the adoption of an ‘ocean centric approach’, 35 a holistic framework to address the externalities of
fisheries and aquaculture on other human activities36 or an eco-system approach to fisheries management. 37
More recently, the discussions on ‘blue growth’ or the ‘blue economy’ also opened up the question
regarding the boundaries of the Committee’s mandate. In most instances, the results of these discussions
have been that a focus on fisheries continues to be best to address the main needs and concerns of
policymakers, and that a broadening of the mandate could significantly hinder the relevance and impact of
the Committee.38
85.
The boundaries of the Committee’s mandate were also questioned during the frequent discussions
in Committee meetings on the balance between fisheries and aquaculture issues, the latter being closely
related to agriculture economics. While the Committee has been historically focused, as its name implies,
on marine fisheries, the rise of fish production originating from aquaculture has led the Committee to focus
more of its work programme on this topic.39
86.
The preparation of the work programme starts with an orientation note developed on the basis of
prior Committee discussions, which is then circulated to delegates to support discussions at the following
meeting. This note is instrumental in dealing with one of the Committee’s most significant challenges,
namely narrow the broad range of themes and projects proposed by delegates to a set of high-priority
issues commensurable with its capacity to address them.40 The challenge is all the greater since:


Members have a wide array of interests due to domestic structural conditions and regional
contexts, as previously outlined, though these are to some extent narrowed down through the coordinated position adopted by EU Member States against the backdrop of the Common Fisheries
Policy;



the share of resources devoted to on-going products (i.e. the Review of Fisheries, which in all
PWB deliberations receives the highest priority41 and accounts for about 45% of the Committee’s
budget according to biennium) leaves little room for thematic projects originating from Members’
proposals to be included in the work programme.

87.
The work programme, which used to be stretched over a three-year period to take into account
the resource constraints that the Committee faces, has been aligned with the two-year PWB Cycle as of
the 2013-14 biennium.42 A one-year work plan was developed in 2012 to fill the gap between the 2009-11
35.

TAD/FI(2010)17.

36.

TAD/FI(2009)21.

37.

TAD/FI(2008)2/ANN.

38.

For instance, when discussing in 2014 the possibility of shifting the focus of the COFI from the economics
of fisheries to the ‘ocean economy’, the delegates, while acknowledging the potential benefits of expanding
into new areas, also noted several potential risks in doing so, notably duplication of work, where the COFI
would fit inside OECD, capacity of secretariat, composition of delegations, loss of uniqueness of COFI,
loss of focus on fisheries [TAD/FI/M(2014)3].

39.

See for instance the debate surrounding the development of the 2009-10 programme of work
(TAD/FI/M(2007)2 and TAD/FI(2008)2/ANN) or discussions at the 105th COFI Session
(TAD/FI/M(2010)1/REV1).

40.

TAD/FI(2013)/9.

41.

See for instance TAD/FI(2012)9.

42.

TAD/FI/M(2010)1/REV1.
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and 2013-14 work programmes with a view to bringing added flexibility to the programming of the
Committee’s work.
88.
The Committee has adopted presentational tools (e.g. project summary box, a tabular calendar
with the key tasks and timeline for each project, etc.) that have enhanced the transparency of the process,
allowing delegates to clearly map the different strands of work, relate them to past work and be aware of
the timing of surveys, discussions and deliverables.
7.2.2

Committee functioning

89.
The Committee meetings, held twice a year, provide delegates with a rare opportunity to discuss
the most topical fisheries and, increasingly, aquaculture policy issues in an in-depth way. The Committee
provides a relatively intimate setting, compared to UN and FAO meetings in particular, and the absence of
negotiations on binding instruments allows open and frank discussions to take place, including on
politically sensitive issues such as quota allocation in international fisheries 43 or government financial
transfers and fuel tax compensations to the fishing sector. The results of discussions in the Committee
subsequently support international negotiations held in other fora, as well as allowing trust between
officials and diplomats involved in these negotiations to be reinforced.
90.
On the basis of the reviews and the 10-year forecasts included in the fisheries module of the
Agricultural Outlook, COFI has systematically hosted, since 2012, informed discussions on trends in
fisheries policy development in a dedicated session.44
91.
As for the work programme-related documents, the Committee makes use of presentational
innovations to better co-ordinate the implementation of the programme of work. For instance the meeting
summary records systematically present a forward-planning of activities, including inter-sessional work to
be carried out by delegates. In 2013, the Committee adopted a new format of meeting summary whereby
the expected contributions of delegates and the Secretariat, along with associated deadlines, are
systematically presented.45 However, despite these efforts, delegates engage in little inter-sessional work
other than providing inputs via their response to surveys to collate data and information. 46 Some
discussions between sessions take place via the ‘delegate corner’, a dedicated electronic platform where
delegates can access documents and information and add comments and suggestions. However, these
interactions have been relatively limited, with some delegates expressing a preference to advancing the
work within sessions. 47 As reflected in summary records, this has sometimes resulted in extensive
discussions on the wording of substantive documents in the Committee meetings, which have delayed their
delivery and, as mentioned by an interviewee, run the risk of transforming certain meeting sessions into an
‘editorial board’.
92.
The Committee very rarely sets up informal steering groups or task forces of delegates to help
advance its work programme. Only recently has an ad hoc expert group on Government Financial
Transfers been established to monitor the review of the related database. 48
43.

TAD/FI/M(2008)2 and TAD/FI/M(2009)1.

44.

TAD/FI(2013)9.

45.

See TAD/FI/M(2013)2.

46.

The Reviews are a particular case as they are almost completely taken in charge by Members.

47.

TAD/FI/M(2010)2/REV

48.

An electronic discussion platform open to members’ experts will be developed to support the revision of
the GFT database in between meeting sessions (TAD/FI(2014)1).
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7.2.3

Interactions within the OECD structure

93.
Horizontal collaboration between COFI and other committees has been relatively limited during
the review period, though there has been work with DAC on policy coherence for development and fishing
for development49 and with EPOC.50 However, since its 2011 edition, the Agriculture Outlook has included
a specific chapter on fisheries and seafood.51 Against this backdrop, it was observed by some delegates that
horizontal relations have been intensifying over time, an evolution that is set to continue since the
Committee’s now-adopted work programme for 2015-16, work with the CFA on fisheries crime and with
EPOC on marine bio-diversity.52
94.
Moreover, the nature of some fisheries and aquaculture policy issues means that they can be
addressed through a variety of angles by different policy communities. Consequently, some of the work
conducted in this area has been conducted in other committees.53 While there has been little involvement
of COFI in these activities, delegates have systematically been kept informed of the progress of this work
in dedicated meeting sessions, supported by a document with a short description of all projects that have a
fisheries dimension, along with relevant products and/or references.54 As part of these sessions, or in some
cases in addition to them, an increasing number of presentations from OECD officials from different parts
of the Organisation have taken place.55
95.
In the case of the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for
Sustainable Agricultural Systems (CRP), whose mandate contains specific provisions for the support to the
work of COFI, there has not been any direct engagement and, since 2008, limited if any discussion of the
CRP and its activities in the Committee, resulting in a low level of awareness of the Programme among
delegates.56
96.
With regard to horizontal projects, COFI has contributed to the Fossil Fuel project57 and, more
recently and significantly, to the Green Growth project, as part of its mainstreaming stage.

49.

This work led to two joint workshops being organised in 2010 and 2014, the latter back-to-back with the
COFI meeting in collaboration with the World Bank and the FAO [TAD/FI/M(2014)3].

50.

A specific chapter on Fisheries and Aquaculture was included in the OECD Environmental Outlook
published in 2008 [OECD (2008), OECD Environmental Outlook to 2030, OECD Publishing].

51.

OECD/FAO (2011), OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2011, OECD Publishing.

52.

TAD/FI/M(2014)3.

53.

This was the case, for instance, of the following strands of work: the Working Party on Biotechnology on
marine biotechnology; the Working Party on Chemicals, Pesticides and Biotechnology on the biology of
Atlantic Salmon; the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Environment on the impact on aquaculture of
hypoxia and eutrophication in marine waters; International Futures Program on the blue Economy; CFA’s
Task Force on Tax Crime in the Fishing Industry on illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IUU).

54.

See for instance TAD/FI/RD(2007)1, TAD/FI/RD(2013)3.

55.

For instance, six OECD Officials outside the fisheries division had dedicated slots of time during the
October 2014 COFI meeting to report on activities of relevance to COFI [TAD/FI/M(2014)3].

56.

C(2014)142.

57.

See TAD/FI/M(2009)2 and TAD/FI(2009)22.
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7.2.4

Dissemination

97.
The Committee does not have a formal communication strategy. A half-page document
presenting ‘possible elements of a communications strategy’ was annexed to a draft version of the
mandate,58 although it was abandoned in later versions and reduced to a statement in the body of the text.59
98.
As recalled in multiple documents, and confirmed through interviews, the Fisheries Review
publication is considered as the Committee’s flagship product. Within the Statistics Reviews specifically,
the Government Financial Transfers database has had a high media impact due to the highly sensitive
issues they touch upon60. When relevant, the addition of thematic chapters in the Reviews has allowed the
use of the Reviews as a platform to raise the visibility of other Committee products.61 Another product with
a high visibility is the Multilingual Dictionary of Fish and Fish Products, which is widely disseminated
beyond fisheries policy makers.62
99.
The Committee, in 2013, developed the OECD Fisheries Managers Handbook 63 which aimed
specifically to reach out to a broader audience, beyond delegates, building on the results of former projects
in a way that is appropriate for fisheries managers who, due to their usual background in marine biology,
oceanography or law and administration, are less familiar with economics and political economy issues.
More generally, the Committee disseminates the results of its main projects via short pamphlets and
brochure.
100.
As to the remainder of the product portfolio, the visibility of the Committee beyond its delegates
is limited. While the two Council recommendations were developed primarily for that purpose, it appears
that they have not improved the visibility of the Committee (see supra 6.3). The organisation of project
workshops targeting a broad and diversified audience has helped to raise the attention of potential users on
the Committee’s streams of work.
101.
The organisation of a Fisheries Ministerial or Ministerial “minus one” meeting was discussed in
several Committee meetings as a means to raise its profile64 but did not materialise.
7.2.5

Global engagement

102.
Partner countries currently account for the largest share of fisheries, as well as for matters
relating to the trade of fish products since they export large quantities of fish and fish products originating
from marine capture and aquaculture production. As a consequence, engagement with them is increasingly
important for fish stock management and for trade relations.65

58.

TAD/FI(2007)2/REV.

59.

See TAD/FI(2008)1.

60.

TAD/FI(2013)/9.

61.

TAD/FI/M(2010)2/REV

62.

The fifth edition of the Multilingual Dictionary was published in 2008 [OECD/Blackwell-Wiley (2008),
Multilingual Dictionary of Fish and Fish Products: Fifth Edition, OECD Publishing].

63.

OECD, 2013, the OECD Handbook for Fisheries Managers - Principles and Practice for Policy Design,
OECD Publishing.

64.

TAD/FI/M(2010)2/REV and TAD/FI(2010)16.

65.

Out of the ten most significant producers of fish products, originating from marine capture and aquaculture,
seven are non-Members, China and Indonesia being the two most important. This tendency is expected to
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103.

The Committee engages with Partner countries in a range of ways, primarily through:


The development of non-Member country notes and statistics in the Reviews of Fisheries, which
cover Members, four Partner countries, as well as since the 2013 edition two Key Partners (China
and Indonesia). The broadening of the coverage of the reviews will continue in the 2015
edition.66



Their participation of in workshops.67



Analytical work on issues of common interest, such as food security and green growth.68



Their presence in meetings as Participants.69

104.
During the review period, the Committee has developed three strategic documents providing a
general framework for its relationship with Partner countries. An enhanced engagement strategy in 2007,
updated in 2010, and a Global Relations Strategy in 2013, along with its participation plan.70

be even more pronounced in the years to come as developing countries, which already currently
represent 82% of total fish and sea food production, are expected to account for about 96% of the projected
production growth between now and 2023. See FAO, 2014, FAO Global Capture Production database
updated to 2012 Summary information; FAO, 2014, FAO Global Aquaculture Production Volume and
Value Statistics Database Updated to 2012; OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2014.
66.

TAD/FI(2014)1.

67.

For instance, in 2010, representatives from Brazil and Indonesia attended the Climate change workshop
and representatives from South Africa participated in the workshop on aquaculture [TAD/FI(2010)18].

68.

TAD/FI(2010)18/REV1.

69.

Throughout the whole review period, the Committee has had four Participants: Argentina, Thailand,
Chinese Taipei and Russia.

70.

Respectively TAD/FI(2007)18, TAD/FI(2010)18/REV1 and TAD/FI(2013)6/FINAL.
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Table 8: Milestones in non-Member engagement
Year
2007

Council

Fisheries Committee



MCM of May 2007 adopts draft Council
Resolution on Enlargement and Enhanced
Engagement as set out in the Report to
Ministers on Enlargement and Enhanced
Engagement [C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL &
C/M(2007)9/PART1]



Strategy for the OECD fisheries committee towards OECD
accession countries and enhanced engagement
[TAD/FI(2007)18]



Approval of Guidelines for Deepening
Enhanced Engagement
[C(2010)100/FINAL & C/M(2010)15]



Enhanced engagement strategy [TAD/FI(2010)18/REV1]



Global relations strategy and participation plan
[TAD/FI(2013)6/FINAL]

2008
2009
2010

2011



2012



Adoption of Resolution of the Council on
partnerships in OECD bodies
[C(2012)100/FINAL & C/M(2012)13].

2013



Adoption of Resolution of the Council on
strengthening the OECD’s global reach
[C(2013)58/FINAL & C/M(2013)12]]



Approval of the Framework for the
establishment of Country Programmes
[C/MIN(2013)12]

105.
Given their share of the world fish production and trade, engagement with the Key Partners is
particularly important for the Committee. After all the Key Partners declined an invitation to participate in
its meetings in 2011, 71 the Committee decided to take a more targeted approach, building on their
participation in specific workshops to progressively establish a working relationship and bring them closer
to the Committee.72

71.

TAD/FI(2011)12.

72.

TAD/FI(2013)/9.
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Figure 9 Participation of non-Members (Partners) in Fisheries Committee meetings (2007-14)*
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Source: Meeting summaries and EMS
* Average per year. Excludes accession countries.
** The April 2010 meeting participation data is excluded from the analysis.

106.
Attendance of Partner countries in the Committee has been stable over most of the review period.
The countries with the status of Participant (formerly Regular Observers) have attended meetings regularly
and accounted for the bulk of Partner country participation. Only one Key Partner has attended a COFI
meeting during the review period.
7.2.6

Engagement with other international organisations and stakeholder bodies

107.
As explained previously (see 7.2.1), the Committee has clearly positioned itself upstream of
international negotiations to “bridge the gap between the different perspectives of the policy debate on the
basis of sound economic and policy analysis”.73 Interviews with policy makers have confirmed that its
statistical and analytical work has been useful to that regard, in particular in the context of FAO and WTO
negotiations, as well as in some RFMO meetings.
108.
Several International Organisations addressing, inter alia, economic issues related to fisheries
policy, primarily the three with an Observer status (the FAO, the World Bank and the WTO) have
regularly attended COFI meetings. The regular presence of representatives of these organisations, the
interactions with their secretariats, as well as delegate cross-participation has facilitated co-ordination and
enhanced the exchange of information.74 Other international organisations, such as UNEP and Interpol,
have also attended meetings depending on the themes on the meeting agenda.

73.

TAD/FI(2009)21.

74.

For instance, several delegates have made concrete proposals so that the OECD work on GFT could better
contribution to WTO debates on fisheries subsidies [TAD/FI/M(2010)2/REV].
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109.
The increasingly close relationship between the Committee and the FAO was highlighted by
delegates. Some officials in charge of the counterpart FAO bodies,75 have participated in almost all COFI
meetings and have actively participated in discussions during items related to specific projects or during
the sessions dedicated to the report from Observers. Several joint products have been developed with the
FAO, including the Agricultural Outlook,76 which has included a fisheries module since 2011. Several joint
events have also been organised.77
110.
Delegates as well as the FAO officials observed that the strengthening of the relationship
between OECD and FAO in the area of fisheries was assessed as beneficial for the work of the two
Organisations’ Fisheries Committees, although it was also observed that additional efforts on both sides
could be put into ensuring that COFI products are fully relevant to and feed into FAO’s multilateral
negotiations.
111.
The Committee has mainly engaged with stakeholders in ‘expert workshops’ where various
representatives of the industry and of the civil society are invited to participate.78 Stakeholders were also
consulted in the context of the development of its two instruments.79
7.3

Assessment

112.
The assessment of efficiency draws primarily on the above indicator of the quality of the
Committee’s products, while taking into account their cost to the Part I Budget (technical efficiency). It
also considers how well the Committee has been functioning during the review period (process efficiency).
113.
Two of COFI’s five Product Groups, accounting for 49.7% of the Committee’s allocated Part I
budget, are assessed by at least two-thirds of Members as being of high or very high quality (See Figure 8,
page 39) corresponding with a ‘medium’ level of technical efficiency (See, below).
114.
Since the Committee has generally functioned well in terms of its processes, its overall efficiency
is assessed as MEDIUM.

75.

The FAO Committee on Fisheries (FAO COFI), the FAO COFI Sub-Committee on Trade and FAO COFI
Sub-Committee on Aquaculture.

76.

OECD/FAO (2011), OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2011, OECD Publishing. See also the recent joint
publication on fisheries for development [FAO-OECD, 2015, Fisheries for development, FAO Publishing].

77.

For instance, the OECD-FAO Workshop on the Challenges and Opportunities of Fisheries Globalisation in
April 2007, the OECD-FAO round-table on eco-labelling and certification in the fisheries sector in April
2009, the COFI-DAC-FAO-WB workshop on fishing for development in April 2014.

78.

For instance the expert meeting on fuel prices and the fishing industry in 2008, the round-table on
certification in the fisheries sector in April 2009 (with industry representatives, certifiers, NGOs); the
expert meeting on the economics of rebuilding fisheries in 2010 with national rebuilding experts; the expert
workshop on the economics of adapting fisheries to climate change with national experts in 2010; the
expert workshop on GFT in April 2013.

79.

The COFI met in the format of an extended meeting with national fisheries management and rebuilding
experts at its April 2011 session, in order to extract best practice guidelines or lessons learned from the
work on rebuilding fisheries, in preparation of the OECD Recommendation [TAD/FI/M(2011)1].
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Table 9: How is the quality of the Committee’s work appreciated from an end-user perspective?
% of Product Groups for which at least two-thirds of Members indicate a high or very high level of quality
Ratings

Very Low

Very
Low to
Low

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

High to
Very
High

Very High

%

0% to 16%

17% to
23%

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

77% to
83%

84% to 100%

COFI

Assessment
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ANNEX II
OUTPUT AREA 3.2.3 (2007-2012) - BUDGET (PWB) FOR THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE

Output Areas 3.2.3 (K EUR)
Product Group 1: Monitoring and
evaluation of fisheries policy
Product Group 2: Effective fisheries
management
Product Group 3: Economics of
rebuilding fish stocks
Product Group 4: Fisheries and
aquaculture
Product Group 5: Fisheries and the
environment
Total
Source: PWB database

Part I

CPF

VCs in
Hand

1021.6

0.0

158.7

-

158.7

1180.3

694.6

0.0

0

77.0

77.0

771.6

614.5

0.0

0

40.0

40.0

654.5

304.4

0.0

0

95.0

95.0

399.4

658.4

0.0

0

228.7

228.7

887.1

3293.5

0.0
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158.7

New VCs
(expected)

Total VCs
(including
expected
VCs)*

440.7

599.4

TEC
(KEUR)

3892.9
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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

A. Relevance - Data sources,
analysis and assessment
Relevance
Qualitative synthesis

A3 - Capital-based
delegate participation

A1 - Expected outcomes
A2 - MTO results

Corroboration, deepening and broadening

Part I Budget changes

A4 - Interviews with policymakers
Main sources:
A1 – Survey of delegates.
A2 – Biannual Medium-Term Orientations survey.
A3 – Meeting summaries and Event Management System database (EMS).
A4 – Delegates and other policymakers (plus non-Member delegates and representatives of other
international bodies and stakeholder bodies as relevant).
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Effectiveness

B. Effectiveness - Data sources,
analysis and assessment
Effectiveness

Refinement of policy impacts

A1 - Expected outcomes

B1 - Use and policy impact

Corroboration, deepening and
broadening

B2 - Interviews with policymakers
Main sources:
A1 – Survey of delegates.
B1 – PIR survey, the analysis of which in terms of data on policy impacts comprises a number of steps:


Output Results from the relevant Bienniums are analysed to ascertain whether they contain related
or interlocking products. Those that do are merged into multi-annual Product Groups that provide a
basis for consolidating PIR ratings over the review period and for focusing discussions on impacts
and supporting factors with interviewees. The reports and instruments included in a given Product
Group are those that fall under its constituting Output Results. A Product Group impact rating
calculated by triangulating across the mean, mode and median of the constituent Output Result
ratings.



Product Group ratings are analysed to provide an overall (i.e. of actual and potential impacts on
both Members’ policymaking and the visibility and credibility of the Organisation) assessment of
impacts.



Since the 2011 PIR survey (covering the 2009-10 PWB), Output Results are rated both in terms of
the level of impact and the nature of impact, with PIR respondents being able to assign up to five
types of impacts (or indicate why impacts are low). This data is used as follows:
 To corroborate ratings and impact descriptions and recalibrate them as necessary using the
guidance matrix, below. Thus, for example, a rating of ‘very high’ that is qualified as
‘Referenced as a data source without impacting on policy initiatives or without directly
leading to policy development’ would be recalibrated as ‘very low to low’. Similarly, a rating
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of ‘low’ characterised as ‘Prompted a review of national policy’ would be recalibrated as
‘medium to very high’.
 To analyse overall impacts in order to arrive at an assessment of actual impact, defined as
impact on Members’ policymaking (i.e. overall impact minus potential impact on Members
and impact on the visibility and credibility of the OECD).
B2 – Delegates and other policymakers (plus non-Member delegates and representatives of other
international bodies and stakeholder bodies as relevant).
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Guidance on use/impact descriptions and ratings
Very Low Impact

Low Impact

Medium Impact

High Impact

Very High Impact

Substantively represents or forms the basis of government policy
Considered as the standard for policy setting
Raised in Parliament, been the subject of Ministerial/official announcements
Proposed to be enacted as legislation, enacted as legislation or the subject of
international agreement
Raised in major public forums as being authoritative for policy direction
Referenced in reports/briefings, or used as reference material with a direct impact on policy development/outcomes
Used as the sole / authoritative data source supporting policy initiatives
Prompted a review of national policy
Was the basis for international comparisons used in developing policy options or settings
Provided innovative policy ideas previously unknown to capital
Contributed to preparing the ground for possible future reforms
Used as a data source in conjunction with other non-OECD data sources
Supported discussions and studies
Used as background documentation to inform policy debate
Resulted in an increase to international co-operation and/or policy networks
Referenced as a data source without impacting on policy initiatives or without
directly leading to policy development
Not used /little used since it is not known / little known in capital
Not used / little used since it focuses on issues of no or limited concern in
capital
Not used / little used due to quality concerns
Not used due to limited interest in
capital following changes in national
policy
priorities
/
the
policy
environment

53

C(2015)34
Efficiency

C. Efficiency - Data sources,
analysis and assessment
Efficiency
Refinement of output
result quality by cost
(Technical efficiency)

C1 - Output result
quality
Corroboration, deepening
and broadening

C3 - Interviews with delegates
(Process efficiency)

C2 - Interviews with
policy-makers

Main sources:
C1 – PIR survey.
C2 – Delegates and other policymakers (complemented by interviews with representatives of other
international bodies and stakeholder bodies, as relevant).
C3 – Delegates (plus non-Member delegates and representatives of other international bodies and
stakeholder bodies present in committee meetings, as relevant).
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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
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Primary data
analysis
(Stage 1)

Intermediate
report

Review by EVC (F)

C(2015)34

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
LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED

1.

Argentina

Mr Federico TAGLE

Directorate of International
Economic Affairs – Ministry of
Foreign Affairs
Undersecretariat of Fisheries
and Aquaculture
Ministry of Agriculture,
Livestock and Fisheries
International Affairs Directorate
Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Fisheries Economics
Department - Ministry of
Agriculture (AGR)
Head of the Market
Organization and Trade Bureau,
- Fisheries Economics
Department
DG Maritime Affairs and
Fisheries
European Commission
DG Maritime Affairs and
Fisheries
European Commission
DG Maritime Affairs and
Fisheries
European Commission

2.

Argentina

Ms. Elisa CALVO

3.

Canada

4.

Estonia

Mr. John
CAMPBELL
Mr. Ain SOOME

5.

Estonia

Mr. Hannes ULMAS

6.

European
Union

Mr. Juan RONCO
ZAPATERO

7.

European
Commission

Ms. Louise HEAD

8.

European
Union

Mr. Nicolas DROSS

9.

France

Mr Philippe FERLIN
(COFI Chair)

Inspection Générale Agriculture

10.

Iceland

11.

Japan

Ms. Brynhildur
BENEDIKTSDOTTIR
Mr. Nobuyuki YAGI

12.

Japan

Mr. Joji MORISHITA

13.

Japan

Mr. Hideo
INOMATA

Ministry of Industries and
Innovation
Dept. of Aquatic Bioscience
The University of Tokyo
National Research Institute of
Far Seas Fisheries, Fisheries
Research Agency
Resource Management Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
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Minister

Director of Fisheries
Economics Unit

Director, Global Trade and
Market Access Bureau
Head of the Fisheries
Department
Head of Bureau, Ministry of
Agriculture (AGR)

Administrator - “Maritime
policy Atlantic, outermost
regions and Arctic”
Assistant

Policy officer - International
Affairs and Law of the Sea

Senior Expert,

Resource

Management
Associate Professor
Director General

Assistant Director
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and Fisheries
Division Fisheries Agency of
Japan International Affairs
Mission of Mexico to the EU SAGARPA
Agricultural Office
SAGARPA - Embassy of Mexico
in Washington
Agricultural Office
SAGARPA - Embassy of Mexico
in Washington
Ministry of Economic Affairs
Directorate of Fisheries /
Statistics Department
Department for Climate, Energy
and Environment
Norwegian Agency for
Development Co-operation
(NORAD)
Department for Fisheries and
Aquaculture - Ministry of Trade,
Industry and Fisheries

14.

Japan

15.

Mexico

16.

Mexico

Mr. Haruo
TOMINAGA
Mr. Miguel
NARVAEZ
Mr. Luis MARTINEZ

17.

Mexico

Mr. Luis FLEISCHER

18.
19.

Netherlands
Norway

20.

Norway

Mr. Leon LOMANS
Mrs. Anita Kjeilen
STEINSEIDE
Ms. Brit FISKNES

21.

Norway

Mr. Geir EVENSEN

22.

Norway

Ms. Guri Hjallen
ERIKSEN

Ministry of Fisheries and
Coastal Affairs

Adviser

23.

Norway
United
Kingdom

25.

New Zealand

Ms. Jane WILLING

Ministry of Fisheries and
Coastal Affairs
Marine and Fisheries
department
Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)
Ministry for Primary Industries

Director General

24.

Mr. Vidar
LANDMARK
Ms. Sarah
ANDREWS

26.

USA

Mr. David HOGAN

27.

USA

Dr. Lee G.
ANDERSON

28.

USA

Mr. Gregory

Office of Marine Conservation
U.S. State Department
College of Earth Ocean and
Environment, University of
Delaware
Formerly Department of
Commerce/ National Oceanic
and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
Office of International Affairs
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Associate Director
Adviser, fisheries
Agriculture Attaché

Agriculture Attaché

Policy Officer
Head of Key Figures Section
Senior Adviser

Deputy Director General

Economist

Director of International
Fisheries
- former Bureau Member
Deputy Director
Policy Analyst, Professor , Vice
Chair of the Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Management Council

Senior International Trade
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SCHNEIDER
29.

Mr. Audun LEM

National Marine Fisheries
Service, NOAA
U.N. Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO)

59

Specialist - Bureau/Former
Chair
Brand Chief - Products, Trade
and Marketing Branch Fisheries and Aquaculture
Department
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