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SUMMARY
Committee for Agriculture (COAG)
The Committee for Agriculture was created in 1961. Its current mandate dates from the start of 2009 and
was extended to the end of July 2016 in order to synchronise its review with the present evaluation.
The results of the evaluation show that the Committee, following an independent forward-looking review
conducted in 2009 and its 2010 Ministerial meeting, has significantly improved the relevance of its
mandate and work programme objectives in terms of their alignment with Members policy needs, while
also reflecting G20 priorities in areas of food price volatility and agriculture, sustainably increasing
agricultural production and productivity, and food security.
The Committee’s performance with regard to its effectiveness has, by contrast, slipped back. Significant
policy impact continues to arise from its longstanding core products, which have benefitted from two key
initiatives, namely the transformation of the Agricultural Outlook into a joint publication with the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the progressive widening of the
Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation activities and products to include an increasing number of
Partners. However, products outside the Committee’s main areas of focus have had lower impact, as a
consequence of Members’ divergent priorities, perspectives and capacities in the area of agriculture policy
(and at its interface with trade and environment policies) and due to the COAG’s limited efforts to
strengthen communications and improve the dissemination of its work beyond its core products, and more
generally to making its products more user-ready in both form and content.
The COAG has made improvements to its efficiency over the review period, notably as a result of having
reinforced the quality of its products beyond those largely based on quantitative analyses (its core
products) where its strengths have been historically situated. It is notable in this context that the
Committee, in 2008, launched the Farm-Level Analysis Network as a means of drawing on data and
research in Members’ institutions which would not otherwise be accessible or exploitable with in-house
resources. However, progress in enhancing the Committee’s efficiency has been held back by shortfalls in
how it organises work within its substructure, the need for more focused interactions with other OECD
bodies and its capacity to engage other stakeholders.
Report (see
paragraphs):

Annex I (see
Paragraphs):

Relevance: High to Very High

9 - 14

56 - 68

Effectiveness: Medium to High

15 – 23

69- 87

Efficiency: Medium to High

24 – 40

88 - 134

Assessment

2

C(2016)27

Recommendations
Recommendation N°1: The Committee for Agriculture should take into
account, when relevant, specific national and regional contexts in its work and
in its key messages and recommendations.

21

83

Recommendation N°2: The Committee for Agriculture should develop and
implement a comprehensive communications strategy that is applicable across
its work programme.

22

73 & 111

Recommendation N°3: The Committee for Agriculture should undertake a
review of how its work is allocated and processed within its structure,
including how to best use the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Trade
(JWPA&T), and make the necessary improvements to support the efficiency
of its functioning.

30

104

Recommendation N°4: The Committee for Agriculture should reinforce its
collaboration with other Committees notably by strengthening how it works
with the Development Assistance Committee and by identifying topics of
common interest with the Regional Development Policy Committee (RDPC)
and how they could be jointly addressed in the 2017-18 Biennium, and
examine the feasibility of alternative approaches to a formal joint working
party as a means of working horizontally with the Trade Committee. 1

33 & 34

104, 116 & 117

Recommendation N°5: The Committee for Agriculture should reinforce its
2
working relations with the CRP , including ensuring an adequate slot on
meeting agendas and conditions for a meaningful dialogue, and in order to
optimise research-policy linkages should regularly undertake prospective
reflections with the aim of identifying research topics of potential policy
interest that fellowships and conferences supported by the CRP could address.

36

115

Recommendation N°6: The Committee for Agriculture should improve its
mechanisms for consulting with stakeholders whose representation at
international level is non-existent or not well organised drawing, as
appropriate, on the experience of other OECD bodies.3

40

131

1.

Recommendation N°1 of the Trade Committee IDE indicates that the Trade Committee should reinforce its
collaboration with other Committees, including the Development Assistance Committee and the Investment
Committee in areas beyond those already jointly addressed, and examine the feasibility of alternative
approaches to a formal joint working party as a means of working horizontally with the Committee for
Agriculture (COAG) [C(2015)4].

2.

Recommendation N°1 of the IDE of the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource
Management for Sustainable Agriculture Systems (CRP) 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. The CRP is currently
implementing a set of actions in response to this recommendation, one of which aims at enhancing the
Programme’s communication efforts towards the COAG through the development of reports that better
target policymakers and their interests [C(2014)142 and C(2015)186].

3.

For example, the Environment Policy Committee in which consultations with stakeholders are co-ordinated
by the European Environment Bureau and the Investment Committee in which OECD Watch provides a

3
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Good Practices
Enhancing the Committee for Agriculture’s data access and research
capabilities through networking with Member institutions. The OECD
Network for Farm-Level Analysis as a means of complementing in-house
capacity.

31

137

Extending Committee core products to include Partners in their coverage. The
case of the Committee for Agriculture’s policy monitoring and evaluation
instruments.

37

137

Co-operation between international organisations to broaden the reach of one
of the Committee’s core products. The production of the Agricultural Outlook
as a joint publication with the UN’s Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), including collaboration on the models, databases, baseline
projections, analytical papers, website, etc.

39

137

means of structuring inputs into the Committee’s work (see https://community.oecd.org/docs/DOC-68047
at the IDE Good Practices Repository).

4

C(2016)27
TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.
2.
3.

The Committee for Agriculture ............................................................................................................6
Evaluation methodology and approach.................................................................................................6
Conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation...........................................................................7
3.1
Assessment of relevance ..............................................................................................................7
3.2
Assessment of effectiveness ........................................................................................................8
3.3
Assessment of efficiency .............................................................................................................9
4. Proposed action...................................................................................................................................14
ANNEX I OBSERVATIONS, ANALYSES AND ASSESSMENT ............................................................15
1.
2.
3.

Scope and focus of the evaluation ......................................................................................................15
Methodology .......................................................................................................................................15
Key Committee Facts .........................................................................................................................16
3.1
Formal Structure and Output Area(s) ........................................................................................16
3.2
Work Programme Profile and Products .....................................................................................17
4. Results of the 1st Cycle IDE ................................................................................................................18
5. Relevance............................................................................................................................................19
5.1
To what extent have the Committee’s work programme and mandate objectives been
aligned with the needs of policymakers? ...................................................................................19
5.2
To what extent is the Committee attracting experts and policymakers to participate in its
meetings? ...................................................................................................................................22
5.3
To what extent has the work of the Committee been viewed by Members to be in a priority
Output Group? ...........................................................................................................................24
5.4
To what extent have topics programmed by the COAG been aligned with G20 priorities? .....25
5.5
Assessment ................................................................................................................................25
6. Effectiveness .......................................................................................................................................29
6.1
What has been the overall impact of the Committee’s work from 2007 to 2014? ....................29
6.2
What has been the actual impact of the Committee’s work on Members’ policymaking
in 2013 and 2014? .....................................................................................................................31
6.3
In-depth examination of policy impacts ....................................................................................33
6.4
What has been the policy impact of the COAG’s work at global level? ...................................44
6.5
Assessment ................................................................................................................................44
7. Efficiency............................................................................................................................................47
7.1
How is the quality of the COAG’s work appreciated from an end-user perspective? ...............47
7.2
How efficiently has the Committee been functioning? .............................................................48
7.3
Assessment ................................................................................................................................57
8. Good Practices ....................................................................................................................................60
ANNEX II DETAILED LIST OF PRODUCT GROUPS .............................................................................66
ANNEX III OUTPUT AREAS 3.2.1 TO 3.2.3 (2007-2014) – BUDGET (PWB) FOR THE COMMITTEE
FOR AGRICULTURE ..................................................................................................................................74
ANNEX IV METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND NOTES ...........................................................75
ANNEX V PERSONS INTERVIEWED ......................................................................................................82
ANNEX VI BIBLIOGRAPHY .....................................................................................................................83

5

C(2016)27
1.

The Committee for Agriculture

1.
The Committee for Agriculture (COAG) was created in 1961. Its current mandate dates from the
start of 2009 and was extended to the end of July 2016 in order to synchronise its review with the present
evaluation.4
2.
The Committee has three working parties within its formal substructure, two of which are joint
bodies also reporting to other Committees. Most of the work for which the COAG is accountable is
implemented through the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM). In addition, the two
Joint Working Parties, one focusing on agriculture and trade issues and the other on agriculture and
environment issues, provide institutionalised linkages to the Trade Committee and the Environment Policy
Committee (EPOC). The COAG also has responsibility for endorsing proposals emanating from the
multicomponent Part II programme, the OECD Codes and Schemes for International Trade, which it
transmits to Council for approval.
3.
The Committee’s work is programmed within the Agriculture Output Group (3.2). Its Secretariat
is situated in the Trade and Agriculture Directorate (TAD).
2.

Evaluation methodology and approach

4.
The IDE of the Committee for Agriculture was formally launched on 4 December 2014 when the
Evaluation Committee met with the Bureau to validate the terms of reference. The intermediate report was
reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 23 September 2015. The draft final report was
reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 26 January 2016 and then presented to the Bureau
of the Committee for Agriculture for discussion and validation on 3 February 2016.
5.

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.

6.
In total, 31 key persons (policymakers, delegates and representatives of other international
organisations and stakeholder organisations) were interviewed. A survey was conducted to collect data on
the relevance of the Committee’s expected outcomes to which 23 Members responded, a participation rate
of 65.7%. Data from the Medium-Term Orientations (MTO) and Programme Implementation Reporting
(PIR) surveys were also mobilised, along with relevant in-house documentary sources.5
7.
The contribution made by the Committee for Agriculture to global priorities via the G20 is also
taken into account in the assessment of relevance and effectiveness.

4.

C(2013)85 and C(2015)73

5.

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

Conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation

8.
The extent to which the Committee for Agriculture is addressing the policy needs and concerns
of Members (relevance) is assessed as high to very high. Its effectiveness, i.e. the extent to which it is
achieving policy impact in the areas of highest policy needs and concerns of Members is also assessed as
medium to high. The Committee’s performance in terms of the quality of its products and how well it
functions (efficiency) is assessed as medium to high.
3.1

Assessment of relevance

9.
The assessment of relevance is based on the degree of alignment between a Committee’s
expected outcomes and mandate objectives and the policy needs and concerns of Members (see
Annex I, 5.1), 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 MediumTerm Orientations (MTO) exercise (see Annex I, 5.3) and Members’ interest in directly overseeing or
contributing to its work through the participation of delegates from capitals in meetings (see Annex I, 5.2).
10.
The Committee’s mandate and work programme over the period from 2007 to 2014 have been of
high to very high relevance.
11.
Almost all of the Committee for Agriculture’s policy objectives derived from its mandate and
work programmes for the period 2007-2014 have been well aligned with Members’ policy needs and
concerns, with those most closely so being as follows:


to improve performance of food and agricultural policies, leading to a sector well equipped to
respond to emerging challenges and opportunities;



to improve understanding of the causes and consequences of price volatility and of appropriate
policy responses in the area of food and agriculture;



to improve understanding of the resource constraints (land and water) on global agriculture as
well as the impacts of agriculture on the environment and the impacts of climate change on
agriculture;



to improve understanding by policy makers, business, media and the general public of
commodity market developments; the drivers of market change; the impacts on markets of
agricultural and trade policy and the uncertainties around the medium-term outlook for global
agriculture;



to improve understanding of the impacts of government policy on the food industry; the areas
where policy reform could increase the efficiency and competitiveness of the sector and the
potential for joint public/private co-operation.

12.
Members’ interest in participating directly from capitals in the work of the COAG via their
(physical or virtual) presence in its meetings has been on a downward trend since 2008, although
attendance has still generally been higher than the level observed during the three years prior to the review
period. Participation from capitals in the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM) has
fluctuated around the level observed before the review period, although it has fallen in the last two years.
To some extent this is the result of some Members opting to locate an agricultural expert in their
Permanent Delegation rather than to send a capital-based expert to the meetings.
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13.
The Agriculture Output Group (3.2), for which the Committee for Agriculture is accountable6,
has been a ‘middle-ranking priority’ during the review period in parallel with a steady increase in the
related Part I Budget.
14.
The relevance of the Committee’s work over the review period has been underpinned as a result
of three G20 priority issues falling within the scope of the its mandate and addressed in its work
programme, namely in the areas of food price volatility and agriculture, sustainably increasing agricultural
production and productivity, and food security.
3.2

Assessment of effectiveness

15.
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.
16.
The effectiveness of the Committee for Agriculture and its work has been medium to high over
the review period (see Annex I, 6.5).
17.
A little over one-half the Committee’s Product Groups identified from its 2007-14 work
programmes have had a significant impact on Members’ policy in respect to a set of work programme and
mandate objectives that strongly reflect their key needs and concerns (see Annex I, 6.2 and 6.1). Two of
the Committee’s product groups stand out by having a significant overall and actual impact7, namely:


Agricultural policy monitoring [including country reviews and Producer Support Estimates
(PSEs)];



Agricultural markets medium-term prospects.

18.
These product groups contain the OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook and Agriculture policy
monitoring and evaluation publications, and the related databases and models, all of which constitute the
longstanding core of the Committee’s work programme. 8 In addition to their significant impact in
Members, the products have also been extensively used by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
and the World Trade Organization (WTO), as well as by the business community.
19.
The Committee’s products more generally have been used in both Members and Partners to
provide insights into agriculture policy and sector performance; to help develop understanding of specific
policy issues such as innovation and productivity; to trigger discussions and to feed into reflections on
policy reforms. Quantitative outputs of its work programme have been used as inputs into the conducting
of analyses, the development of forecasts and scenarios, etc. and as an aid to understanding world
commodity markets.
20.
Outside the Committee’s main areas of focus, Members’ priorities are somewhat divergent and
this has contributed to policy impact being lower. This has been the case at the nexus of agriculture and
trade policy in the context of limited progress in multilateral trade negotiations, and also until relatively
6.

One of the Output Areas in this Output Group also includes the work programme of the Fisheries
Committee (COFI).

7.

The concept of overall impact covers actual and potential impact on Members’ policy as well as impact on
the visibility and credibility of the OECD. Consequently actual impact is defined as overall impact minus
potential impact and impact on the visibility and credibility of the OECD.

8.

These Product Groups are also those assessed as being of the highest quality.
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recent years at the interface of agriculture and environment policy. Members also have divergent
perspectives on the extent to which addressing new policy trends and challenges is considered to be
important given a tendency in policymaking to focus more strongly on the short-term and the varying
degree to which the need for agriculture policy reforms is considered a necessity. Variations in the capacity
of national administrations to absorb the Committee’s outputs particularly in a period of budget constraints
and rationalisation, may have also contributed to lower levels of use by policymakers and hence more
limited policy impact outside its core products.
21.
The abovementioned factors, which reflect specific national contexts, are compounded by the
attributes of non-core products that lower the likelihood that they will achieve significant policy impact,
notably the length of papers and the insufficient highlighting of main messages, and a tendency towards a
one-size-fits-all approach when producing policy recommendations, despite significant variations in
Members’ national contexts.
Recommendation N°1: The Committee for Agriculture should take into account, when relevant, specific
national and regional contexts in its work and in its key messages and recommendations.
22.
Moreover, despite a longstanding recognition of and interest in the Committee to strengthen
communication efforts and improve dissemination, only limited efforts have been made in this area,
beyond its core products.
Recommendation N°2: The Committee for Agriculture should develop and implement a comprehensive
communications strategy that is applicable across its work programme.
23.
In response to the three G20 priority issues falling within the scope of the COAG’s work
programme, a number of products, some of which have been adopted by the G20 Ministers and/or have
inter alia served as a basis for the G20 Action Plan on Food Price Volatility and Agriculture, fed into the
setting up of the Agricultural Market Information System (AMIS) and inputted into the work of the G20
Development Working Group on Food Security.
3.3

Assessment of efficiency

24.
The assessment of efficiency is based firstly on 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).
25.
Over the review period, the efficiency of the Committee for Agriculture has been medium to
high (see Annex I, 7.3).
26.
A little under two-thirds of the Committee’s Product Groups, accounting for 73% of the
Committee’s allocated Part I budget, are assessed as having exceeded the quality threshold, being of at
least a high level of quality from a user perspective (see Annex I, 7.1). Ranked thus as highest by almost all
Members are the following:


Agricultural policy monitoring (including country reviews and PSEs);



Agricultural markets medium term prospects.
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27.
While having made some improvements to its functioning during the review period, the
Committee for Agriculture has also faced some challenges and some shortfalls that remain to be resolved
following its first IDE in 2008 (see Annex I, 7.2).
28.
The Committee streamlined the way in which it develops its work programme for the 2009-10
Biennium, through the introduction of a structured, multi-stage and iterative process that improved its
clarity and transparency. This process, which has been gradually refined, has succeeded in reinforcing
Members’ ownership of the work programme and helped progressively improve the alignment of priorities
and available resources. The Committee’s work programme, as of the 2011-12 Biennium, has been guided
by the communiqué from its 2010 Ministerial-level meeting which provided it with an over-arching
medium-term framework. The Committee’s mandate, which has been the object of a temporary extension,
will be reviewed against the backdrop of the outcomes of its 2016 ministerial meeting.
29.
COAG meetings are well prepared and run overall, providing a setting in which open discussions
are encouraged and useful exchanges of experience take place, although the topics addressed have
generally been of limited interest to higher-level policymakers. Against this backdrop, there have been
recent efforts to bolster the attractiveness of COAG meetings, while the G20 sessions, introduced in 2011,
provide for more substantively focused discussion. The activities of the Committee’s sub-bodies, including
its two joint working parties, are orally reported at each COAG meeting, usually by their chairs, and often
supported by summary documents. This is a process that has been gradually strengthened over time to
ensure that the COAG is informed about the implementation of its work programme, though the extent to
which it plays an active oversight role is open to question due to a lack of critical questioning when
reporting takes place.
30.
The Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM), which is mandated to undertake
the preparatory studies required for the Committee’s work, has struggled at times, largely as a result of its
workload, to thoroughly review documents relating to the implementation of the work programme.
Consequently, this has risked reducing delegates’ ability to bring Members’ perspectives to bear on the
work at crucial moments, particularly at the scoping stage of projects. Whilst there have been efforts to
facilitate the APM’s activities, proposals to modify the allocation of work within the committee structure,
notably by making better use of the capacity provided by the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Trade
to help deal with the workload issue, did not gain sufficient approval.
Recommendation N°3: The Committee for Agriculture should undertake a review of how its work is
allocated and processed within its structure, including how to best use the Joint Working Party on
Agriculture and Trade (JWPA&T), and make the necessary improvements to support the efficiency of its
functioning.
31.
The APM is supported in its work by calls upon three specialist entities, primarily the Group on
Commodity Markets, the Network for Farm-Level Analysis and the Food Chain Analysis Network. Whilst
the more recently created Food Chain Analysis Network has had difficulties in finding a modus operandi,
the Network for Farm Level Analysis, which since its creation in 2008 has provided a means of carrying
out research based on micro-level data in collaboration with Members’ institutions, has succeeded in
establishing itself as a valuable provider of expertise to the APM that would otherwise not be accessible or
exploitable.
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Box 1: Enhancing the Committee for Agriculture’s data access and research capabilities through networking
with Member institutions. The OECD Network for Farm-Level Analysis as a means of complementing inhouse capacity. (Good Practice Case N°1)
The Network for Farm-Level Analysis is an informal body of the Committee for Agriculture (COAG). Launched in 2008
and meeting twice a year with the twin objectives of:


deepening analytical capacity in areas such as risk management, structural change, income distribution
analysis, financial, productivity and environmental performance by looking at farm-level data, with research
specifications which are designed to ensure the greatest degree of comparability across countries; and



looking at diversity within the sector and identify determinants of farm performance allow for better policy
design.

The Network provides a means of carrying out research based on micro-level data in collaboration with Members’
institutions. The results of the its meeting are the object of written reports to the Working Party on Agricultural Policies
and Markets (APM) and outputs published in both English and French in the OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries
Working Paper series. Network project results have fed into the COAG’s work on Agricultural Policy Monitoring,
Agricultural policy design and implementation, and Innovation.

32.
The OECD Codes and Schemes for International Trade, a multi-component Part II programme,
are formally hosted within the committee structure. The COAG, which has been delegated responsibility
by Council to approve technical amendments to the Codes and Schemes, is kept informed of the
programming and implementation of their work. Links with the Codes and Schemes went beyond the
purely procedural for the first time in 2015, with the holding of a policy forum in conjunction with the
Annual Meeting of the Seed Schemes.
33.
The JWPA&T, which focuses its work at the nexus of agriculture and trade, has spent most the
review period ‘ticking over’, with meeting agendas generally being short and focusing on topics of limited
policy interest due to the unwillingness of Members to allow the work to be conducted on key issues that
are sensitive for some Members. The JWPA&T has consequently seen participation from capitals fall and
the continued absence of trade experts in its ranks, although this is to some extent attenuated by some
Members opting to locate relevant experts within their Permanent Delegations in Paris to serve on the
JWPA&T, while others send experts of trade-related issues from their agriculture ministry.
34.
The Committee for Agriculture has increased its focus on development-related issues, notably
global food security, working with the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), including through joint
sessions, events and projects. Also in this context, the Committee has implemented a project with the DAC
and the Investment Committee in the framework of the Strategy on Development. However, collaborative
efforts with the DAC have largely fallen short of expectations. Furthermore, in the area of rural
development, there have been no significant interactions since 2009 between the COAG and the Working
Party on Rural Policy of the Regional Development Policy Committee (RDPC).
Recommendation N°4: The Committee for Agriculture should reinforce its collaboration with other
Committees notably by strengthening how it works with the Development Assistance Committee and by
identifying topics of common interest with the Regional Development Policy Committee (RDPC) and how
they could be jointly addressed in the 2017-18 Biennium, and examine the feasibility of alternative
approaches to a formal joint working party as a means of working horizontally with the Trade Committee.9
9.

Recommendation N°1 of the Trade Committee IDE indicates that the Trade Committee should reinforce its
collaboration with other Committees, including the Development Assistance Committee and the Investment
Committee in areas beyond those already jointly addressed, and examine the feasibility of alternative
approaches to a formal joint working party as a means of working horizontally with the Committee for
Agriculture (COAG) [C(2015)4].
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35.
The Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment (JWPA&E), whilst sharing some of
the challenges faced by the JWPA&T (notably falling and unbalanced participation), has been able to focus
on and openly discuss issues of high policy interest, including in the area of green growth, fostered by a
favourable policy context in which complementarities between agriculture and environment policy
objectives are increasingly recognised.
36.
There has been a gradual strengthening of formal linkages during the review period between the
Committee and the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for Sustainable
Agriculture Systems (CRP), a Part II programme, with which it is intrinsically linked, but active
discussions involving delegates have been limited. Some very recent steps have been taken to improve
reporting, to provide a better basis for discussion and promote interest in the Committee of the
Programme’s activities.
Recommendation N°5: The Committee for Agriculture should reinforce its working relations with the
CRP,10 including ensuring an adequate slot on meeting agendas and conditions for a meaningful dialogue,
and in order to optimise research-policy linkages should regularly undertake prospective reflections with
the aim of identifying research topics of potential policy interest that fellowships and conferences
supported by the CRP could address.
37.
The Committee’s global relations activities were strengthened following its 2010 ministerial
meeting. They are implemented according to a regularly updated strategy, with their development being
supported by an Informal Group on Global Relations. One consequence of these efforts is that, since 2011,
Participant country participation in the Committee, in particular in the COAG itself, which hosts a specific
G20 session at every meeting, has increased significantly both in quantitative and qualitative terms. The
Committee also holds an annual Global Forum for Agriculture to which Partners, including selected
Southeast Asian economies, are invited and which has recently had a strong focus on development-related
issues. Building on its country review process, there has been a gradual widening of the coverage of the
Committee’s annual agricultural policy monitoring and evaluation exercise to include an increasing
number of Partners, going beyond those involved in the accession process. This exercise now encompasses
four of the five Key Partners, with work on integrating the fifth currently underway.

10.

Recommendation N°1 of the IDE of the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource
Management for Sustainable Agriculture Systems (CRP) 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. The CRP is currently
implementing a set of actions in response to this recommendation, one of which aims at enhancing the
Programme’s communication efforts towards the COAG through the development of reports that better
target policymakers and their interests [C(2014)111 and C(2015)186].
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Box 2: Extending Committee core products to include Partners in their coverage. The case of the Committee
for Agriculture’s policy monitoring and evaluation instruments. (Good Practice Case N°2)
The Committee for Agriculture’s annual Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation report is one of its core products,
providing a unique source of data on global support to agriculture. Its analyses are supported by the OECD’s Producer
Support Estimate (PSE) database. The coverage of this product has been progressively extended beyond OECD
Members and accession countries, to include an increasing number of Partners, including some Key Partners. As a
result, Brazil, People’s Republic of China and Colombia (the latter as part of the accession process), Indonesia,
Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation, South Africa, Ukraine and Viet Nam are now fully integrated into the Monitoring
and evaluation of agriculture policies publication and databases, which in total covers 88% of global value added in
agriculture. Furthermore, the networks developed during the in-depth review of Partners’ policies have facilitated the
conducting of further analytical work on issues of interest to the countries concerned (e. g. food security in Indonesia).

38.
The main counterparts of the Committee for Agriculture amongst the international organisations
are the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the World Trade Organization
(WTO), which participate as observers in the COAG, as well as in some of its sub-bodies according to
their policy focus. The Committee also engages with other international organisations, such as the World
Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP),
through co-operation on a project-specific basis and the mutual sharing of information. Engagement with a
broad range of international organisations involved in the development and running of the Agricultural
Market Information System (AMIS) has also taken place.
39.
In the specific case of the FAO, in addition to its participation in meetings and its general
contributions to the work of the Committee there has since 2004 been intense collaboration to combine the
strengths of the two Organisations’ medium-term agricultural outlook activities. This has led to the
production of the Agricultural Outlook as a joint publication.
Box 3: Co-operation between international organisations to broaden the reach of one of the Committee’s core
products. The production of the Agricultural Outlook as a joint publication with the UN’s Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO), including collaboration on the models, databases, baseline projections,
analytical papers, website, etc. (Good Practice Case N°3)
Co-operation on the medium-term agricultural outlook activities of the OECD and FAO under the oversight of the
Committee for Agriculture commenced in 2004. It takes place in the framework of a Partnership Agreement, signed at
the Director level, specifies in detail the nature of collaboration between both organisations within the Agricultural
Outlook activity. The agreement lays out the scope of the collaboration as well as the responsibilities, rules and
procedures for model development, database maintenance, publications/website and external collaboration. This
initiative brings together the commodity, policy and country expertise of both organisations and inputs from their
Members in order to provide an annual ten-year projection of national, regional and global agricultural commodity
markets. The result is a flagship product of high quality and policy impact.

40.
In the absence of appropriate international structures to represent primary producers and other
food chain actors and while both the Global Forum on Agriculture and the Food Chain Analysis Network
provide settings in which a wide spectrum of other stakeholders can be engaged by the Committee, formal
consultations on the work tend only to draw in inputs from the food industry via BIAC.
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Recommendation N°6: The Committee for Agriculture should improve its mechanisms for consulting
with stakeholders whose representation at international level is non-existent or not well organised drawing,
as appropriate, on the experience of other OECD bodies.11
4.

Proposed action

41.

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

noted document C(2016)27;

b)

noted that the Evaluation Committee assessment with regard to the
Committee for Agriculture (COAG) was “High to Very High” for the
evaluation criteria of relevance and “Medium to High” for effectiveness and
efficiency;

c)

approved the recommendations proposed by the Evaluation Committee as
set out in document C(2016)27;

d)

invited the COAG to:

e)

11.

i)

take the appropriate measures for the implementation of the
recommendations, as relevant drawing on information provided in the
IDE Good Practice repository and take into account the results of the
evaluation during the review of its mandate;

ii)

present an action plan corresponding with the recommendations to the
Evaluation Committee before the end of October 2016;

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 2017.

For example the Environment Policy Committee in which consultations with stakeholders are co-ordinated
by the European Environment Bureau, and the Investment Committee in which OECD Watch provides a
means of structuring inputs into the Committee’s work (see https://community.oecd.org/docs/DOC-68047
at the IDE Good Practices Repository).

14

C(2016)27
ANNEX I
OBSERVATIONS, ANALYSES AND ASSESSMENT

1.

Scope and focus of the evaluation

42.
The scope of this evaluation is the Committee for Agriculture (i.e. the Level I body) and its
formal substructure. The contribution to the implementation of the Committee’s work by any topic-specific
task forces and networks also falls within the scope of the exercise.
43.
The evaluation has as its focus the period from 2007/08 to 2015 and covers the following
elements:


the orientation and functioning of the Committee for Agriculture (COAG) from 2007/08
onwards;



the quality of Output Results produced under the Committee’s responsibility during the
period 2007 to 2014 within Output Areas 3.2.1 to 3.2.3 of the Agriculture Output Group;



the impacts up to the present induced by the aforementioned Output Results primarily at the level
of Members.12

2.

Methodology

44.
The IDE of the COAG was formally launched on 4 December 2014 when the Evaluation
Committee met with the Bureau to validate the Terms of Reference.13 The intermediate report was
reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 23 September 2015. The draft final report was
reviewed by the Evaluation Committee at its meeting of 26 January 2016 and then presented to the COAG
Bureau for discussion and validation on 3 February 2016.
45.

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.

46.
In total, 31 key persons (policymakers, delegates and representatives of other international
organisations of stakeholder organisations) were interviewed.14 A survey was conducted to collect data on
the relevance of the Committee’s expected outcomes to which 23 Members responded, a participation rate
12.

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.

13.

CEV(2015)1.

14.

Relevant OECD officials were also consulted as necessary.
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of 65.7%. Data from the Medium-Term Orientations (MTO) and Programme Implementation Reporting
(PIR) surveys were also mobilised, along with relevant in-house documentary sources.15
47.
The contribution made by the Committee for Agriculture to global priorities via the G20 16 is also
taken into account in the assessment of relevance and effectiveness.
3.

Key Committee Facts

3.1

Formal Structure and Output Area(s)

48.
The Committee for Agriculture has three working parties within its formal substructure, two of
which are joint bodies also reporting to other Committees. Most of the work for which the COAG is
formally responsible is implemented through the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets
(APM).17
49.
The Committee’s two Joint Working Parties, one focusing on agriculture and trade issues and the
other on agriculture and environment issues, provide institutionalised linkages to the Trade Committee and
the Environment Policy Committee (EPOC).
50.
The COAG also has responsibility for endorsing proposals emanating from the Part II
programme, the OECD Codes and Schemes for International Trade, which it transmits to Council for
adoption or information.

15.

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

16.

As a forum for international co-operation, the G20 is outside the definition of international organisation
used to identify counterpart bodies to the OECD which send representatives to Committee meetings or
which interact with the Organisation in one way or another in the pursuance of its substantive work in a
particular policy area.

17.

The APM is supported by the Group on Commodity Markets, created in 2009 from the merger of the two
Commodity Groups (Cereals, Feeds and Sugar, Meat and Dairy Products). The APM is also supported in
its work by two informal bodies, the Network for Farm-level Data and the Food Chain Analysis Network.
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Figure 1: The structure of the Committee for Agriculture as of 2009

51.

In addition, the Committee is responsible for the Global Forum on Agriculture.

52.
The Committee for Agriculture’s current mandate dates from 1 January 2009 and was extended,
in 2013 and again in 2015 to 31 July 2016 in order to synchronise the mandate review process with the
present evaluation.18
53.
The Secretariat of the COAG is situated in the Trade and Agriculture Directorate (TAD) and its
work is programmed within the Agriculture Output Group (3.2).
3.2

Work Programme Profile and Products

54.
Over the review period, the COAG’s work programme has been strongly focused on the
production of Analytical/Outlook Reports and Data/Models/Indicators and Statistical Reports.

18.

C(2013)85 and C(2015)73
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Data/Models /
Indicators,
Statistical
reports

Analytical /
Outlook
Reports

Good Practice
Reports,
Benchmarking Studies

XX

XXXX

X

Peer Reviews
or surveys

Policy
Recommendat
ions

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

Evaluations

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

X

X

55.
The COAG has not developed any OECD legal instruments during the period covered by the
evaluation.
4.

Results of the 1st Cycle IDE

56.
The 1st Cycle IDE of the Committee for Agriculture was conducted in 2008, covering the period
from 2002 to 2007. The results of the evaluation were reported in October 2008 [C(2008)82,
C/M(2008)18]. A report on the implementation of recommendations was subsequently presented in
September 2009 [C(2009)99 and C/M(2009)18]. A second monitoring report was presented in June 2010
[C(2010)87 and C/M(2010)13] to respond to a decision by Council [C/M(2009)18] to examine the
consequences of the full implementation of the In-depth Evaluation recommendations after the
Committee’s Ministerial meeting of February 2010.
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, 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.

Medium

Recommendations and follow up

Recommendations

Implementation



Recommendation N°1 – The Committee should assess and improve its underlying
approach to policy analysis, particularly in terms of how it takes into account the
diversity of national agricultural policy contexts and perspectives in its work, and how it
deals with the challenges that arise when tackling new policy issues.



Recommendation N°2 – The COAG Bureau should reinforce co-ordination within the
Committee, with its substructure including its joint bodies, and with the Secretariat.



Recommendation N°3 – The Committee should review, in conjunction with the other
relevant OECD bodies, how horizontal working can be made more balanced in the case
of work in the areas of trade and environment, reinforced with regard to rural
development and developed in cases of emerging policy priorities at the interface of
agriculture and other policy areas.



Recommendation N°4 – The Committee should be more involved in the preparation of
Global Relations events and should receive regular feedback on their outcomes.



Against the backdrop of Recommendation N°1, the COAG’s 2010 Ministerial meeting
involved wide-ranging, forward-looking discussions that included domestic
preoccupations and issues. The meeting resulted in a Communiqué providing an overarching medium-term framework for the Committee’s work which was used to orient the
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emphasis of its 2011-12 work programme. The COAG was also continuing to improve its
tools and models as well as setting up a network of country experts allowing the
Committee to collect farm-level data.


5.

With regard to the status of the three remaining recommendations at the time of the
second monitoring report:
 Of the six actions outlined in response to Recommendation N°2, focusing on
improving coordination within the Committee structure, three were reported to have
been completed, notably relating to the holding of regular Bureau meetings,
invitations to sub-body chairs to inform the COAG about how work is progressing
and any difficulties being encountered.
 In the context of Recommendation N°3, three actions were reported as being
underway to develop closer co-operation in the areas of rural development and
overseas development, and to contribute to the Green Growth Horizontal Project.
The Committee was also expecting to improve the balance of work in the two Joint
Working Parties through a stronger involvement of the Trade Committee and the
Environment Policy Committee (EPOC).
 Two actions, responding to Recommendation N°4, were ongoing to better involve
the COAG in the preparation of the Global Forum for Agriculture (GFA) and better
inform it of the event’s outcomes through regular reporting and updates provided by
the GFA Chair.

Relevance

57.
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.
58.

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



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.

5.1
To what extent have the Committee’s work programme and mandate objectives been aligned
with the needs of policymakers?
59.
Twenty-one of the COAG’s 24 policy objectives derived from its 2009 mandate and work
programmes for the 2007-14 period are situated on or above the benchmark of one-half of Members
assessing them as highly or very highly aligned with their policymaking needs and concerns (See Figure 2,
below).
60.
Five objectives, focusing largely on improving stakeholders’ understanding of various aspects of
agriculture policy, stand out in terms of their resonance for agriculture policymakers, being of high or very
high relevance in around 75% or more of Members:


to improve performance of food and agricultural policies, leading to a sector well equipped to
respond to emerging challenges and opportunities;



to improve understanding of the causes and consequences of price volatility and of appropriate
policy responses in the area of food and agriculture;
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to improve understanding of the resource constraints (land and water) on global agriculture as
well as the impacts of agriculture on the environment and the impacts of climate change on
agriculture;



to improve understanding by policy makers, business, media and the general public of
commodity market developments, the drivers of market change, the impacts on markets of
agricultural and trade policy and the uncertainties around the medium-term outlook for global
agriculture;



to improve understanding of the impacts of government policy on the food industry, the areas
where policy reform could increase the efficiency and competitiveness of the sector and the
potential for joint public/private co-operation.
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Figure 2: Relevance of work programme and mandate objectives to Members’ policy needs in the area of
agriculture

Source: IDE Survey
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5.2
To what extent is the Committee attracting experts and policymakers to participate in its
meetings? 19
61.
Capital-based delegate participation in OECD committees has been on a very slight downwards
trend from 2008 to 2015. In the case of the COAG20, participation (physical or virtual) has fallen more
rapidly over the review period (See Figure 3, below).
Figure 3: Evolution of capital-based delegate participation in the COAG for 2008-15 compared to overall
participation in OECD committees21

Source: Meeting summaries and EMS

62.
Participation by delegates from capitals in the Committee has for most of the 2008-15 period
exceeded the average of 70% observed during the reference period and in most years has been greater than
the highest level of 74% (See Figure 4, below).

19.

The two joint working parties, reporting to the COAG and the Trade Committee in one case, and the
COAG and the Environment Policy Committee (EPOC) in the other, provide a means of horizontal
working and as such are reviewed within the efficiency dimension of the evaluation (See 7.2.4).

20.

Delegates from non-EU Member States based in Europe in their countries representations at the European
Union or the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) are counted as being capital-based for the purpose
of these analyses.

21.

All Level I OECD bodies in existence at some point during the review period and responsible for work
funded from the Part I budget.
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Figure 4: Capital-based delegate participation in the COAG for 2008-15 benchmarked against 2005-07

Source: Meeting summaries and EMS

63.
In the case of the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets, capital-based delegate
participation up to 2011 was situated above below the highest level of the 2005-07 period. However,
in 2014 and 2015 it has fallen to below the lowest level observed during the reference period (See Figure 5,
below).
Figure 5: Capital-based delegate participation in the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets
(APM) for 2008-15 benchmarked against 2005-07

Source: Meeting summaries and EMS
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64.
The fall in capital-based delegate participation the most recent years is to some extent the result
of Members opting to locate an agricultural expert in their Permanent Delegation rather than sending an
expert from the capital to participate in the three APM meetings that usually take place each year.
5.3
To what extent has the work of the Committee been viewed by Members to be in a priority
Output Group?
65.
Work conducted under the accountability of the COAG is programmed within three Output Areas
constituting Output Group 3.2 (Agriculture). For the 2007-08 and 2009-10 Biennia, one Output Area (3.2.2
Agriculture and Trade) was assessed as being of a lower priority for Part I funding. Otherwise, the results
of successive MTO surveys covering to the 2007-08 to 2013-14 PWBs indicate that the COAG work
programme has been a ‘middle ranking priority’22. For the 2013-14 Biennium, Output Areas 3.2.1
and 3.2.2 were respectively renamed from “Agricultural Policy Reform” to “Food and Agricultural Policy”
and from “Agriculture and Trade” to “Agro-food, Trade and Development”. Total Part I resources
allocated to the Committee’s work have been increasing steadily in nominal terms over the review period
(See Figure 6, below).
Figure 6: MTO results (%) for Output Group 3.2 (Agriculture) and Part I budget (in K Euros) (2007-2014)*

Source: MTO and PWB
* Excludes Part I budget allocation to the Fisheries Committee in Output Group 3.2

22.

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
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 the 2009 MTO
exercise for the 2011-12 PWB). For the 2011 MTO, which covers 35 Members, the threshold has been
modified to 8 Members. 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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66.
While the status of the COAG’s work programme as a middle ranking priority is unchanged over
the review period, the net scores of its three Output Areas have converged over time as Members’
appreciation of Output Area 3.2.2 strengthened strongly while it weakened slightly for Output Area 3.2.3
(Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability)23 (See Figure 7, below).
Figure 7: Evolution of net scores (increase and constant minus decrease and exit) of Members for Output
Areas 3.2.1 to 3.2.3

2007-08

2009-10

2011-12

2013-14

0
-1
-2
-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9
-10

O.A.3.2.1
O.A.3.2.2
O.A.3.2.3

Source: MTO

5.4

To what extent have topics programmed by the COAG been aligned with G20 priorities?

67.
Three G20 priority issues fall within the scope of the COAG’s mandate and are being addressed
in its work programme, namely:


food price volatility and agriculture;



sustainably increasing agricultural production and productivity;



food security.

5.5

Assessment

68.
The assessment of relevance draws on the abovementioned indicators, benchmarked and
weighted as follows:


23.

Twenty-one of the 24 mandate objectives and expected outcomes of the Committee for
Agriculture are assessed by at least one-half of Members as being highly or very highly aligned
with their policy needs and concerns (see Figure 2, page 17). This corresponds with a sub-rating
of ‘very high’ for relevance (See Table 1, below). 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.

This Output Area also includes the work programme of the Fisheries Committee (COFI).
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Capital-based delegate participation in the COAG has fallen more quickly from 2008 to 2015
than the very slight downwards trend in OECD Committees as a whole (See Figure 3, page 22.
However, in comparison to the reference period, in six out of eight years it has been situated
above the highest level of 74% (See Figure 4, page 23). Regarding the Working Party on
Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM), participation from capitals has oscillated around the
relatively stable level of 81-82% observed during the reference period (See Figure 5, page 23).
Globally, these observations correspond with an increased level of relevance of ‘high’ compared
to the ‘medium-high’ rating of the 1st Cycle In-depth Evaluation. This sub-rating carries a
weighting of 25%.



The work of the Committee for Agriculture is programmed in the Agriculture Output Group
(3.2). The results of successive MTO surveys relating to the 2007-08 to 2013-14 PWBs indicate
that this Output Group has been a ‘middle ranking priority’ with respect to Part I funding over the
review period. At the same time, Part I resources allocated to the Output Group have been
gradually increasing (See Figure 6, page 24). Consequently, this sub-rating for relevance is
considered to be ‘medium’ (See Table 3, below). This sub-rating carries a weighting of 25%.

69.
Considering these results and the weightings given to the indicators, and taking into account the
correspondence between some elements of the Committee’s work programme and priority issues identified
at global level in a G20 context, the relevance of the Committee is assessed as HIGH TO VERY HIGH.

26

C(2016)27
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 (and modulation on the basis of feedback from interviewees)
Ratings

Very Low

%

0% to 16%

Very
Low to
Low
17% to
23%

Low

Low to
Medium

Medium

Medium
to High

High

24% to 36%

37% to
43%

44% to 56%

57% to
63%

64% to 76%

High to
Very
High
77% to
83%

Very High
84% to 100%
Committee for
Agriculture

Assessment
Table 2: 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

COAG

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 Significantly increased relevance
years



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 Unchanged relevance
is thus outside the above categories
27
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Table 3: 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

Rating
Very High
High
High
Medium
High
Low
High
High
Medium

Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable
Increasing
Falling or stable

Medium
Medium
Low
High
High
Medium
Medium
Low
Very Low

Middle Ranking Priority
Lower Priority
Higher 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

Middle Ranking Priority
Lower Priority
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6.

Effectiveness

70.
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.
71.

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 2014?

72.

The overall impact of a product group is calculated on the following basis:24
Overall impact =
Actual impact on Members’ policy
+ Potential impact on Members’ policy
+ Impact on the visibility and credibility of the OECD

73.
PIR survey data indicates that two of the eight product groups identified from the
Committee’s 2007-08, 2009-10, 2011-12 and 2013-14 work programmes have had at least a high level of
overall impact for one-half or more of Members (see Figure 8, below), namely:

24.



Agricultural markets medium-term prospects;



Agricultural policy monitoring (including country reviews and PSEs).

Overall impact reflects PIR survey results prior to breaking out of 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 is only calculated in the case of the products developed under the last biennium
Subsequent to a review of the PIR, as of 2015 the impact descriptor OECD visibility and credibility has
been dropped from the survey.
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Figure 8: Overall impact of the COAG’s work (2007-14)

Source: PIR survey (2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015)

74.
Feedback from officials of other international organisations and representatives of the
institutional social partners also highlights the strong impact of some of the COAG’s products belonging to
the two high impact Product Groups, particularly the OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook publication
(Product Group 2), and Agriculture policy monitoring and evaluation publication (Product Group 5) and
the related databases and models which are the core of the Committee’s work programme. These products
have been used, notably:


by the business sector to support interactions with governments and to help in the planning of
investment decisions;



by the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) in a range of its activities, for example in
its policy analyses and policy measurement work, as an input into discussions in its Committee
on Commodity Problems and its Committee on Agriculture, and to support capacity building
activities, such as training seminars, in its members;



by the World Trade Organization (WTO) to provide benchmarks and indications on policy
changes and trends as an input into discussions in its Agriculture Committee and more generally
into work within the Organization;



to inform the work of the Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF), a global
partnership initiative of the FAO, the World Bank, the World Health Organization, the World
Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) and the WTO.
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6.2
What has been the actual impact of the Committee’s work on Members’ policymaking in 2013
and 2014?
75.

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

76.
All seven product groups reflected in the Committee’s 2013-14 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 (See Figure 9, below):


Agricultural policy monitoring (including country reviews and PSEs);



Agricultural markets medium-term prospects;



Agricultural policy issues in developing and emerging economies (including country reviews).

Figure 9: From overall to actual impact of the COAG’s work on Members’ policymaking (2013-14) 25

25.

See Legend. All Impact (Very Low to Low-Medium) = Actual impact (Very Low to Low-Medium) +
Potential impact (Very Low to Low-Medium).
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Source: PIR survey (2013)

77.
Members responding to the 2011, 2013 and 2015 PIR end-user survey26 provided feedback on the
types of actual policy impacts produced by the Committee’s five Product Groups of the 2009-14 Biennia
(See Figure 10, below). The most prevalent types of actual use/impacts reported (accounting for over 60%
of all the use/impacts identified) are:


supported discussions and studies on possible future reforms and/or policy initiatives;



used as a data source in conjunction with other non-OECD data sources;



referenced in reports/briefings, or used as reference material with a direct impact on policy
development/outcomes.

Figure 10: Types of actual impacts reported by Members (2009-14)

Source: PIR survey (2011, 2013 and 2015)

26.

The identification of types of use/impact by PIR survey respondents was introduced in 2011 and has
evolved in successive survey rounds. Notably, the 2011 PIR survey allowed only one response per Member
but more multiple use/impact statements could be selected to accompany the impact rating of each Output
result. In the case of the 2013 PIR survey, multiple respondents per member provided feedback, though
each one could only report one type of actual use/impact per Output result. Some streamlining of
use/impact statements took place in the context of the 2015 PIR survey and a new statement (Affirms
and/or defends current policy positions) added. Figure 10 presents the frequency of use/impact statements
reported across the three surveys.

32

C(2016)27
6.3

In-depth examination of policy impacts

78.
This examination draws primarily on data collected through interviews with policymakers in the
relevant ministries and agencies in the policy area of agriculture in the European Union, Finland, France,
Israel, Japan, Slovak Republic, Sweden, United Kingdom and the United States.
6.3.1

Examples of policy impacts

79.
Broadly speaking, the Committee’s products are used to provide insights into agriculture policy
and sector performance in both Members and Partners, to help develop understanding of specific policy
issues such as innovation and productivity, as well as to trigger discussions and to feed into reflections on
policy reforms. Its quantitative outputs are used as inputs into the conducting of analyses, the development
of forecasts and scenarios, etc. and as an aid to understanding world commodity markets.
80.
In the specific case of EU Member States, COAG products have also been used to inform
national positions in the framework of discussions and negotiations with the European Commission,
mainly with regard to the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy and its agri-environmental measures.
81.
Examples of use and policy impact of the COAG’s products in the abovementioned Members are
compiled in Table 4, below.
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Table 4: Examples of use and policy impacts in Members27
Product Groups

Years

PG1 - Agricultural trade policy
and globalisation

2007-14

PG2 - Agricultural markets
medium term prospects

27.

2007-14

Use and Impacts


Used to position ourselves in an EU context vis-à-vis the European Commission and the other EU Member States. [France]



More recent documents have informed our thinking and helped us to develop ideas about domestic support measures and
reduced import tariffs, and on the benefits these will bring to consumers and farmers. [Israel]



Used as reference documents when considering policies. [Japan].



The work on Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) has been useful for trade experts as a reference in discussions in an EU
context. [Sweden]



Work on RTAs and Non-Tariff Measures (NTMs) has provided us with insights into what is happening in other countries in
respect to these topics. [United Kingdom]



Used in the Ministry to produce internal notes and reports, for example in work on agricultural products and raw materials
in respect to sector support policy, and as an input into discussions on trade agreements and in discussions with nonspecialist publics, for instance on the topic of food safety. FranceAgriMer, an independent agency linked to the Ministry,
also uses OECD data to as an input into some of its analyses. [France]



The Agricultural Outlook provides a source of analysis that complements the work conducted in our research institutes. It
contributes to the work that takes place at senior specialist level which then feeds through as advice to the top
policymakers. [Finland]



The Agricultural Outlook publication has been used to obtain a general understanding of world commodity markets. [Israel]



Used as reference documents when considering policies and for making comparisons with our own forecasts of mediumterm prospects for agricultural markets. [Japan]



The Agricultural Outlook publication is widely used by experts and managers in the Ministry, the Chamber of Agriculture,
etc., usually being used along with other sources for assessing future market prospects. AGLINK is used by research
institutes in the country. [Slovak Republic]



These products are regularly used by policymakers to review what is new and by analysts within the Ministry. More
generally, the prospective analyses are used to make predictions over the coming years while the country specific
elements are used to compare the EU with other countries, such as the United States. The country specific section has
been used within the Ministry to develop short summaries and presentation on some of the larger non-Members (China,
Brazil…). Experts in the Board of Agriculture have also cited the Outlook in their work. Some of the other products have
also been used by analysts, including at the Board of Agriculture which has used the price volatility material as part of its
knowledge base. [Sweden]

As interviews with policymakers were conducted before the results of the 2015 PIR survey (covering the 2013-14 Biennium) were available, interview
supports only contained information for the 2007-08, 2009-10 and 2011-12 Biennia. However, interviewees were also given the opportunity to provide
feedback on more recent products if they so wished.
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Product Groups

PG3 - Agricultural policy
design and implementation

PG4 - Agricultural policy
issues in developing and
emerging countries (incl.
country reviews)

Years

2007-14

2007-14

Use and Impacts


The AGLINK model is used extensively by the Department to assess the market outlook and develop policy scenarios,
while the Agricultural Outlook publication is used as a baseline when doing analyses, for example on the prospects for the
wheat market over the coming 10 years. The Outlook is also used to answer questions on market prospects. [United
Kingdom]



Within the Department, the Outlook is used as a basis for an ‘honest check’ of the USDA Agricultural Outlook and baseline
to ensure that we are seeing things correctly. [United States]



The framework resulting from the risk focused reports has used to help describe our policy. [European Union]



The work on risk management is useful in the context of our positioning vis-à-vis the new Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP), which puts more emphasis on greater resilience and diversification, and in for looking at what is happening
elsewhere in this field. [France]



Used to help understanding of food waste issues in parallel to our own research. [Israel]



Used as reference documents when considering policies. [Japan]



The work on agricultural policy design provides the Ministry with useful background material in a CAP context. [Slovak
Republic]



Some of these products have fed into the Board of Agriculture’s 2010 analysis of the future of the CAP as well as into its
internal discussions on productivity and knowledge systems, while work on food waste has also been used. [Sweden]



Products in the area of risk management have provided a basis for all our briefings on this subject and have informed our
position on this topic in the CAP discussions. The work on innovation and productivity growth has informed the UK’s AgriTech Strategy, launched in 2013. [United Kingdom]



This work is has provided an impulsion for, and feeds into, bilateral collaboration with China: the Strategic Agricultural
Innovation Dialogue initiative. [United States]



The Transitory Food Insecurity in Indonesia report is being used in the context of our risk analysis and management work,
while the Global Forum and Country Studies respectively are used to better understand Partners perspectives on key
issues and to inform our bilateral relations and help understanding of the agriculture sector in these countries. [France]



Used as reference documents when considering policies. [Japan].



The country reviews are very good as a source of background information, providing observations on the situation in
countries such as China, India, etc. and the information they provide is especially useful when read in combination with
observations gathered directly from the ground in the concerned country. [Slovak Republic]



The Kazakhstan country report was used in the Ministry as a reference document from which quantitative data was
obtained. [Sweden]



Some papers commissioned for 2014 Global Forum have provided new information and help us get back up to full speed in
the post-Bali context. [United Kingdom]



The country reviews are used in several different ways, including being sent to embassy staff to give them a basic
understanding of how their host country’s policies are working. They also provide inputs into our activities at the WTO. We
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Product Groups

Years

Use and Impacts
have used the Producer Support Estimates (PSE) in many different ways, notably for our monitoring and enforcement work
on trade policy, while desk officers also use it to get knowledge about policies and their evolution in other countries and it is
also used in our embassies. [United States]

PG5 - Agricultural policy
monitoring (incl. country
reviews and PSEs)

2007-14



The Network for Farm Level Analysis very usefully and solidly informs our work with, for example, changes in statistical
techniques and methods feeding into the work of the Ministry and its Centre d’études et de prospective. The PSE products
are used to make international comparisons of government support for agriculture, providing an important input into the
Ministry’s policy work allowing the development of ideas, triggering discussions that might otherwise not take place, and
improving understanding of our performance relative to other countries, as well as informing our relations with the
European Commission. The report, Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in the European Union, has also been used to
inform policy, while other analyses and reports are systematically sent to our embassies to inform our bilateral relations.
[France]



The work on Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation and the Producer Support Estimates (PSE) has been used by
the Ministry to develop possible agricultural policy reforms, including through the setting up of a committee to reflect on and
propose reforms based on OECD recommendations. In particular, comparisons of general and sector specific support (e.g.
the EU dairy sector) and changes in support have provided important information for developing future reforms. The PSE
Manual has been used to help understand the meaning of support indicators. [Israel]



Used as reference documents when considering policies, while the PSE indicator also inputs into discussions within the
ministry. [Japan]



The Farm Level Analysis work provides the Ministry with useful background material in a CAP context. Both the Evaluation
of Agricultural Policy Reforms in the European Union (2011) and Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in the United
States (2011) provide us with useful information on major agricultural issues to use in the context of discussions with the
Commission on, for example, the TTIP negotiations and the Customs Union agreement with Turkey. [Slovak Republic]



The PSE has been used by the Ministry to highlight differences in support for agriculture and related trade distortions, while
the Board of Agriculture has more generally used the products as a key source of information on individual countries or the
EU to support our position in discussions with the Commission and other Members States. The work coming out of the
Network for Farm Level Analysis has been absorbed into the Board’s general knowledge base. [Sweden]



The cross-country analysis of dairy sector productivity conducted through the Network for Farm Level Analysis has had the
result of strengthening our relations with ministries and officials in other Members. The Agricultural Policy Monitoring and
Evaluation work is used to explain what is happening globally, to make comparisons with the EU, etc. Reports on policy
reforms have been used as a source of data, for example in the ‘balance of competencies’ exercise into which the
Department provided inputs on how the Common Agricultural Policy works and how it compares to other systems. The
PSE database allows data to be re-cut into slightly different categories to facilitate the understanding of our UK audience.
[United Kingdom]



The Producer Support Estimates (PSE) products are used as basis for analyses, as well as more notably for our monitoring
and enforcement work on trade policy. Desk officers also use these products to obtain knowledge about policies and their
evolution in other countries and it is also used in our embassies [United States]
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Product Groups

Years

PG6 - New trends and
challenges in agri-food
economy

2007-10



Used as reference documents when considering policies. [Japan]

PG7 - Agri-environmental
policies

2008-12



Used as reference documents when considering policies as well as stimulating global discussions. [Japan].



The Environmental performance of agriculture at a glance publication has fed directly into our decision-making processes,
while the work on eco-conditionality is feeding into our thinking on how the CAP could be improved by understanding how
to better focus and implement this concept. This body of work has more generally informed our decisions with respect to
the development of EU policy, both up to 2012 and in the latter period in the development of the new CAP. [France]



Used as a source to fill knowledge gaps and to learn about what is happening in the agri-environmental arena. More
specifically, the work on Agri-environmental Indicators has fed into the development and publishing by the Central Bureau
of Statistics of 5 indicators (Nitrogen and Phosphorous balance, greenhouse gas emissions, ammonia emissions, water
use and pesticide use) for reporting on to the OECD. [Israel]



Products like the Workshop on Agri-environmental Indicators: Lessons Learned and Future Directions, the Environmental
Performance of Agriculture at a Glance publication and more recently the report on Public Goods and Externalities: Agrienvironmental policy measures in selected OECD countries have provided useful information that helps to frame our
thinking. [United Kingdom]



Evaluation of Agri-Environmental Policies (2012), Environmental Performance of Agriculture at a Glance (2nd Edition),
Stocktaking of Policy Measures Addressing Agri-Environmental Issues (2010) and the Web site for agri-environmental
indicators have been used them to help examine the impacts of our programmes, by providing insights on methodology,
indicators and policies, and have informed our analytical capacity and provided information on context and background.
They have also helped to identify interesting research questions, provided a sense of the approaches to be used to answer
them, and helped to interpret findings both in context and in comparison to what is happening in other OECD Members.
[United States]



Used as reference documents when considering policies. [Japan].



Used to reinforce our thinking in this area. [France]



Used as a source to fill knowledge gaps and to learn about what is happening in the area of sustainable resource use.
[Israel]



The report on Water Quality and Agriculture (2012) has helped allowed us to share experiences and lessons learnt, while
the report on Farm behaviour, Agricultural Management and Climate Change (2012) provided complementary evidence
and reassurances about the way we were looking at this problem and the conclusions that we were coming to through our
own research. With respect to later work, Modelling Adaptation to Climate Change in Agriculture (2014) has provided a
framework for looking at adaptation and mitigation measures, which alongside case studies, is a helpful source of
information and exchanges of experience. [United Kingdom]

PG8 - Sustainable resource
use

2009-14

Use and Impacts

Source: Interviews

37

C(2016)27
6.3.2

Factors identified as supporting or hindering policy impacts

82.
Policymakers identified a range of factors that affect policy impacts of the Committee for
Agriculture’s work within their own administrations, as did officials in other international organisations, as
users of the Committee’s products. 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 (+/-)].
83.
An analysis of the factors highlighted by interviews with end-users in the area of agriculture
policy indicates that:


The process by which the COAG develops its work programme and sets its policy orientation,
although reinforcing its ownership by Members and progressively improving the alignment of
priorities and available resources, has run up against diverging priorities outside the Committee’s
longstanding and main areas of focus. This has particularly been the case for the nexus of
agriculture and trade policy in the context of the limited progress made in multilateral trade
negotiations and the unwillingness of some Members for most of the review period to allow the
work programme to address sensitive but important issues in this area. Until relatively recently,
this has also to some extent been mirrored at the interface of agriculture and environment policy,
largely as a result of Members’ different domestic agricultural and environmental characteristics.
There are also similar divergences in the extent to which Members view the importance of
addressing new trends and challenges given a tendency of some policymakers to focus on shortterm policy needs and concerns, and more generally with regard to recognising a need for
undertaking agriculture policy reforms.



Variations in the capacity of national administrations to absorb the Committee’s outputs,
particularly in a period of budget constraints and rationalisation, as well as technical material not
being available in some Members’ own language, hinders to some extent the use and impact of
the Committee’s products. However, there have been efforts to overcome the latter through
Members’ own initiatives to translate some of the work into more languages, often as part of a
broader national dissemination strategy.



Some factors relating to the international and national policy environments tend to favour the use
and impact of some of COAG’s work, notably the absence of rival products (e.g. in the area of
data and indicators on domestic support for agriculture) produced by other international
organisations or through domestic research activities. Specifically at the nexus of agriculture and
environment policy, there is an increasing recognition of the complementary nature of agriculture
and environment policy objectives, while there is also a favourable impulsion that has arisen
from multilateral negotiations on climate change.



Factors relating to the functioning of the COAG that are supportive of the use and impact of its
products, by broadening the channels through which it is disseminated and/or ensuring its quality,
are the Committee’s capacity to engage with Partners in most of the areas of its work; to
collaborate closely with other international organisations, notably the FAO; and the Committee’s
capacity to mobilise Members’ expertise in data analysis. In the specific area of agriculture and
the environment, delegate involvement in discussions, sometimes on sensitive topics, linkages
with environment-focused work elsewhere in the Organisation and engagement with BIAC are
supportive of the impact of this work. By contrast, there are some factors that are less
unambiguously favourable to the impact of the Committee’s work. Most notable in this context
are the extent to which substantive discussions in the COAG take place with the full involvement
of delegates of the requisite expertise, variations over time in how well the APM functions to
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review work as it is being implemented, and linkages with other OECD bodies - notably the
Regional Development Policy Committee (RDPC) in the area of rural development, the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) – and the Co-operative Research Programme for
Sustainable Biological Resource Management (CRP), as well as engagement with other
stakeholder representatives beyond the food industry.


The policy impact of the Committee’s products is in most cases supported by the reliability and
comparability of data used in them (and electronic access to it when relevant) and the quality of
the analyses they incorporate. However, overall hindering factors identified are the length of
papers and insufficient highlighting of their main messages, which can hamper their use by
policymakers, and a tendency towards a one-size-fits-all approach, for example when producing
policy recommendations, despite significant variations in Members’ national contexts.



The utility of the COAG’s work for Members comes mainly from it helping to enhance their
understanding of key policy issues, for example through exchanges of experience in order to
work towards reforms, and by providing insights into the outlook for agricultural market. It also
supports Members’ bilateral engagement with Partners. The Committee’s products are also useful
in a supranational or international context, namely as an input into Members’ discussions with
the EU on the Common Agricultural Policy, in global discussions – for example on the
environment – and in the framework of the G20 as in the case of the AMIS initiative.

Table 5: General factors supporting or hindering policy impacts 28
Category

Factors identified

Committee
orientation





Members’ ownership of the work programme (+)
Alignment of work programme with available resources (+/-)
Focus on data rather than conceptual work (-)

Committee
functioning









Engagement with non-Members (G20 session, GFA, etc.) (+)
Engagement with other international organisations (+)
Extent of substantive discussions in COAG and delegates’ involvement in them (+/-)
Workload, document availability and review by APM delegates (+/-)
Horizontal linkages with other OECD bodies and involvement in Horizontal Projects (+/-)
Engagement with other stakeholder representatives (+/-)
Links to CRP work (-)

Product
attributes





Analytical quality (+)
Length of papers and highlighting of main messages (-)
‘One-size-fits-all’ approach, e.g. policy recommendations (-)




Domestic initiatives to aid dissemination, including translation (+)
Communication of reports and access to documentation, including older products of current
interest (-)



Capacity of national administrations to absorb Committee material and maintain
organisational memory (+/-)
Capacity of national administrations to use technical material in English/French (+/-)
Recognition by Members’ policymakers of the need for agriculture policy reform (+/-)

Dissemination

Policy
environment




Source: Interviews

28.

As interviews with policymakers were conducted before the results of the 2015 PIR survey (covering
the 2013-14 Biennium) were available, interview supports only contained information for
the 2007-08, 2009-10 and 2011-12 Biennia. However, interviewees were also given the opportunity to
provide feedback on more recent products if they so wished.
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Table 6: Specific factors supporting or hindering policy impacts 29
Product Groups
PG1 - Agricultural trade policy
and globalisation

Years
2007-14

Category
Committee
orientation



Focus on addressing sensitive but important issues (+/-)



Degree of convergence on priorities at the agriculture/trade nexus (-)

Committee
functioning



Content of JWPA&T meetings (+/-)



Expertise of delegates (+/-)

Product attributes



Analytical quality and pertinence of content (+/-)



Ease of use in a policymaking context (-)



Useful for providing insights into trade-related issues in other countries (+)



Useful for developing ideas about domestic support measures and import tariffs, and on benefits
for consumers and farmers (+)



Useful as a reference in discussions in an EU context (+)



High food prices (+)



EU policymaking context (+/-)



Multilateral trade negotiations / WTO activities (+/-)

Committee
functioning



Engagement with FAO (+)



Involvement of Members’ experts in data analyses (+)

Product attributes



Data reliability and analytical quality (+)



Pertinence of content, including geographical scope (+)



Usability of hardcopy and electronic products (+/-)



Engagement with FAO (+)



Domestic initiatives to aid dissemination, including translation (+)

Utility

Policy
environment

PG2 - Agricultural markets
medium term prospects

2007-14

Dissemination

29.

Factors identified

As interviews with policymakers were conducted before the results of the 2015 PIR survey (covering the 2013-14 Biennium) were available, interview
supports only contained information for the 2007-08, 2009-10 and 2011-12 Biennia. However, interviewees were also given the opportunity to provide
feedback on more recent products if they so wished.
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Product Groups

Years

Category
Utility

Policy
environment

PG3 - Agricultural policy design
and implementation

PG4 - Agricultural policy issues
in developing and emerging
countries (incl. country reviews)

2007-14

2007-14

Factors identified


Useful for understanding and assessing the market outlook and developing policy scenarios and
advice (+)



Useful for comparing with domestic forecasts (+)



Useful to provide briefings and presentations on larger Partners (+)



Domestic research capacity (+)



Products of other international organisations (+)



Capacity of national administrations to use technical material in English/French (+/-)

Committee
orientation



Degree of convergence on priorities (-)

Committee
functioning



Range of specialist knowledge needed in Food Chain Analysis Network (-)

Product attributes



Analytical quality and pertinence of content (+)

Dissemination



National initiatives to aid dissemination, including translation (+)

Utility



Useful to understand increasingly important policy issues (knowledge systems, innovation, food
chains) (+)



Useful to support bilateral collaboration with Partners (+)



Useful in discussions at EU level (+)



Useful in the G20 context and the creation of AMIS (+)



Useful to help targeting support (+)

Policy
environment



Contents of domestic policy toolbox (+)

Committee
functioning



Horizontal relations with the DAC (-)

Product attributes



Analytical quality and pertinence of content (+/-)

Utility



Useful for informing bilateral relations with non-Members (+)



Useful for references on Partners (+)
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Product Groups

PG5 - Agricultural policy
monitoring (incl. country reviews
and PSEs)

Years

2007-14

Category
Policy
environment



Products of other international organisations (-)

Committee
functioning



Expertise in Farm-Level Data Analysis Network (+)



Evolution of participation of experts in APM (+/-)

Product attributes



Data comparability (+)



Analytical quality (+)



Access to database (+)



Pertinence of content (+/-)



Geographical scope (+/-)



Aggregation of EU data (-)



Useful for making regional and international comparisons (+)



Useful for EU level discussions (+)



Useful for preparing policy reforms (+)



Useful in international negotiations, monitoring and enforcement work (+)



Usefulness of following changes in PSE levels over time (-)

Policy
environment



Products of other international organisations (+)

Committee
orientation



Understanding of importance of new trends and challenges (+/-)

Policy
environment



Shorter term focus of Members’ policymakers (-)

Committee
orientation



Degree of convergence on priorities and understanding of issues at the agriculture/environment
nexus (+/-)



Transmission of JWPA&E feedback in PWB process (-)



Delegate involvement in discussions, including on sensitive topics, in JWPA&E (+)



Links to EPOC and environmental work, including green growth (+)

Utility

PG6 - New trends and challenges
in agri-food economy

PG7 - Agri-environmental policies

2007-10

2008-12

Factors identified

Committee
functioning
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Product Groups

Years

Category


Engagement with BIAC (+)



Engagement with FAO (+)



Engagement with non-Members (-)



Timeliness (+)



Analytical quality and pertinence of content (+)



Useful to inform discussions with respect to the development of EU policy (+)



Useful to inform the development of indicators (+)



Recognition of complementarities between agriculture and environment policy objectives (+)



Products of other international organisations (+)



Domestic agricultural and environmental characteristics (+/-)

Committee
orientation



Degree of convergence on priorities and understanding of issues at the agriculture/environment
nexus (+/-)

Committee
functioning



Delegate involvement in discussions, including on sensitive topics, in JWPA&E (+)



Links to EPOC and environmental work, including green growth (+)



Engagement with BIAC (+)



Engagement with FAO (+)



Transmission of JWPA&E feedback in PWB process (-)



Engagement with non-Members (-)

Product attributes



Analytical quality and pertinence of content (+)

Utility



Useful to reinforce domestic reflections (+)



Useful for stimulating global discussions (+)



Useful source of information and exchanges of experience (+)



Multilateral negotiations on climate change (+)



Domestic agricultural and environmental characteristics (+/-)

Product attributes

Utility

Policy
environment

PG8 - Sustainable resource use

2009-14

Factors identified

Policy
environment
Source: Interviews
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6.4

What has been the policy impact of the COAG’s work at global level?

84.
In response to the three G20 priority issues falling within the scope of the COAG’s work
programme, a number of products have been developed, mainly in collaboration with other international
organisations, notably the FAO (See Table 7, below).
Table 7: Policy impact at global level
Issues
Food price volatility
and agriculture

Sustainably increasing
agricultural
production and
productivity

Products delivered


PG2: Agricultural markets medium-term
prospects
 Price Volatility in Food and
Agricultural Markets: Policy
Responses (2011)



PG3: Agricultural policy design and
implementation
 Reports and papers in the area of risk
management in agriculture (2009-12)



PG3: Agricultural policy design and
implementation
 Sustainable Agricultural Productivity
Growth and Bridging the Gap for
Small Family Farms (2012)


Food security

6.5

Comments



Agricultural Innovation Systems: A
Framework for Analysing the Role of
the Government (2012)

PG4: Agricultural policy issues in
developing and emerging countries (incl.
country reviews)
 Opportunities for Economic Growth
and Job Creation in Relation to Food
Security and Nutrition (2014)

This report served as a basis for the G20 Action
Plan on Food Price Volatility and Agriculture,
adopted by G20 Ministers of Agriculture in
June 2011. Along with the work on risk
management, it has fed into the setting up of the
Agricultural Market Information System
(AMIS).

The final report was welcomed by the G20
Agriculture Vice Ministers’ Report and
supported by the G20 Leaders in the Los Cabos
Declaration (2012).
The framework has been applied to three G20
pilot countries: Australia, Brazil and Canada,
and also constituted an input into the work of
the G20 Development Working Group on Food
Security under the Australian Presidency.

Delivered to the G20 Development Working
Group under the Australian Presidency.

Assessment

85.
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.
86.
Two of the eight Product Groups are assessed by at least one-half of Members as being at least of
high overall impact during the 2007-14 period (see Figure 8, page 30), while all six Product Groups
assessed for actual impact in the 2013-14 Biennium were evaluated by at least one-half of Members’ as
having at least a medium actual impact (see Figure 9, page 31). This corresponds with a ‘medium to high’
level of policy impact on Members’ policy (see Table 8, below).30

30.

This assessment is made as follows: 2/8 Product Groups (overall impact) + 6/6 Product Groups (actual
impact) = 8/14 Product Groups (total impact) or 57%.
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87.
The impact of the Committee’s work is strengthened by its endorsement at global level by the
G20 and its use by other international organisations, in particular the FAO.
88.
As 21 out of the COAG’s 24 mandate objectives and expected outcomes to which its Product
Groups respond are well aligned with Members’ policymaking needs and concerns (see Figure 2, page 21),
which corresponds with a very high level of relevance, the medium to high level of impact is assessed as
corresponding with a MEDIUM TO HIGH level of effectiveness.31

31.

Since effectiveness is defined as the extent to which a Committee it 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 1is adopted as an upper limit on the rating
of effectiveness.
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Table 8: 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
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

COAG
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7.

Efficiency

89.
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).
90.
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.
91.
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 COAG’s work appreciated from an end-user perspective?

7.1

92.
PIR (end-user) survey data indicates that five of the Committee’s eight Product Groups are
assessed as having exceeded the quality threshold, i.e. they have been assessed by two-thirds or more of
Members as being at least of a high level quality.
93.
The most highly rated of the Committee’s products in quality terms, with almost all Members
assessing their quality as high or over, are (see Figure 11, below):


Agricultural policy monitoring (including country reviews and PSEs);



Agricultural markets medium term prospects.

Figure 11: Quality of the COAG’s work (2007-14)

Source: PIR survey (2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015)
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94.
Feedback from interviewees, including a wider range of stakeholders such as officials of other
international organisations, highlights the generally high level of quality of the Committee’s products,
particularly in terms of the reliability and comparability of data, and related analyses. This is particularly
the case of the Product Groups 2 and 5 assessed by nearly all Members as being of high or very high
quality.
95.
In the specific case of Agricultural policy monitoring (incl. country reviews and PSEs) (PG5),
there are however some emerging issues from a user perspective on the pertinence of this work, and hence
its continued utility. Highlighted in this context was the increasingly devolved nature of agriculture policy
in the European Union, which makes it more important for data to be disaggregated at Member State level
in order to reflect the different support levels and how support is implemented across the EU. The
convergence between some Members in terms of producer support levels, as well as its relative stability
over time, was also cited as having the potential to reduce the pertinence of this work.
7.2

How efficiently has the Committee been functioning?

7.2.1

Setting Committee orientations

96.
The Committee for Agriculture’s current orientation is outlined in its 2009 mandate,32 which was
informed by a review by an independent panel of agricultural policy experts tasked with assess[ing] the
relevance of the Committee’s work in a forward-looking perspective in light of future policy challenges
Member countries are likely to face.33 The review outlined a set of priorities for a medium-term strategy
for the Committee as well as some recommendations focusing on its ‘working approaches’. One of the
recommendations suggested that for the Committee to fulfil its role of defining a longer-term strategy and
guiding the continuity of its work, it needed to establish its strategic vision and priorities over a longer
planning horizon than the PWB Biennium, particularly in the case of emerging issues requiring a more
horizontal approach.34 Against this backdrop, The COAG’s work programme, as of the 2011-12 Biennium,
has been guided by the communiqué from its 2010 Ministerial-level meeting that has provided an overarching medium-term framework.
97.
COAG is currently preparing to meet again at Ministerial level in early 2016, which given the
timing vis-à-vis the end of its current mandate should serve to inform its policy orientations over the next
five years. This is in contrast to the 2010 Ministerial-level meeting that took place after the Committee’s
present mandate came into force.
98.
Delegates observed that preparations for the 2016 Ministerial-level meeting started appropriately
early and are being progressed through an open and well-organised process with the full involvement of
Members via an ad hoc Advisory Group35 and facilitated by the use of COAG’s electronic platform
(‘Delegates’ Corner’) as a means of sharing information and providing inputs. This approach was
favourably compared to that of other Committees with which some of the delegates are familiar.
99.
The way in which the Committee develops its work programme was streamlined for the 2009-10
Biennium through the introduction of a structured, multi-stage and iterative process and the designation of
two categories of proposals, namely those expected to obtain consensus support easily (‘core’) and others
32.

C(2008)182.

33.

TAD/CA/M(2007)1, TAD/CA/M(2007)2 and TAD/CA/M(2007)3.

34.

TAD/CA(2008)1.

35.

A similar arrangement was established to prepare the 2010 Ministerial-level Meeting.
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(‘choice’), allowing discussions to focus more on the latter.36 The process has been deployed over
successive PWB cycles, being refined as necessary on the basis of experience to ensure its optimisation.
100.
The process is characterised by delegates as being ‘clear and transparent’ and it has gone a good
way towards reconciling the different policy interests of Members, though its outcome has often been an
over-dimensioned work programme (vis-à-vis available resources) where difficulties have been
encountered particularly in shedding longstanding topics, but also occasionally when introducing new
ones. It was also reported that there is little strategic reflection upstream of the preparation of the work
programme, while ensuring that discussions in the Committee focus on ‘choice’ proposals has been a
challenge, particularly given their peripheral position in the overall work programme. Some delegates also
highlighted what they saw as limited information flows when the work programme is being prepared
between COAG and its Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment. However, feedback from
delegates has been that over time, as the process has been refined, the difficulties encountered have
become less prevalent and the resulting work programmes progressively improved.
7.2.2

Committee functioning

101.
The Committee for Agriculture, as stated in its mandate, provides a forum for the discussion of
issues related to all aspects of agricultural, agro-food and agricultural trade developments and policies
with a view to promoting mutual understanding of these developments and to improving the effectiveness of
policies, at both the domestic and the international levels, as they affect agriculture and the agri-food
sector.37
102.
The COAG, which has a biannual meeting cycle, is supported in the implementation of its work
programme by the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM), which usually meets three
times a year and scheduled back-to-back with the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Trade
(JWPA&T). The APM has a broad mandate to undertake the preparatory studies required for the work of
the Committee for Agriculture38, which includes the monitoring of agricultural policies, discussing the
development of analytical tools and providing guidelines or recommendations on policy design,
implementation and monitoring. Reporting to the APM is the Group on Commodity Markets, which works
specifically on reviewing the current situation and outlook for agricultural commodities, identifying
emerging trends and policy issues relevant to agricultural commodities and assessing impacts on markets
and the economy more generally.
103.
COAG meetings are well prepared and run overall according to feedback from most interviewees
with direct experience of participating in them, who observed that they are a setting in which open
discussions are encouraged and useful exchanges of experience take place. Others judged that while
providing for efficiency gains, the division of labour within the Committee’s structure, where products are
declassified at working group level to avoid multiple reviews of documents, had led to COAG meetings
being too little focused on substantive issues, at least outside the G20 sessions. Consequently, beyond
those Members keen on defending and promoting a more liberal policy position on agriculture and trade,
which have tended to systematically send senior officials - including some with high-level responsibilities
at the FAO and the EU - as delegates, meetings have generally been of limited interest to higher-level
policymakers. Against this backdrop, there have been recent efforts to bolster the attractiveness of the
COAG plenary sessions agenda.
36.

The same distinction between proposals was also adopted at that time by the Trade Committee.

37.
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38.

TAD/CA(2007)28

49

C(2016)27
104.
The APM, in the conducting of its work, calls upon three specialist entities, which in addition to
the Group on Commodity Markets include the Network for Farm-Level Analysis39 (launched in 2008) to
provide a means of carrying out research based on micro-level data in collaboration with Members’
institutions and the Food Chain Analysis Network40 (launched in 2011) to provide a platform for dialogue
for a broad range of stakeholders (government officials, industry stakeholders, non-government
organisations, consumer groups, and academic experts when appropriate) on emerging issues, analytical
work and policy experiences.41
105.
The capacity of the APM to appropriately manage what delegates describe as a substantial
workload depends on it being able to thoroughly review documents relating to the implementation of the
work programme, including drawing on expertise in Capitals when relevant. Most delegates indicated that
at times during the review period, delayed availability of documents, particularly when they are long, along
with the bunching of meetings, agenda changes and the increased contracting of substantive work to
consultants made it difficult for the APM to fulfil its role in a consistent fashion. This, it was observed,
risked reducing delegates’ ability to bring Members’ perspectives to bear at crucial moments during the
implementation of the work programme, particularly at the scoping stage of projects. There have been
efforts to facilitate the conducting of the APM’s activities, notably through the production of a summary
paper at the end of every meeting presenting the actions requested and decisions taken by it, and the
presentation of a document at each meeting showing how the work programme is advancing. There was
also a proposal in 2010, revisited in 2011 and 2013, to move some of the APM’s workload to the
JWPA&T, which has a significantly lighter agenda and whose delegates are also mainly APM delegates.
However, this did not materialise due to an absence of consensus on the proposed change.42
106.
Feedback from delegates on the Network for Farm-Level Analysis universally highlights that this
network had been successfully established and is now providing invaluable expertise to support the work
of the APM. The expertise of the Group on Commodity Markets, as well as the interest of the more
recently created Food Chain Analysis Network, were also widely acknowledged. However, in the case of
the latter, it was reported that there had been difficulties in finding a modus operandi that could lead to the
constitution of a functioning network of experts as opposed to a series of workshops with participants
varying according to the session theme.
107.
The activities of the Committee’s sub-bodies, including its two joint working parties, are orally
reported at each COAG meeting, usually by their chairs, and often supported by summary documents.43
Whilst this process has been gradually strengthened over time to ensure that the COAG is informed about
the implementation of its work programme, not all delegates interviewed were convinced that the COAG
was adequately fulfilling its oversight role, with an absence of critical questioning at the time of the
reporting sessions being cited in in this respect.
108.
Formally hosted within the Committee structure is also the OECD Codes and Schemes for
International Trade. This is a multi-component Part II programme44 whose activities centre on certification

39.

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

40.

TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)6

41.

TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)6

42.

TAD/CA/M(2010)2, TAD/CA/M(2011)1 and TAD/CA/M(2013)1

43.

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

44.

Schemes for the Varietal Certification of Seed Moving in International Trade; Standard Codes for the
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and standard setting for agricultural commodities and inputs. The COAG has been delegated responsibility
by Council to approve technical amendments to the Codes and Schemes,45 is informed of their draft work
programme, and receives regular activity and progress reports on their on-going work.
109.
Until recently, the links between the COAG and the Codes and Schemes have been procedural in
nature. However, for the first time in 2015, a joint policy forum was held with the Annual Meeting of the
Seed Schemes, aimed at improving understanding about how the regulatory and technical work of the
Seed Scheme could better feed into agricultural policymaking.46 In the framework of this event,
presentations by the COAG Chair and the Chair of the Seed Schemes provided participants with an
overview of the Committee for Agriculture and the Seed Schemes, the main themes around which they
structure their work programmes and the work they are undertaking.
7.2.3

Dissemination

110.
The main focus of the Committee’s communications activities is on the OECD-FAO Agricultural
Outlook and the Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation publications which are the object of
specific campaigns and support by individual Members’ in some cases to foster dissemination, including
through their translation and/or presentation at seminars. More generally, since 2013 the Committee’s
work, along with that of the Fisheries Committee, has also been presented in an electronic newsletter
released twice yearly.
111.
While the COAG recognised the usefulness of a discussion on communications issues in 2009
when the chair of the Trade Committee’s Informal Working Group on Communications made a
presentation of its strategy,47 a discussion of how the Committee communicated its work did not take place
until 2014. At this session, the COAG noted that efforts need to be stepped up to ensure that the
Committee’s work, and most particularly its policy work, reaches the right audience and has the
opportunity to tangibly influence outcomes of policy processes in member countries and further afield.48 In
this context, delegates confirmed their interest in strengthening the Committee’s communication efforts
and improving the dissemination of its work.49 Recently, following a three-year hiatus, policy briefs
summarising some aspects of the Committee’s work, mainly with respect to Key Partners, have started to
be produced and it is reported that the Committee will return to the subject of communications in the near
future.
112.
The Committee’s engagement with the FAO (see below) also serves as a means of broadening
the dissemination of its work beyond Members, particularly in the case of the OECD-FAO Agricultural
Outlook publication.

Standards for Fruit and Vegetables; and Scheme for the Certification of Forest Reproductive Material
Moving in International Trade.
45.

C(2008)120 & C/M(2008)18

46.

TAD/CA/S/M(2015)4

47.

TAD/CA/M(2009)14

48.
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7.2.4

Interactions within the OECD structure

113.
The Committee for Agriculture interacts with other OECD bodies both in the setting of its two
joint working parties, with the Trade Committee and the Environmental Policy Committee (EPOC), and
through more ad hoc arrangements in other policy areas.50
114.
Work at the nexus of agriculture and trade takes place in the Joint Working Party on Agriculture
and Trade (JWPA&T), which meets twice a year back-to-back with the Working Group on Agricultural
Policies and Markets (APM). Throughout much of the review period, the lack of progress in multilateral
trade negotiations and limited willingness of some Members, due to policy sensitivities, to allow the work
to be conducted on key issues have resulted in ‘thin’ meeting agendas and on some half-day Working Party
meetings. The limited interest of attending meetings of the JWPA&T was raised by interviewees during the
Trade Committee IDE51 and this is reflected to some degree in feedback from COAG delegates who also
confirmed the limited participation of trade experts in the meetings, with APM delegates often doubling up
as Working Party delegates. Consequently, capital-based delegate participation in the JWPA&T has fallen
from nearly 80% of Members in 2011 to 54% in 2015, while coinciding with a doubling of Paris-based
delegate attendance, in part due to Members opting to locate relevant experts within their Permanent
Delegations. There have been some recent efforts to broaden participation in the Joint Working Party’s
meetings by inviting external experts as speakers, and it is reported that in the light of the results of the
Bali WTO Ministerial meeting there is now a greater propensity among Members to want to focus on trade
and agriculture issues of higher policy interest than was previously the case.
115.
The Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment (JWPA&E), which also meets
twice a year, has seen a similar trend as the JWPA&T in terms of capital-based delegate participation,
falling from a high of 79% in 2011 to 60% in 2015. In addition, the turnover of delegates is reported to be
on the high side. According to the previous COAG and the EPOC IDEs, 52 delegations composed of experts
from agriculture boards and ministries have historically outnumbered those including delegates from
environment ministries and agencies, and this continues to be the case in 2015.53 Against this backdrop,
interviewees highlighted that the Working Party functions well, with meetings throughout the review
period focusing on and openly discussing issues of high policy interest and, despite the aforementioned
imbalance in participation, that the environment policy community is sufficiently represented and
involved. The JWPA&E has also been the main setting for work on green growth has been undertaken and,
following the implementation of the Green Growth Strategy Horizontal Project over the 2009-10
Biennium, mainstreamed.
116.
The COAG and the Co-operative Research Programme: Biological Resource Management for
Sustainable Agriculture Systems (CRP), a Part II programme, are intrinsically linked via the latter’s
mandate. This stipulates that the CRP will consult with the COAG during the preparation and
implementation of its work programme, and that the COAG will provide the Programme with observations
and guidance as necessary.54 Consequently, the CRP’s draft mandate and draft work programmes are
submitted to the COAG for its consideration and oral updates by the CRP Chair and written reports on the
Programme’s activities are regularly made. Each year, the COAG also receives a list of conferences to be
50.
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sponsored by the CRP. Information sharing is also facilitated by the current CRP Chair being a member of
the Bureau of the Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Environment (JWPA&E). In addition to
consultations and information sharing, three conferences organised by the COAG over the review period
(in 2009, 2011 and 2013) have been supported by the CRP, and COAG delegates have been invited to
‘open forum’ sessions held by the CRP Governing Body at the time of its annual meetings. Some of the
Committee’s work in the area of Agricultural policy design and implementation (PG3) has also built on
CRP sponsored activities, notably relating to the use of antimicrobials in agriculture and livestock disease
policy. While there has been a gradual strengthening of formal linkages between the COAG and the CRP
during the review period, active discussions involving delegates have been limited.55 Interviewees,
however, highlighted some very recent steps being taken to improve reporting56 aimed at providing a better
basis for discussion and promoting interest in the Committee of the Programme’s activities, as well as
some of the practical obstacles to be surmounted if research-policy linkages in this area are to be
optimised.
117.
In the area of rural development, links to the Regional Development Policy Committee
(RDPC),57 which addresses this policy area through its Working Party on Rural Policy, have been limited
both in substantive and reporting terms.58 The most recent joint activities of the two Committees in this
respect were in 2008 when a joint Rural Policy Review of China was conducted and in 2009 when a policy
forum was held by the COAG on agriculture and rural development policy to which the TDPC Chair
contributed. It was observed by delegates, despite the different perspectives and approaches of Members to
policy linkages between agriculture and rural development, that the absence of connections between the
two Committees in this area constitutes a significant shortfall.
118.
The Committee has increased its focus on development-related issues, notably global food
security, during the review period through collaborative work with the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) and by contributing to the Strategy on Development. This topic was addressed in the 2010, 2011
and 2012 Global Forums on Agriculture, with the latter being organised as a joint meeting with the DAC.
In addition, the COAG organised a policy forum in 2010 in which representatives of different parts of the
OECD ‘Development Cluster’ participated and, in 2011, held a joint session with the DAC during one of
its meetings. This topic was also picked up in a project launched by the COAG within the framework of
the Strategy on Development in 2012, which has mobilised contributions from the DAC and the
Investment Committee and included the development of a Policy framework for Investment in Agriculture.
Feedback from delegates emphasised the positive developments with regard to engaging the investment
policy community, while interactions with the DAC were viewed more equivocally, for example in terms
of how well information has been communicated on projects of mutual interest, or were qualified as being
too often focused on issues distant from COAG’s policy interests in terms of content or novelty.

55.

C(2014)142

56.

The CRP is currently implementing a set of actions in response to its IDE completed in late 2014. One of
these aims at enhancing the Programme’s communication efforts towards the COAG through the
development of reports that better target policymakers and their interests. The recommendation also
stipulates that the COAG should work with the CRP on this initiative, including ensuring an adequate slot
on meeting agendas and conditions for a meaningful dialogue, while the usefulness of reporting directly to
the JWPA&E on policy lessons arising from the work of the Programme was to also be considered
[C(2014)111 and C(2015)186].
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The Territorial Development Policy Committee (TDPC) prior to its renaming in 2015.
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7.2.5

Global engagement

119.
The Committee for Agriculture’s engagement with Partners takes place in a range of ways,
primarily through:


their attendance in meetings throughout the Committee structure as Participants and Invitees, and
in some cases their participation in the country review process;



the COAG’s dedicated G20 sessions, which since 2011 are an integral part of its biannual
meetings, and G20 related work more generally;



the Global Forum for Agriculture, held annually back-to-back with a regular COAG meeting, to
which Partners, including selected Southeast Asian economies, are invited;



their inclusion in the COAG’s data collection and analysis work, and in its presentation in related
products, including increasingly in the core work areas of Agricultural markets medium-term
prospects (Product Group 2), including through the Committee’s collaboration with the FAO in
this area, and Agricultural policy monitoring (Product Group 5).

120.
The Committee’s global relations activities were strengthened following its 2010 ministerial
meeting and are supported by an Informal Group on Global Relations, which is tasked with guiding their
development.59 In recent years, the Committee has updated its global relations strategy on a regular basis.
121.

Key milestones in non-Member engagement are presented below (see Table 9).

59.

See Recommendation N°4 of the 1st Cycle IDE.
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Table 9: Milestones in non-Member engagement
Year
2007

Council


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]

2008

Committee for Agriculture


The COAG develops a specific strategy for the accession
process and Key Partners [TAD/CA(2007)23 &
TAD/CA/M(2007)3]



Observer status accorded to South Africa [C/M(2008)14]



Observer status accorded to Romania [C/M(2010)1]



The COAG adopts a revised global relations strategy,
including an element focusing on the Southeast Asia region
[TAD/CA(2010)14/FINAL]



Observer status of Argentina, Brazil, Romania renewed
[ERC/M(2011)10]



The COAG approves an updated global relations strategy
for 2013-14 and its Participation Plan
[TAD/CA(2012)21/REV1, TAD/CA(2012)10 &
TAD/CA/M(2012)2/ANN]



Approval of COAG Participation Plan by Council
[C(2013)132 & its CORR1, C/M(2013)19]



Latvia and Lithuania become Participants in the COAG



The COAG updates its global relations strategy for 2015-16
[TAD/CA(2014)17/FINAL & TAD/CA/M(2014)2/ANN]

2009
2010



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

2011

2012



Adoption of Revised Resolution of the Council
on Partnerships in OECD Bodies
[C(2012)100/REV1/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]

2014

2015



Adoption of the Revised Resolution of the
Council on Partnerships in OECD Bodies
[C(2012)100/REV1/FINAL & C/M(2015)22]

122.
Partner participation in meetings of the Committee has globally been on an upward trend over the
review period, reaching its highest level in the first half of 2015. The increase observed since 2011 has
been mainly driven by the attendance of Participants and Invitees in the COAG (including in the specific
G20 sessions) and the APM. Participation of Key Partners, by contrast, peaked in 2013 before falling back
across the Committee structure in 2015 (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12 Participation of Partners in meetings of the Committee for Agriculture (2008-15)*

Source: Meeting summaries and EMS
* Average per meeting, plenary sessions only. Excludes accession countries.

123.
Feedback from delegates indicates an openness to Partners involvement in the Committee on the
part of many Members and a mutual willingness to engage in an open dialogue. This is particularly the
case around the country reviews, which are reported to attract large and high-level delegations from the
non-Members being examined. Furthermore, the country reviews are often a first step towards a longer
term engagement in the framework of the Committee’s annual agricultural policy monitoring and
evaluation exercise which is gradually widening its coverage of Partners, including beyond those involved
in the accession process. This exercise now encompasses four of the five Key Partners, with work on
integrating the fifth currently underway.
124.
In the case of the G20 sessions, delegates generally emphasised the interesting and dynamic
nature of the discussions, including the extent to which Partners generally participate actively in them.
Moreover, the sessions were seen by most delegates as helping to rebalance the COAG agenda, which has
tended to have a strong ‘housekeeping’ focus, by providing a space for what are usually useful substantive
discussions. Others, while noting the interest of the G20 sessions, also highlighted the need to consider
how to best use the time available in the COAG given the heavy workload of the APM and the similarity
of some topics addressed at the Global Forum on Agriculture.
125.
The Global Forum on Agriculture, the previous observation notwithstanding, is described by
delegates as addressing highly relevant topics and giving rise to open discussions with the involvement of
non-Members, while bringing together the agriculture policy community and others such as the
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development and trade policy communities, as well as involving a broader range of stakeholders than in the
Committee itself.
7.2.6

Engagement with other international organisations and stakeholder bodies

126.
The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the World Trade Organization (WTO)
participate as observers in the COAG, as well as in some of its sub-bodies according to their policy focus.
127.
Engagement with the FAO, since 2004, has included the combining of the two Organisations’
medium-term agricultural outlook activities to produce the Agricultural Outlook as a joint publication and
involving collaboration on related elements, notably models, databases, baseline projections, analytical
papers, etc. In this context, FAO officials attend the APM and the Group on Commodity Markets through
which they participate in the Outlook review process. The depth and usefulness of this engagement, which
brings together the OECD’s analytical capacity and the FAO’s much broader database and has succeeded
despite the differences between the two Organisations’ governance arrangements and processes, is
universally acknowledged by delegates and concerned officials alike. The FAO also participates in COAG
meetings and contributes more generally to the work of the Committee. The OECD has also been
represented at meetings of the FAO’s Committee on Commodity Problems.
128.
The WTO regularly participates in meetings of the COAG and the Joint Working Party on
Agriculture and Trade (JWPA&T) in its guise as observer, with the OECD having a similar status in the
WTO’s Agriculture Committee. In addition, there is some limited delegate cross-participation in meetings
in the case of the JWPA&T. Feedback from all categories of interviewees highlights the strength of the
links between the Committee and the WTO and their benefits, for example in terms of information
exchange, access to expertise, etc.
129.
There has also been collaboration with the FAO and the WTO in the development and running of
the Agricultural Market Information System (AMIS). Inaugurated in 2011, this is an inter-agency platform
set up as the result of a G20 initiative to enhance food market transparency and encourage international
policy coordination, and hosted by the FAO. Also involved in this initiative are the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD), the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), the
International Grains Council (IGC), the World Food Programme (WFP), the United Nations Conference on
Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the United Nations High-Level Task Force on the Global Food
Security Crisis (UN-HLTF), and the World Bank.
130.
The Committee also engages with other international organisations, such as the World
Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP),
through co-operation on a project-specific basis and the mutual sharing of information.
131.
With respect to other stakeholder bodies, BIAC is a regular participant in the Committee’s
Working Parties, providing inputs into discussions on behalf of its affiliates in the food industry. Although
interviewees underlined the utility of this engagement, some also indicated that consultations take in a
rather narrow range of interests. The exception to this is the Food Chain Analysis Network, to which BIAC
also contributes, but which also gathers together a wide range of stakeholders for broad ranging
discussions on different topics.
7.3

Assessment

132.
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).
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133.
Five of the Committee for Agriculture’s 8 Product Groups, accounting for 73% 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 11, page 47). In the light of these results, the Committee is assessed as ‘high’
in terms of technical efficiency (See Table 10, below).
134.
However, the evaluation indicates that there have been a number of areas in which the
Committee’s process efficiency has fallen short during the review period, namely in the areas of organising
the work within its substructure, interactions with other OECD bodies and engagement of other
stakeholders.
135.
Taking into account the observations mentioned above, the overall assessment of efficiency is
MEDIUM TO HIGH.
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Table 10: 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 (modulated to take into account shortfalls in
the Committee’s process efficiency)
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

COAG
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8.

Good Practices

136.

Three cases were identified as ‘good practices’:


Enhancing the Committee for Agriculture’s data access and research capabilities through
networking with Member institutions. The OECD Network for Farm-Level Analysis as a means of
complementing in-house capacity.



Extending Committee core products to include Partners in their coverage. The case of the
Committee for Agriculture’s policy monitoring and evaluation instruments.



Co-operation between international organisations to broaden the reach of one of the Committee’s
core products. The production of the Agricultural Outlook as a joint publication with the UN’s
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), including collaboration on the models, databases,
baseline projections, analytical papers, website, etc.

137.

These cases are developed and presented in full, below.

GOOD PRACTICE INFORMATION SHEET N°1: Enhancing the Committee for Agriculture’s data access and research
capabilities through networking with Member institutions. The OECD Network for Farm-Level Analysis as a means of
complementing in-house capacity.
Summary


The Farm-Level Analysis Network is an informal body of the Committee for Agriculture (COAG). Launched in 2008 and
meeting twice a year. It provides a means of carrying out research based on micro-level data in collaboration with Members’
institutions. The results of the Network’s meeting are the object of written reports to the Working Party on Agricultural
Policies and Markets (APM) and outputs published in both English and French in the OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries
Working Paper series. Network project results have fed into the COAG’s work on Agricultural Policy Monitoring, Agricultural
policy design and implementation, and Innovation.



The interest of this case for other Committees is that it illustrates how limited in-house data collection and research capacity
can be enhanced through networking with Members’ institutions.
Lessons learnt and transferability

Lessons learnt

Transferability



The depth of new insights which can be created by analysis of micro-data – an issue subsequently
emphasised in NAEC.



The efficiency of leveraging statistical agencies’ and research institutes’ capacity in Members as it would
be extremely costly and time-consuming for the same research to be carried out in-house.



It is possible to increase comparability across countries through careful elaboration of the research
question and the method to be used.



The interest of this case for other Committees is that it illustrates how limited in-house data collection and
research capacity can be enhanced through networking with Members’ institutions.



It also illustrates the important role the Organisation can play in developing common methodologies for
cross-country comparison.
Case details

Initiating
circumstances



Recognition by the COAG, as far back as 2006, that to understand some important developments in the
agriculture sector and contribute to related policy evaluation, it was becoming increasingly necessary to
use micro data, specifically at farm level, and that the provision of information on farming practices with
environmental implications should have a particularly high priority [AGR/CA/APM(2006)18/FINAL].

Objectives



To deepen analytical capacity in areas such as risk management, structural change, income distribution
analysis, financial, productivity and environmental performance by looking at farm-level data, with
research specifications which are designed to ensure the greatest degree of comparability across
countries.



To look at diversity within the sector and identify determinants of farm performance allow for better policy
design.



Since its inception in 2008, the network has met twice-a-year.

Process

and
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difficulties
overcome

Success
in
implementation



Meetings include discussions of farm-level analysis in participating Members, covering a broad range of
issues related to farm sustainability, productivity and efficiency performance; and implementation of
common projects. These discussions contribute to the development of the COAG’s work programme, on
which the Network has been systematically consulted since 2010 with a view to identifying contributions.
The Network is explicitly mentioned in the PWB as of the 2007-08 Biennium in this context
[TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2012)7].



The Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets (APM) is informed of meeting plans and receives
summary records of Network meetings [e.g. TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2015)5] and access to the network’s
web site (www.oecd.org/agriculture/distnet), which is granted to delegates upon request.



Joint seminars are regularly organised with OECD with the Working Party on Agricultural Policies and
Markets. One-day seminars were organised in 2009 and 2012 ([TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2009)6];
TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2013)1]). The last two seminars (in 2014 and 2015) were half-a-day and had a
thematic focus: the 2014 joint seminar was on structural change in the dairy sector
[TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2015)1], while the 2015 seminar address the topic of sustainability, productivity
and efficiency in agriculture (summary forthcoming).



In 2008, two first meetings of the Network were held and two projects launched with the aims of: i)
analysing the distribution of support and its impact on farm income, and ii) estimating the response of risk
adverse farmers to policies using farm level data.



By the Network’s fourth meeting in the second half of 2009, the number of Members represented had
doubled since its creation [TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2009)12].



The network has continued to meet twice-a-year to plan and specify the work, and to report on results. It
usually works on two common projects in parallel. On-going projects are to estimate the determinants of
farm-level
productivity
growth
and
monitor
developments
in
farm
size
distribution
[TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)37/FINAL] and [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2015)21].



While the number of Members attending network meetings increases and interest has grown among
delegates, participation in common projects is variable, depending on data availability and analytical
complexity.



The challenge is to find methodologies allowing sufficient participation for cross-country comparison, while
addressing relevant policy issues. Network members have contributed to ensure success to date; the
support (including financial) from APM delegates has also been important.



Participation from distant countries is difficult because of time and financial cost. Video conferencing has
been successfully used, but it has limitations in terms of networking.



The Network has to date contributed to COAG’s work in the areas of distribution of support and income,
policy options for risk management, determinants of farm efficiency, dynamics and determinants of total
factor productivity growth in the dairy farm sector, including structural change, and policy reform.



PG5 (Agricultural policy monitoring, including country reviews and PSEs), which includes the activities of
the Farm-Level Analysis Network, is assessed as:


Impacts

Contextual
factors



high or very high quality by 94% of Members.

PG5 (Agricultural policy monitoring, including country reviews and PSEs), which includes the activities of
the Farm-Level Analysis Network, is assessed as:


having at least at least a medium level of actual policy impact in 94% of Members in 2013-14;



having at least at least a high level of overall policy impact in 68% of Members in the 2007-14
period.



In addition to informing policy, the participation of Members in the Network is reported to have helped
strengthen bilateral relations between their officials and ministries.



Agriculture has traditionally been a sector for which a large volume of data is collected in many OECD
Members. However, data sets are managed by specialists because the investment in learning to use them
is huge and there is a lot of variation in how they are constructed. Furthermore, in many countries,
confidentiality issues limit access to individual data.



Recognition by Members of:


the need to reduce information asymmetries to optimise agriculture policy design and
implementation;



the important contribution that international collaboration among public agencies in data collection
and processing can make to increasing the effectiveness of data use and improving the policy
relevance of information.
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GOOD PRACTICE INFORMATION SHEET N°2: Extending Committee core products to include Partners in their coverage.
The case of the Committee for Agriculture’s policy monitoring and evaluation instruments.
Summary


The Committee for Agriculture’s annual Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation report is one of its core products,
providing a unique source of data on global support to agriculture. Its analyses are supported by the OECD’s Producer
Support Estimate (PSE) database.



The coverage of this product has been progressively extended beyond OECD Members and accession countries, to include
an increasing number of Partners, including some Key Partners, and will continue to expand in the coming years.



The interest of this practice for other Committees is that it illustrates how a careful and consistent process of engagement
with Partners can gradually integrate them into the heart of the work programme as part of a broader Global Relations
strategy.
Lessons learnt and transferability

Lessons learnt

Transferability



The success of the process largely depends on the reviewed countries’ buy-in obtained through formal
government agreement to collaborate and contribute financially or in kind (or both) to the exercise at all
stages (discussions, roundtables, seminars and the peer review session, etc.).



It is better to work on substantive issues with the local administration rather than only through a network of
local and international consultants. While the process tends to be long and requires grater Secretariat
involvement in quality control, this approach usually secures stronger government engagement in the
review itself and in the regular policy monitoring and evaluation reporting that follows. This is particularly
important for Partners outside the accession process.



It is important to build a co-operative framework with other international organisations and key Members
active in a given Partner. This helps to access relevant experience and to information sharing, as well as
opening possibilities for wider implementation of OECD recommendations, in particular those for which
external funding might be needed.



The interest of this practice for other Committees is that it illustrates how a careful and consistent process
of engagement with Partners can gradually integrate them into the heart of their work programme as part
of a broader Global Relations strategy.
Case details

Initiating
circumstances



The recognition by the COAG of the need to include emerging (including G20) and South East Asian
countries in its work, reflecting their growing importance in global market and policy terms.

Objectives



To forge close collaboration with the Partners concerned, leading to policy dialogue based on a solid
evidence base and mutual trust.



To integrate emerging and South East Asian countries into the regular processes of policy monitoring and
evaluation.



By 2005, Brazil, China and South Africa had undergone a peer review process based on in-depth reviews
of their policies, though India was proving to be more difficult to engage.



The COAG’s 2007 Strategy for Enlargement and Enhanced Engagement indicates that Monitoring and
Evaluation of Agricultural Policies in Non-OECD Countries would be the main tool for regular and updated information on policy developments in all A5 and EE5 countries as well as in Ukraine, subject to the
participation of the target country and availability of resources [TAD/CA(2007)23].



As a result of longstanding co-operation, Brazil, China, and South Africa were integrated into the
Monitoring and evaluation of agriculture policies publication in 2007. Following on from Indonesia’s
attendance at the 2010 COAG Ministerial Meeting and the 2010 Global Forum on Agriculture, a review of
agricultural policies in Indonesia was conducted and published in 2012. Working with India, however, has
continued to be a challenge as an invitation to co-operate in the preparation of the review of its agricultural
policies was turned down [TAD/CA(2010)14/FINAL].



Following the review of its agricultural policies, Indonesia was integrated into the 2013 Monitoring and
evaluation of agriculture policies publication and databases. The same year saw the launching of a review
of Viet Nam’s agricultural policies [TAD/CA(2012)21/FINAL], completed in 2015. A review of Kazakhstan
was completed in 2013.



Reviews of the Philippines, India and Costa Rica (the latter as part of the accession process) are currently

Process and
difficulties
overcome
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underway.

Success
in
implementation



Providing the relatively long time series of the many and complex data needed to carry out a review and
particularly for the PSE/CSE calculations can be challenging for some countries, as can the process of
voluntarily being subjected to peer review.



Brazil, China, Colombia and Israel (the latter two as part of the accession process), Indonesia,
Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation, South Africa, Ukraine and Viet Nam are now fully integrated into the
Monitoring and evaluation of agriculture policies publication and databases, which in total now covers 88%
of global value added in agriculture.



PG5 (Agricultural policy monitoring, including country reviews and PSEs) is assessed as:


Impacts

Contextual
factors

high or very high quality by 94% of Members.



The networks developed during the in-depth review of Partners’ policies have facilitated the conducting of
further analytical work on issues of interest to the countries concerned (e. g. food security in Indonesia).



PG5 (Agricultural policy monitoring, including country reviews and PSEs is assessed as:





having at least a medium level of actual policy impact in 94% of Members in 2013-14;



having at least a high level of overall policy impact in 68% of Members in the 2007-14 period.

An Organisation-wide framework for global relations that provides orientations for engaging with Partners.
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GOOD PRACTICE INFORMATION SHEET N°3: Co-operation between international organisations to broaden the reach of
one of the Committee’s core products. The production of the Agricultural Outlook as a joint publication with the UN’s
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), including collaboration on the models, databases, baseline projections,
analytical papers, website, etc.
Summary


Co-operation on the medium-term agricultural outlook activities of the OECD and FAO under the oversight of the Committee
for Agriculture commenced in 2004. It brings together the commodity, policy and country expertise of both organisations and
inputs from their Members in order to provide an annual ten-year projection of national, regional and global agricultural
commodity markets.



This case is of interest for Committees that want to broaden the geographical scope of their work at lower cost.
Lessons learnt and transferability

Lessons learnt



Well-established products provide a firm foundation on which collaboration between organisations and
with member countries can be built, and is facilitated by having strong, formalised linkages already in
place.



Working with another international organisation allows access to complementary competencies and
provides more channels for dissemination.



Working with the FAO has facilitated the development of closer relationships with Partners that otherwise
would be difficult for OECD by itself to reach.


Transferability

This case is of interest for Committees that want to broaden the geographical scope of their work at
minimum cost.
Case details

Initiating
circumstances



The Committee’s interest in expanding and deepening the Agricultural Outlook’s market analyses beyond
Members and elimination of areas of overlap, along with its support for combining the medium-term
agricultural outlook activities of the two organisations.

Objectives



To improve understanding by policymakers, business, media and the general public of commodity market
developments, the drivers of market change, the impacts on markets of agricultural and trade policy and
the uncertainties around the medium-term outlook for global agriculture.

Process and
difficulties
overcome



Collaboration on the Agricultural Outlook is a process that involves a number of tasks, including:

Success
in
implementation



model development, maintenance, documentation, testing and operation, and extension services to
OECD and FAO Members;



database development, including updating and secondary calculations;



baseline projection preparation;



document preparation, including the Agricultural Outlook, and other analytical papers where
appropriate;



website development and maintenance;



external collaboration and extension to OECD and FAO Members.



The Agricultural Outlook undergoes a detailed review from the COAG (at the level of the APM and the
Group on Commodity Markets), while FAO coordinates comments from its Committee on Commodity
Problems, which are presented at the APM. This implies more discussion of the role on markets of
Members and Partners that are engaged by the Committee than of other, mostly smaller, countries where
agriculture is nevertheless important.



In addition to having different governance arrangements, the two Organisations have a range of technical
impediments to preparing a shared report. These relate to issues of document and file sharing where tools
employed at the OECD (such as Authoring Environment and eShare) cannot be used at FAO; website
access and maintenance; and issues related to date collection, model calibration and solution.



PG2 (Agricultural markets medium-term prospects) which includes the OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook is
assessed as:


high or very high quality by 91% of Members.
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Impacts

Contextual
factors





PG2 (Agricultural markets medium-term prospects) which includes the OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook is
assessed as:


having at least a medium level of actual policy impact in 91% of Members in 2013-14;



having at least a high level of overall policy impact in 69% of Members in the 2007-14 period.

A Partnership Agreement, signed at the Director level, specifies in detail the nature of collaboration
between both organisations within the Agricultural Outlook activity. It lays out the scope of the
collaboration as well as the responsibilities, rules and procedures for model development, database
maintenance, publications/website and external collaboration.
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ANNEX II
DETAILED LIST OF PRODUCT GROUPS
Product Group
PG1: Agricultural
trade policy and
globalisation

PG2: Agricultural
markets medium
term prospects

Products




Publications, reports, etc. in the area of agricultural trade policy and globalisation:


Seminar on Trade Facilitating Effects of International Regulatory Co-operation in Food and Agriculture (Paris, 21 November 2014)



Agricultural Specific Trade Facilitation Indicators: An Overview [TAD/TC/CA/WP(2014)4/FINAL]



Long-term Scenarios for Agriculture and Food



Post-Bali Agricultural and Trade Policy Options: Focus on China (October 2014)



Design and implementation of food-import related regulations- Experiences from some regional trade agreements (2013)
[also TAD/TC/CA/WP(2012)1/FINAL]



Regional Trade Agreements and Agriculture [TAD/TC/CA/WP(2013)6/FINAL]



The impact of regional trade agreements on agricultural trade (2013)
[also TAD/TC/CA/WP(2012)2/FINAL]



Regional Trade Agreements - Treatment of Agriculture (2011)



Report on the Workshop on Non-Tariff Measures in Food and Agriculture: which road ahead? [TAD/TC/CA/WP(2011)4/FINAL]



Case Studies of Costs and Benefits of Non-Tariff Measures: Cheese, Shrimp and Flowers (2010)



Economic and Trade Implications of Policy Responses to Societal Concerns - Workshop and Workshop Proceedings(2010)



A Cost-Benefit Framework for the Assessment of Non-Tariff Measures in Agro-Food Trade (2009)



Preferential Trade Agreements: How Much do they Benefit Developing Economies (2007)



Private standard schemes and developing country access to global value Chains: challenges and opportunities emerging from four
case studies [AGR/CA/APM(2006)20/FINAL]

OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook publication:

Years
2007-14

2007-14



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2013 and Database - Highlights 2013



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2014 and Database - Highlights 2014



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2012-2021 (2012)



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2012



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2011



Database 2012 edition - OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook



OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2010-2019 (2010)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)1/FINAL and TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)2/FINAL]
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Product Group

Products


OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2009-2018 (2009)
[also [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)8/FINAL and TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)9/FINAL]



The OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook, 2008-2017 (2008)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)5/FINAL]



Database of the OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2008-2017

Years







PG3: Agricultural
policy design and
implementation



The OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook, 2007-2016 (2007)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)2/FINAL]
AGLINK model database
OECD Participation in the Agricultural Market Information System, AMIS
Other reports and analyses:


World Wheat Price Volatility: Selected Scenario Analyses (2012)



Stochastic model development and price volatility analysis - Working Papers, No. 57, OECD Publishing (2012)



Price Volatility in Food and Agricultural Markets: Policy Responses (2011)



Potential Market Effects of Selected Policy Options in Emerging Economies to Address Future Commodity Price Surges (2010)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)9/FINAL]



Private Financial Sector Investment in Farmland and Agricultural Infrastructure (2010) [also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)11/FINAL]



Policy Responses in Emerging Economies to International Agricultural Commodity Price Surges (2010) [also
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)13/FINAL]



Policy Brief -- Rising Agricultural Prices: Causes, Consequences and Response (2008)



Rising Food Prices: Causes and Consequences (2008) [also C/MIN(2008)9]



The Impact of Index And Swap Funds on Commodity Futures Markets: Preliminary Results (2010) [also
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)8/FINAL]



Impact of Animal Disease Outbreaks and Alternative Control Practices on Agricultural Markets and Trade
[TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)12/FINAL]

Reports and papers in the area of knowledge and innovation systems, productivity, growth and sustainability


Framework for Analyzing Policies to improve Agricultural Productivity Growth, Sustainably (2014)



Innovation for agriculture productivity and sustainability: Review of Australian policies [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)22/FINAL]



Innovation for agriculture productivity and sustainability: Review of Brazilian policies [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)23/FINAL]



Innovation for agriculture productivity and sustainability: Review of Canadian policies [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)24/FINAL]



Food for Thought: Innovation and the Experience with Agricultural Patents since 1990 [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)27/FINAL]



Sustainable Agricultural Productivity Growth and Bridging the Gap for Small-Family Farms (2012)
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Product Group

Products







Improving Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation Systems: OECD Conference Proceedings (2012)



Productivity and Competitiveness in Agriculture: The Role of Research and Development [also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)18/FINAL]



Competitiveness, Productivity and Efficiency In The Agricultural and Agri-Food Sectors :Definition, Measurement, Evidence From a
Literature Review [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)20/FINAL]


The Benefits From Agricultural R&D, Innovation and Productivity Growth (2010)
Food Chain Analysis:


6th OECD Food Chain Analysis Network Meeting "Public-Private Partnerships for agricultural innovation" (October 2014)



5th OECD Food Chain Analysis Network Meeting "Competition along the food chain" (October 2013)



4th OECD Food Chain Network Analysis Meeting, "Food waste along the food chain" (June 2013)



Trade and market impacts of food loss and waste reduction (2014)



Trade and market impacts of food loss and waste reduction: Case studies of Japan and the United Kingdom (2014)


Food Chain Analysis Network - Documents and Presentations (2010-12)
Reports and papers in the area of risk management in agriculture:


A Comparative Study of Risk Management in Agriculture under Climate Change, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers,
No. 58, OECD Publishing, Paris (2012)



Synthesis report on Risk Management in Agriculture (2011) [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)4/FINAL]



Thematic Review On Risk Management: Australia, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 39, OECD Publishing,
Paris. (2011)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)15/FINAL]



Thematic Reviews On Risk Management: Spain, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 43, OECD Publishing, Paris.
(2011)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)17/FINAL]



Thematic Reviews On Risk Management: New Zealand, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 42, OECD
Publishing, Paris. (2011)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)16/FINAL]



Thematic Reviews On Risk Management: Netherlands, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 41, OECD Publishing,
Paris. (2011)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)30/FINAL]



Thematic Reviews On Risk Management: Canada, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 40, OECD Publishing,
Paris. (2011)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)29/FINAL]



Risk management in agriculture: what role for governments? (2011)



Farm Level Analysis and Risk Management Strategies and Policies: Complete Draft Report , OECD Food, Agriculture and
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Product Group

Products

Years

Fisheries Papers, No. 26, OECD Publishing, Paris (2010) [also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)30/FINAL]


Workshop on Risk Management in Agriculture, Paris, 22-23 November 2010



An Assessment of Risk Exposure in Agriculture : a Literature Review (2009)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)23/FINAL]



Risk Management in Agriculture : a Holistic Conceptual Framework (2009)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)22/FINAL]





PG4: Agricultural
policy issues in
developing and
emerging
countries (inc.
country reviews)



An Overview of Risk-related Policy Measures (2009)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)24/FINAL]
Other publications, reports, etc.


The Use of Antimicrobials in the Livestock Sector [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)34/FINAL]



Conference Building Bridges between Animal Science and Economics (Paris, June 2013)



Livestock Diseases - Prevention, Control and Compensation Schemes, OECD Publishing, Paris (2012)



Meeting of the Committee for Agriculture at Ministerial Level (25-26 February 2010) [see communiqués and statements]



The role of agriculture and farm household diversification in the rural economy: evidence and initial policy implications (2009) [also
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)1/FINAL]



Methods to monitor and evaluate the impact of agricultural policies on rural development, (Q4) (2009)[ also
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)2/FINAL]



Synthesis Report: Policy Design and implementation (2008) [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)10/FINAL]



Agricultural Support, Farm Land Values and Sectoral Adjustment : the Implications for Policy Reform (2008)
[also AGR/CA/APM(2006)19/FINAL]



Policy Design Characteristics for Effective Targeting (2007)
[also AGR/CA/APM(2005)32/FINAL]



The Role of Compensation in Agricultural Policy Reform (2007) [AGR/CA/APM(2006)7/FINAL]



Information Deficiencies in Agricultural Policy Design Implementation and Monitoring (2007) [AGR/CA/APM(2006)18/FINAL]



The Implementation costs of Agricultural Policies (2007)
[AGR/CA/APM(2003)15/FINAL

OECD Global Forum on Agriculture and other events:

2007-14



Global Forum on Agriculture 2014: Issues in Agricultural Trade Policy, Paris, 2 December 2014



OECD-ASEAN Regional Conference on Policies for Food Security, Indonesia , 11-12 Nov 2014



Global Forum on Agriculture 2013: Shared Approaches to Measuring the Agricultural Policy Environment, Paris, 16 December
2013
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Product Group

Products





PG5: Agricultural
policy monitoring
(inc. country





Workshop on Policies to Enhance Agricultural Innovation and Productivity, Beijing, 24 Oct 2013



OECD Global Forum on Agriculture 2012: Policy Coherence for Food Security in Developing Countries



OECD Global Forum on Agriculture 2011: Improving Agricultural Market Information and Analysis for Better Policy Decisions and
Enhanced Food Security



Global Forum 2010 : Policies for food security, poverty reduction and development

Years


Global Forum on Agriculture 2009: Agricultural Outlook: Preparing for the Future
Country reviews:


Transitory Food Insecurity in Indonesia (2014)



Review of Agricultural Policies in Kazakhstan Main Report, OECD Publishing, Paris (2013)
[also TAD/CA(2012)15, TAD/CA(2012)16 and TAD/CA(2012)17 ]



OECD Review of Agricultural Policies: Indonesia, OECD Publishing, Paris (2012)



OECD Review of Agricultural Policies: Israel, OECD Publishing, Paris (2010)



Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries and Emerging Economies (2009)



Review of agricultural policies in Chile (Q4) (2008)



Agriculture poverty and policy in West and Central Africa, lessons from Cameroon, Ghana and Mali [TAD/CA(2007)21/FINAL]


Trends in strategies for rural policy -- The case of China [GOV/TDPC/RUR(2008)1]
Other publications, reports, etc.:


A Framework for the Analysis of Transitory Food Insecurity (2014)



Trade Dimensions of Food Security (2014)



Enabling Environment for Agricultural Growth and Competitiveness: Evaluation, indicators and Indices, OECD Food, Agriculture
and Fisheries Papers, No. 67, OECD Publishing, Paris (2014)



Agricultural Progress and Poverty Reduction (2011)



The Development Policy Evaluation Model (DEVPEM): Technical Documentation, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers,
No. 51, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)



Modelling the Distributional Implications of Agricultural Policies in Developing Countries - The Development Policy Evaluation
Model (DEVPEM), OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 50, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)



Economic Importance of Agriculture for Poverty Reduction (2010), No. 23, OECD Publishing, Paris



Development Dimensions of High Food Prices OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Working Papers, No. 18 (2009)

OECD Network for Farm Level Analysis, including:


2007-14

OECD Network for Farm-level Analysis
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Product Group

Products

reviews and PSEs)



Report of the Eighth Meeting of the OECD Network for Farm Level Analysis [TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2011)4]



Report of The Seventh Meeting of the OECD Network For Farm Level Analysis [TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2011)1]









The Distribution of Support and Income In Selected OECD Countries: Report From The Network For Farm Level Analysis
[TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)38/FINAL]
Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation:


Agricultural Policies: Monitoring and Evaluation 2014: OECD Countries, OECD Publishing, Paris (2014,)



Agricultural Policies Monitoring and Evaluation 2013: OECD countries and selected emerging economies OECD Publishing,
Paris(2013)



Producer and Consumer Support Estimates database 2012



Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2012: OECD Countries, OECD Publishing, Paris (2012)



Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2011 OECD Countries and Emerging Economies, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)



Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in Turkey, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)1/FINAL]



Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in the European Union, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)
[TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)6/FINAL]



Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in the United States, OECD Publishing, Paris (2011)



Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries: At a Glance 2010
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)3/FINAL, TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)4/FINAL, TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)5/FINAL and
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)6/FINAL]



Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries: Monitoring and Evaluation 2009
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)10/FINAL, TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)11/FINAL, TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)12/FINAL,
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)13/FINAL and [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2009)14]



Agricultural policies in OECD countries: At a glance (2008)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)6/FINAL]



Evaluation of agricultural Policy Reform in Korea (2008)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)32/FINAL]


Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries : Monitoring and Evaluation 2007 (Q2) [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)6/FINAL]
Producer Support Estimates (PSE)


Agricultural Support Estimates (Edition 2014), OECD Agriculture Statistics (database).



Agricultural support estimates (Edition 2013), OECD Agriculture Statistics (database).



Database


Related Indicators of Agricultural Support: concepts, calculations, interpretation and Use (PSE Manual)
Other publications, reports, etc.:
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Product Group

Products

PG6: New trends
and challenges in
agri-food economy

PG7: Agrienvironnemental
policies





Country Review of Agricultural Policies in Switzerland (2014)



OECD Committee for Agriculture: Working Together With Partners (2013)



The European Union’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) post-2013 (2011)



Workshop on the Disaggregated Impact of CAP Reforms (2011) including OECD published proceedings
[www.oecd.org/agriculture/policies/capreform]



Analysing the Composition of Producer Support: New Tools and Methods (2010)



Evolution of Agricultural Support In Real Term in OECD Countries and Emerging Economies (2011) [also
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)27/FINAL]



Long Term Trends in Policy Performance [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2010)19/FINAL]



Workshop on Long-Term Scenarios: Supporting Robust Policies for Global Agriculture (21-22 October 2010)
[TAD/TC/CA/WP/RD(2010)1/FINAL]



Symposium What future for the agriculture and food sector in an increasingly globalised world? (30-31 March 2009)



New Avenues of Value Creation in the Agro-Food Sector (2009)



Policy Initiatives concerning Diet, Health and Nutrition (2009)



Role, usage and motivation for contracting in agriculture (2009)
[also TAD/CA/APM/WP(2008)14/FINAL]



A Review of Policy Measures Supporting Production and Use of Bioenergy [TAD/CA/APM/WP(2007)24/FINAL]



Biofuels for transport: Policies and Possibilities (Policy Brief) (2007)

Publications, reports, etc.:

Years

2007-10

2007-12



Evaluation of Agri-Environmental Policies (2012)



Environmental Performance of Agriculture at a Glance (2nd Edition) [COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2012)10/FINAL]



Stocktaking of Policy Measures Addressing Agri-Environmental Issues (2010)
[also COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2009)12/FINAL]



Workshop on Agri-environmental Indicators: Lessons Learned and Future Directions (Leysin, Switzerland 23-26 March 2010)



Analysing linkages between agricultural policies and environmental effects: SAPIM (2010) [also
COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2008)45/FINAL]



Environmental Cross Compliance: Background Document (2010)
[also COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2008)16/FINAL]



Environmental Performance of Agriculture in OECD Countries since 1990 (2008)

 Web site for agri-environmental indicators
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Product Group
PG8: Sustainable
resource use

Products








Green Growth

Years
2009-12



Green Growth Indicators for Agriculture: A preliminary Assessment (2014) OECD Green Growth Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris



Fostering green growth in agriculture: The role of training, advisory services and extension initiatives (2014) OECD Green Growth
Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris



OECD/BIAC Workshop: Green Growth in the Agro-Food Chain: What Role for the Private Sector? Paris, 24 April 2013



Policy Instruments to Support Green Growth in Agriculture - Main Report (2013) [also COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2012)32/FINAL]
and Annex [COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2012)32/ANN/FINAL]


OECD Green Growth Studies: Food and Agriculture (2011)
Climate change


Modelling Adaptation to Climate Change in Agriculture (2014) OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 70, OECD
Publishing, Paris



Climate change, Water and Agriculture: Towards Resilient Agricultural and Water Systems (2014)



The Role of Public Policies in Promoting Adaptation in Agriculture (2013) [COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2014)13/FINAL]



Farm behaviour, Agricultural Management and Climate Change (2012)



Land-Use Change Data in Climate Change Assessments: Challenges and Opportunities
[COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2009)15/FINAL]


Climate Change and Agriculture: Impacts, Adaptation and Mitigation (2010) [also COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2009)13/FINAL]
Water


Water Quality and Agriculture (2012)



Sustainable Management of Water Resources in Agriculture (2010)
[also COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2008)47/FINAL]


OECD Workshop on Improving the information base to better inform water management decision making, 4-7 May 2010
Other publications, reports, etc.:


"Environmental Co-benefits and Stacking in Environmental Markets", OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 72,
OECD Publishing, Paris (2015)



Public Goods and Externalities: Agri-environmental policy measures in selected OECD countries, OECD Publishing, Paris. (2015)



International Expert Workshop - Biodiversity Offsets: Opportunities and Challenges for their Effective Design and Implementation,
Paris, 6-7 November 2013



Agricultural Policies and Rural Development A Synthesis of Recent OECD Work (2010)



Guidelines for the Design and Implementation of Cost-Effective Agri-environmental Policy Measures
[COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC(2008)20/FINAL]
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ANNEX III
OUTPUT AREAS 3.2.1 TO 3.2.3 (2007-2014) – BUDGET (PWB) FOR THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE

Product Group
PG1: Agricultural trade policy and
globalisation
PG2: Agricultural markets medium term
prospects
PG3: Agricultural policy design and
implementation
PG4: Agricultural policy issues in
developing and emerging countries (inc.
country reviews)
PG5: Agricultural policy monitoring (inc.
country reviews and PSEs)
PG6: New trends and challenges in agrifood economy

Output Area

Part I

CPF

VCs in Hand

New VCs
(expected)

Total VCs
(including
expected VCs)*

TEC

3.2.2

3,014.607

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

3,014.607

3.2.2

7,567.278

0.000

46.000

533.450

579.450

8,146.728

3.2.1

3,576.534

0.000

68.433

261.000

329.433

3,905.967

3.2.1 and 3.2.2

2,828.570

130.000

383.062

1,477.950

1,861.012

4,819.582

3.2.1

8,405.242

0.000

674.348

1,103.933

1,778.281

10,183.523

3.2.1

1,893.097

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

1,893.097

PG7: Agri-environnemental policies

3.2.3

1,461.113

0.000

48.000

645.700

693.700

2,154.813

PG8: Sustainable resource use

3.2.3

3,245.255

0.000

0.000

152.000

152.000

3,397.255

31,991.696

130.000

1,219.843

4,174.033

5,393.876

37,515.572

Grand Total
Source: PWB database (in K Euro) (in K Euro)
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ANNEX IV
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 survey60, the analysis of which in terms of data on policy impacts comprises a number of steps:

60.



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.

The analysis of PIR data is based on individual responses to the PIR survey provided by Members’
policymakers. When no individual responses have been received from a Member through this channel,
institutional responses prepared by the Delegation are also integrated into the analysis.
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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
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).

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 influenced, 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 Parliament and/or 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
Basis for international comparisons used in developing policy options or settings
Supported the development of a national position with respect to international negotiations and/or discussions
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 on possible future reforms and/or policy initiatives
Used as background documentation to inform policy debate
Resulted in an increase to international co-operation and/or policy networks
Affirms and or defends current policy positions
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
* Some impact descriptors were consolidated and/or their wording revised in 2015.
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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)
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Finalisation

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

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

Primary data
gathering
(Stage 2)

Primary data
Analysis
(Stage 2)

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

Secondary
data
gathering
(Stage 2)

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

Review by EVC (F)

Review by EVC (F)

Overall
analysis

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

Conclusions,
recommendations and
GPs (draft)

Draft Final
Report

Finalisation
meeting with
Bureau (F)

Consultation
with
concerned
directorate
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Final Report

Final Report
and Council
conclusions

Review by Council
via Executive
Committee (F)

C(2016)27
ANNEX V
PERSONS INTERVIEWED
Surname
DRUMMOND
VARES

Name
John
Tiina

Institution
Permanent Delegation
Permanent Delegation
European Commission (DG
Agriculture)
Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry
Ministry of Agriculture, the Food
Processing Industry and Forestry
Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable
Development and Energy
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries

CROPPER

Mark

NÄRHINEN

Kimmo

FORGET

Vanina

MISSIRIAN

Anouch

BEN-DAVID

Itzhak

KACHEL

Yael

ZUK BAR

Uri

LOWENGART

Anat

KAWASAKI

Kentaro

TAKANO**

Shin

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries

KIM

Chang Gil

Korea Rural Economic Institute

RUEDA
BOONSTRA
RIPHAGEN

Jorge
Carla
Henk

PAKSI

Milan

JOHANSSON

Katarina

SÖLVING

Jennie

BELL

Adam

Ministry of Agriculture
Permanent Delegation
Ministry of Economic Affairs
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Swedish Board of Agriculture
Ministry of Enterprise and
Innovation
Department for Environment
Food and Rural Affairs

DECONTI

Mario

Department for Environment
Food and Rural Affairs

EFFLAND

Anne

US Department of Agriculture

NEFF

Steve

US Department of Agriculture

VASAVADA
GREENHILL

Utpal
Jonathan

Title or function
Counsellor (Trade)*
Counsellor (Agriculture)

Country
Canada
Estonia

Chargé des relations internationales - OCDE

EU

Ministerial Advisor

Finland

Chargée de mission OCDE - Bureau des politiques
commerciales et extérieures communautaires
Chargée de mission - Ministère de l'Ecologie, du
Développement durable et de l'Energie
Deputy Director General - Foreign Trade
Head of Research - Research, Economy and
Strategy Division
Deputy Director General - Research, Economy and
Strategy Division
Division Head - Agro ecology and Field Crops
Division
Economist* - Policy Research Institute
Deputy Director - International Economic Affairs
Division, International Affairs Department,
Minister's Secretariat
Research Director - Department of Natural
Resources and Environment
Minister-Counsellor - Embassy of Mexico, Belgium
Agricultural Counsellor
Head of Division - Economy and Strategy
Trade Policy Department

Israel
Israel
Israel
Israel
Japan
Japan
Korea
Mexico
Netherlands
Netherlands
Slovak
Republic
Sweden
Sweden

Economic Adviser - International Policy Analysis

United
Kingdom

Principal Officer - Trade and Markets Division
Economist
Counsellor
Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF)
Counsellor - Agriculture and Commodities Division
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France

Senior Administrative Officer, OECD coordinator Secretariat for Economic Analysis

Head of Agri-Environment and Farming
Performance - Sustainable Land Management and
Livestock Farming
Agricultural Economist - Economic Research
Service
International Economist - Foreign Agricultural
Service
Deputy Director - Economic Research Service
Policy Director
Program Manager – ESAD Agricultural
Development Economics Division

U.S. Department of Agriculture
BIAC
UN Food and Agricultural
BALIE
Jean
Organization (UNFAO)
BEN
UN Food and Agricultural
Boubaker
BELHASSEN
Organization (UNFAO)
UN Food and Agricultural
MATTHEY
Holger
Organization (UNFAO)
PENE
Cédric
World Trade Organisation
HOPPER
Marlynne
World Trade Organisation
PETSCHEN
Madja
World Trade Organisation
* Interviewed in this capacity. Since become OECD official.
** Written contribution.

France

United
Kingdom
United States
United States
United States
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Council
C(2015)186
C(2015)73
C(2015)4
C(2014)142
C(2014)111
C(2014)100

C(2013)85

IN-DEPTH EVALUATION (IDE) OF THE CO-OPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAMME: BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL SYSTEMS (CRP) MONITORING
OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS
PROPOSED EXTENSION OF THE MANDATES OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE AND THE
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE
IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE TRADE COMMITTEE
IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE CO-OPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAMME: BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL SYSTEMS (CRP)
IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL MARKETS
PROPOSED EXTENSION OF THE MANDATES OF THE CO-OPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAMME
ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL SYSTEMS, THE
REGULATORY POLICY COMMITTEE AND THE CORPORATE GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE
PROPOSED EXTENSION OF THE MANDATES OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE; THE
COMPETITION COMMITTEE; THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL MARKETS; THE FISHERIES
COMMITTEE; THE COMMITTEE FOR INFORMATION, COMPUTER AND COMMUNICATIONS
POLICY; THE INSURANCE AND PRIVATE PENSIONS COMMITTEE AND THE TRADE COMMITTEE

C(2013)58/FINAL

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL ON STRENGTHENING THE OECD’S GLOBAL REACH

C(2010)100/FINAL

DEEPENING ENHANCED ENGAGEMENT: GUIDELINES TO COMMITTEES
IN-DEPTH EVALUATION: POST-MINISTERIAL MONITORING OF THE COMMITTEE FOR
AGRICULTURE

C(2010)87
C(2012)100/REV1/FINAL

REVISED RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL ON PARTNERSHIPS IN OECD BODIES

C(2012)14

IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE ENVIRONMENT POLICY COMMITTEE (EPOC)

C(2013)132 & its CORR1

COMMITTEE PARTICIPATION PLANS
IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE: Monitoring of the
Implementation of Recommendations

C(2009)99
C(2008)182

C(2008)120

PROPOSED REVISION OF THE MANDATE OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE
DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY FROM COUNCIL TO THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE TO
APPROVE THE TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS IN ANNEXES TO THE CODES AND SCHEMES (OECD
SEED SCHEMES, OECD FOREST SCHEME, OECD TRACTOR CODES AND THE OECD FRUIT AND
VEGETABLE SCHEME) - DRAFT DECISION OF THE COUNCIL AMENDING THE CODES AND
SCHEMES.

C(2008)82

IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE

C(2007)52/REV1

MEDIUM-TERM ORIENTATIONS SURVEY REVIEW

C/M(2013)19

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1288th SESSION

C/M(2013)12

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1281st SESSION

C/M(2012)1

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1255th SESSION

C/M(2009)18

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1204th SESSION

C/M(2010)15

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1225rd SESSION

C/M(2010)13

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1223rd SESSION

C/M(2010)1

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1211th SESSION

C/M(2008)18

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1182nd SESSION

C/M(2008)14

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1178th SESSION

C/M(2007)9/PART1

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 1156th SESSION

Council at Ministerial Level
C/MIN(2013)12

A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF COUNTRY PROGRAMMES

C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL

COUNCIL RESOLUTION ON ENLARGEMENT AND ENHANCED ENGAGEMENT

Evaluation Committee
CEV(2015)1

IN-DEPTH EVALUATION OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE (COAG) TERMS OF

83

C(2016)27
REFERENCE
External Relations Committee
ERC/M(2011)10

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 74th SESSION
Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment
DRAFT SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 39th SESSION OF THE JOINT WORKING PARTY ON
COM/TAD/CA/ENV/EPOC/M(2015)21
AGRICULTURE AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Committee for Agriculture
STRATEGY FOR THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE FOR ENLARGEMENT AND ENHANCED
TAD/CA(2007)23
ENGAGEMENT
DRAFT MANDATE FOR THE WORKING PARTY ON AGRICULTURAL POLICIES AND MARKETS
TAD/CA(2007)28
(2009-2013)
TAD/CA(2008)1
REPORT OF THE INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REVIEW THE OECD COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE
TAD/CA(2010)14/FINAL

THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE'S ENHANCED ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: AN UPDATE

TAD/CA(2012)10

THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE’S PARTICIPATION PLAN

TAD/CA/M(2012)2/ANN

DRAFT SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 159TH SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE

TAD/CA(2012)21/FINAL

THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE'S GLOBAL RELATIONS STRATEGY: 2013-2014

TAD/CA(2012)21/REV1

THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE'S GLOBAL RELATIONS STRATEGY: 2013-2014

TAD/CA(2014)17/FINAL

THE COMMITTEE FOR AGRICULTURE’S GLOBAL RELATIONS STRATEGY: 2015-16

TAD/CA/RD(2014)2

COMMUNICATING THE COMMITTEE'S WORK
Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets
INFORMATION DEFICIENCIES IN AGRICULTURAL POLICY DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION AND
AGR/CA/APM(2006)18/FINAL
MONITORING
FOOD CHAIN ANALYSIS NETWORK: SUMMARY OF INAUGURAL MEETING AND WORK PLAN
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2011)6
PROPOSALS
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2014)37/FINAL
DYNAMICS OF DAIRY FARM PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH: CROSS-COUNTRY COMPARISON
TAD/CA/APM/WP(2015)21

CROSS-COUNTRY COMPARISON OF FARM SIZE DISTRIBUTION

TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2009)12

REPORT OF THE FOURTH MEETING OF THE OECD NETWORK FOR FARM LEVEL ANALYSIS

TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2009)6

REPORT OF THE THIRD MEETING OF THE OECD NETWORK FOR FARM LEVEL ANALYSIS

TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2012)7

REPORT OF THE NINTH MEETING OF THE OECD NETWORK FOR FARM LEVEL ANALYSIS
SUMMARY RECORD OF THE JOINT SEMINAR BETWEEN THE WORKING PARTY ON
AGRICULTURAL POLICIES AND MARKETS (APM) AND THE OECD NETWORK FOR FARM LEVEL
ANALYSIS
REPORT OF THE 14th MEETING OF THE OECD NETWORK FOR FARM LEVEL ANALYSIS AND THE
JOINT SEMINAR

TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2013)1
TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2015)1
TAD/CA/APM/WP/RD(2015)5

REPORT OF THE 15th MEETING OF THE OECD FARM-LEVEL ANALYSIS NETWORK

OECD Seed Schemes
TAD/CA/S/M(2015)4

SUMMARY RECORD: DRAFT SUMMARY REPORT OF THE OECD AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE &
THE SEED SCHEMES POLICY FORUM: BRIDGING THE GAP BETWEEN SEED REGULATORY
POLICIES AND AGRICULTURAL POLICIES

84

