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Abstract

This paper provides an overview of the evaluation methodology which is applied to all
agriculture, forestry and fisheries policies in Japan, with specific reference to agri-environmental
policies. The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) establishes policy evaluation
target indicators and their values for each policy area. For example, for the policy area “environment
protection measures in crop production”, the two target indicators “maintenance of organic matter
use” and “reduction of chemical fertiliser use” have been adopted. The target indicators cover the
outcome of various policy measures including regulatory measures, economic measures, information
provision and voluntary measures. MAFF has also a policy evaluation framework for each policy
measure.

Introduction

In 2000, the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries of Japan (MAFF) initiated policy
evaluation, a year before the introduction of policy evaluation mechanisms in other ministries. Like
other OECD member countries, policy evaluation is applied to agri-environmental policies in Japan.
The first section of this paper describes the policy evaluation mechanism which MAFF has introduced.
The following section then describes two agri-environmental policy areas subject to policy evaluation:
“environmental protection measures in crop and livestock production” and “promotion of biomass
use”, including the relevant indicator trends and evaluation results.

Framework of policy evaluation in MAFF

All Japanese ministries introduced policy evaluation mechanisms when they were restructured in
January 2001. Prior to this, MAFF started evaluating policies pertaining to identified policy areas in
2000. The objectives of the policy evaluation include: accountability of the ministry to the public, high
quality and effective public services, and a shift to outcome-oriented policy development. The
mechanism also aims to provide a management system consisting of four consecutive elements,
i.e. planning, doing, checking, and taking action. To ensure the objectivity of policy evaluation, a
“MAFF Policy Evaluation Committee” has been established, made up of seven members who are not
MAFF officials. The Committee holds several meetings each year to discuss policy evaluation, the
results of which are to be reflected in policy development including budgetary consideration (MAFF,
2004a; Figure 1).

1. The author was with the Environment Policy Division, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries, when he prepared this paper for the Workshop: he is now employed by the Japan
International Co-operation Agency (JICA).
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Figure 1. Organisation chart of MAFF policy evaluation
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The policy evaluation framework categorises all the policy areas covered by MAFF, adopts target
indicators for each policy area, and measures actual values as outcome of policies against target levels.
The policy areas are structured into a three-tiered system with five main targets, 12 sub-targets and
59 policy areas. The five main targets are:

1.

2.

establishing a system in which consumers can purchase safe food;

supplying fresh and good-quality food and forestry products in stable amounts at reasonable
prices;

facilitating structural reform of agriculture, forestry and fisheries, making them attractive
industries with affluent, effective and stable management bodies;

promoting networking between urban and rural areas (people, products and information) to
create a society in which both areas are mutually vitalised; and

creating a society based on sustainable development, where all nationals can benefit from
multifunctionality thanks to appropriate production activities and proper management of
natural resources in rural areas.
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Agri-environmental policies are placed within the fifth main target, under the sub-target
“maintaining multifunctionality for the future by enhancing the environment-positive function which
agriculture, forestry and fisheries have in nature, by further promoting biomass use which is
sustainably available, and by properly managing the natural environment.” This sub-target covers,
among others, two policy areas: “environmental protection measures in crop and livestock production”
and “promotion of biomass use.”

Target indicators and target values are adopted for each policy area and the relevant background
and conceptual information is well documented. The achievement rates are calculated and the
evaluation results are ranked “A”, “B”, or “C”: “A” means that the achievement rate is 90% or above,
“B” between 90% and 50%, and “C” 50% or below. The policy measures in the “C” ranked policy
areas will be subject to a thorough policy review process (MAFF, 2004a).

In addition to the evaluation of each policy area, policy evaluation is also conducted for each
policy measure. A framework and target values to be obtained by the end of 2004 fiscal year have
been provided for agri-environmental policy measures. However, specific results have not yet been
obtained (MAFF, 2004b).

Results of the 2003 policy evaluation
Environmental protection measures in crop and livestock production

Three target indicators have been adopted for the policy area “environmental protection measures
in crop and livestock production”: 1) maintenance of organic matter use; 2) reduction of chemical
fertiliser use; and 3) elimination of inappropriate treatment of livestock manure. For each year, the
actual values of indicators are compared with the target values, taking trends (or 2000 initial values) as
bases and the achievement rates are calculated. The following are the 2003 evaluation results of the
three target indicators.

1) Organic matter use amounted to 947 kg per decare (9.47 tonnes/ha) in 2000 and 953 kg per
decare (9.53 tonnes/ha) in 2002 (Figure 2). The 2003 value is not yet available. This resulted
in an “A” ranking.

Figure 2. Organic matter use
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2) Chemical fertiliser use represented 10.3 kg per decare (103 kg/ha) in 2000 and 10.52 kg per
decare (105.2 kg/ha) in 2002 (Figure 3). The 2003 value is not yet available. This results in
an achievement rate of -31% against its trend and a “C” ranking. The negative achievement
rate means that the actual indicator value has moved in the opposite direction to the target
value (MAFF, 2004c¢).

Figure 3. Chemical fertiliser use (nitrogen equivalent)
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3) The number of farms that need to be equipped with the treatment facilities of livestock
manure was estimated at 5 847 for the year 2003, and the actual number was 5 863; the
achievement rate for the year was 100 % and 89 % for the 2000-2003 period, resulting in a
“B” ranking (Figure 4).

Figure 4. The number of livestock farms equipped with treatment facilities
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Within this policy area, the issues specifically relating to crop production that need to be
addressed are as follows: i) introduction and extension of sustainable farm management with a
reduction in the use of fertilisers and pesticides and soil management with organic matter use, ii) co-
operation with distributors and consumers, and iii) increase of availability of slow-effect fertilisers and
development of effective fertilising materials (MAFF, 2004c). While it is not specified in the policy
evaluation, a more exhaustive list of policy measures may include regulatory measures, economic
measures, information provision and voluntary measures, as follows: a) reform of stakeholders’
consciousness (producers, distributors and consumers), b) information dissemination of good
practices, c) labelling and certification standards for consumers’ recognition, d) development of
technologies for environmental impact reduction, e) demonstration of technologies with financial
support for machines and facilities, f) financial support (tax concessions, low interest rates for
financing) for adaptation of new technologies, and g) enforcement of environment regulation. It may
be appropriate to assume that the results of policy evaluation show the outcome of such a policy mix.

Promotion of biomass use

For the policy area “promotion of biomass use”, an indicator target of 80% of waste-biomass use
by 2010 has been established. Waste-biomass includes sewage sludge and waste paper, which MAFF
is not in charge of, and those for which annual statistics is not available, such as livestock manure and
food waste. Therefore, alternative indicators are adopted, including the reuse rate of food resources by
food related industry (Figure 5) and the use of wood waste as a fuel source in the relevant facilities
(Figure 6). The achievement rates for these indicators are 82% and 87% respectively, obtaining a “B”
ranking (MAFF, 2004c).

Figure 5. The re-use rate of food resources by food-related industry
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Figure 6. The use of wood waste as a fuel source
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Framework of policy evaluation for each policy measure

In addition to the policy evaluation for each policy area, a framework of policy evaluation for
each policy measure is provided. Target values to be obtained by the end of 2004 fiscal year are
indicated for the agri-environmental measures. However, specific results have not yet been obtained.
For example, in the framework, the policy measure entitled “programme of resource re-cycling and
cooperation between crop and livestock production” is specified with the main target “enhancement of
natural resource recycling function”, for which four sub-targets and their respective indicators and
values are established (Table 1).

Table 1. Target indicators for the programme of resource re-cycling and co-operation
between crop and livestock production

Target value by

Sub-target Target indicator

end of FY 2004
Promotion of sustainable Number of farms with sustainable 60% increase
agriculture agriculture
Promotion of soil management Improve rate of infertile soil 20% increase
Establishment of resource- Increase rate of livestock Annual increase of
re-cycling livestock production manure use for crop production 200 000 tonnes
Promotion of feeding use of Feed produce from organic 40 000 tonnes in
organic resources resources 5 years

Source: MAFF (2004b).
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Conclusion

This paper provides an overview of policy evaluation methodology applied to policies in MAFF,
as well as specific examples of evaluation results for two policy areas “environmental protection
measures in crop and livestock production” and “promotion of biomass use.” For each policy area,
target indicators and their values are set by MAFF, and each target indicator relates to various specific
policy measures. For example, for the policy area “environment protection measures in crop
production”, two target indicators of “maintenance of organic matter use” and “reduction of chemical
fertiliser use” have been adopted. The target indicators also cover the outcome of various policy
measures including regulatory measures, economic measures, information provision and voluntary
measures. Indicators used in the policy evaluation have been applied on a national level, and mainly
relate to environmental effectiveness, effects of stakeholders’ action and its extension.

A framework of the evaluation of policy measures has been established but specific results have
not yet been obtained. Even if some results were shown for these indicators, the effects of related
policy measures could not be separated from each other. The policy evaluation process is expected to
be improved with more appropriate indicators and/or better methodology, based upon future
experiences.
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