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1Executive Summary

An analysis of Jamaica’s agriculture sup-
port policies and programs shows that Ja-
maican consumers are financing the bulk 
of supports to the agriculture sector. Food 

consumers in Jamaica transferred US$476 million to the 

agriculture sector in 2011 through excess food prices1. 

More than 38% of farmers’ gross agricultural income 

is supported by transfers paid by Jamaican consumers 

(via excess prices) and, to a lesser extent, by taxpayers 

via budgetary payments (i.e. governmental programs), 

budget revenue foregone and donor resources. This level 

of income support is higher than in other OECD countries 

(19%) and trading partners/competitors such as: USA 

(7.7%), EU (17.5%), and Mexico (11.6%). 

The objective of this report is to: (i) present the struc-

ture and evolution of agriculture support policies and 

programs from 2006-2011, (ii) benchmark the level and 

type of supports against other countries; and (iii) provide 

a tool to the Government of Jamaica for improving and 

reforming agriculture public policy and programs in an 

informed fashion. The analysis of the agriculture support 

policies and programs is based on the standard OECD 

methodology for measuring agricultural supports2.

1 Excess food prices refer to a level of domestic prices above in-
ternational reference prices for a determined product or group of 
agricultural products measured at a farm level.

2 The methodology can be found at: http://www.oecd.org/documen
t/58/0,3343,en_2649_33773_32264698_1_1_1_37401,00.html

The estimated total agricultural support 
as a percentage of total GDP has shown a 
downward trend in the last few years from 
5.8% in 2006 to approximately 4.7% of total 
GDP in 20113. This ratio has come down from being 

one the highest among Latin American and OECD 

countries. However, having a high level of support does 

not necessarily mean that resources are being allocated 

efficiently, effectively or delivered with equity. In fact, ev-

idence shows that the high level of agriculture supports, 

in particular price supports, translates into higher food 

prices disproportionately affecting low income segments 

of the Jamaican population.

The structure of agriculture supports in 
Jamaica, as in many other countries in the 
region, relies mainly on price supports, mean-

ing that Jamaican consumers are the ones financing the 

bulk of the transfers to the agriculture sector. This support 

structure has important consequences for the long-term 

competitiveness of the agriculture sector and results in a 

relatively higher burden on low-income consumers, while 

benefiting mainly large-scale commercial producers. 

When the overall support to producers 
is measured according to area harvested in 

3 In terms of agricultural GDP, this figure went from 27% to 23% 
in those years.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Jamaica, the results show large differences 
across crops, varying from US$500/ha to 
US$12,000/ha. For example, in 2011, the average 

support for the production of oranges was US$12,396/

ha. This number contrasts with other products such as 

sugar cane (US$2,396/ha) or banana (US$504/ha). 

This large differences in type and levels of supports is 

an indication of the distortion of production decisions 

(promoting one crop over another), which in turn reduces 

competitiveness.

The current structure of agriculture sup-
ports in Jamaica presents a relatively low 
level of investment in agriculture public 
goods and services (measured by the Gener-
al Services Support Estimate, GSSE), limiting 
long term agricultural competitiveness. Com-

pared to other type of supports within Jamaica and with 

other countries in the region as well as OECD countries, 

Jamaica spends very little on agriculture public goods 

and services. GSSE investments include agriculture infor-

mation systems, trade facilities, marketing & promotion, 

agriculture R&D, as well as sanitary and phytosanitary 

capacity. In 2011 this kind of supports amounted only 

to US$24.7 million representing a low percentage of 

the total level of support (6%). More understandably, 

this support is low when comparing it with the USA 

(US$75,476 million); EU (US$14,946 million) or other 

regional economies like Brazil (US$2,100 million) and 

Mexico (US$849 million), amounts that represent 52%; 

11%; 17% and 11% respectively from the total level of 

support in these countries. 

The Jamaican Government has an op-
portunity to introduce reforms in agriculture 
policies and programs, ensuring that every dollar 

in support to the agriculture sector is spent efficiently and 

effectively. There is ample evidence4 that the greatest 

socio-economic returns are achieved when resources to 

4 See Lopez et al.

the agriculture sector are invested in public goods and 

services vs. subsidies to private actors. Furthermore, in-

vesting in goods and services that benefit the sector as a 

whole (GSSE) has minimal distorting effects on individual 

farmers or supply chains, increases the competitiveness 

of the sector, and as such, should be a priority within the 

growth agenda of Jamaica. However, given that border 

measures (like agriculture import tariffs) are easier to 

implement (stroke of a pen) and less politically sensi-

tive, short-run pressures from lobby groups and worries 

about short-run adjustments and unemployment, can be 

overcome if the current fiscal situation generates a frank 

discussion with stakeholders to reach an agreement on 

the need to promote sector competitiveness.

Finally, standard methodologies for assessing agricul-

ture sector supports (such as the one used for this study) 

could be an important tool for policy makers in Jamaica 

(as they currently are for OECD countries). The Planning 

and Policy Units of the Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) 

and PIOJ would greatly benefit from such information 

for policy evaluation and enhancing policy making and 

program design. 
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This report estimates the agriculture public 
support policies and programs of Jamaica be-
tween 2006 and 2011. The report builds on a pre-

vious study for the years 2006-20075 with data added 

for 2010-2011. This analysis of the agriculture programs 

and policies provides an understanding of the level and 

composition by type of support for different crops and 

livestock producers during 2010-2011. The support es-

timates of this study are based on the methodology used 

by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD). OECD countries have undertaken 

these estimates annually since the 1980’s. For non-OECD 

countries from Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), 

this type of analysis has been financed over the past 

decade by multilateral institutions (i.e., the World Bank 

and Inter-American Development Bank, IADB).

The estimate of total agriculture supports 
(measured as the Total Support Estimate, 
TSE) in Jamaica in 2011 was approximately 
US$675 million (J$58.071 million)6, repre-
senting 4.7% of total GDP and 22.7% of ag-
riculture GDP. Though this ratio has been decreasing 

over the past 5 years from 5.8% of GDP in 2006, it con-

5 Peña, Gurría and Smikle, “Agricultural Support Structure in Ja-
maica. Towards a More Competitive Agricultural Sector”. Interam-
erican Development Bank Report, 2010.

6 Using a nominal annual average exchange rate of $86.08 J$/US$. 
Source: BOJ

tinues to be relatively high compared to other OECD and 

LAC countries. Over 92% percent of the TSE is related to 

monetary transfers from consumers and taxpayers direct-

ed to specific agricultural products or groups of products 

(measured as the Producer Support Estimate, PSE). 77% 

of the PSE is transferred from the consumer to the farmer 

through higher market prices measured as Market Price 

Support (MPS), while the other 23% comes from diverse 

supports granted to producers through public programs 

and projects financed by taxpayers (and donors). The 

latter are fiscal expenditures, but most of them are tax 

income concessions or exemption policies for Jamaican 

agricultural producers (“Income Tax Relief for Approved 

Farmers”)7. In other words, they are not necessarily 

direct “subsidies” to producers but forgone taxes which 

represent an opportunity cost for the Government. This 

basic structure remains practically unaltered since 2007. 

In 2013, an IMF Program helped pass and implement a 

significant tax reform in order to reduce the tax incen-

tives and waivers. However, a few sectors —including 

agriculture, as well as, tourism and attractions and the 

motion picture industry— are still receiving tax waivers, 

although these waivers have been reduced by lowering 

the cap to J$10 million a month (above that cap, the 

waiver does not apply). Overall, it is expected that the 

supports granted to farmers through fiscal expenditures 

will continue to be reduced going forward.

7 Income Tax Act 21 of 1982.

I.INTRODUCTION
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Jamaica has been facing significant de-
velopment challenges over the last three 
decades. Declining agricultural output and productiv-

ity, growing external debt, negative to slow economic 

growth, high rates of unemployment, the recurrent impact 

of natural disasters, and escalating levels of crime and 

violence, have all contributed to constrain the achievement 

of development goals. Furthermore, the 2008 global crisis 

in fuel and food prices and diverse natural disasters have 

exacerbated Jamaica’s economic woes.

 

It is in this context of fiscal restrictions and potential 

further economic and social stagnation, that the Gov-

ernment of Jamaica and the World Bank have been 

prompted to take action to better understand the degree 

and type of support Jamaican farmers are receiving. 

Once the level of support is understood within Jamaica’s 

economic context, policy and program recommendations 

can be made to improve the effectiveness and efficiency 

of the support structure, addressing agriculture sector 

competitiveness issues and constraints.

1. Strategic Importance of the 
Agriculture Sector

A. Macroeconomic Context

Like most of its Caribbean neighbors, 
Jamaica’s economy is highly open; external 
trade (exports plus imports of goods and ser-
vices) amounted to over 84% of GDP in 2013. 
Nominal GDP in 2012 was equivalent to US$14,755 

million, or a per capita GDP of US$5,440. The GDP 

structure shows that services represent the largest sector 

accounting for 83% of GDP and the main earner of for-

eign exchange (tourism generates over 70% of services 

exports and directly and indirectly employs an estimated 

15% of the labor force). Manufacture represents today 

almost 9% of GDP and agriculture has decreased in rel-

ative importance to slightly over 6% from 11% in 1999. 

The informal sector is significant in the Jamaican econo-

my and is estimated by the OECD to be the equivalent of 

around 40% of GDP. 

For most of the past ten years, economic 
growth has been low, at an annual average 
of 1%. In 2012 this figure was -0.5%, which was below 

the LAC region (2.9%) and one of the lowest among Ca-

ribbean countries. At the same time, the inflation rate has 

reached one of the highest levels in the region, registering 

6.9% in 2012 and reaching a maximum of 27% during 

2007-2008. Similarly, external accounts have remained 

relatively high while the external current account balance 

registers significant deficits which average 12.7% of 

GDP during the period 2006-2012, reaching a deficit of 

US$1,769 million in 2012 (14% of GDP).

Macroeconomic policies have a consider-
able influence on agricultural development in 
Jamaica, principally through their effects on 
incentives for resource allocation within the 
agriculture sector and between sectors. Macro-

economic policies include financial policy, exchange rate 

policy, trade policy and fiscal policy. They can directly 

affect real incomes of rural households through effects 

on inter-sectoral relative prices. As we show in Section II, 

they have direct impacts on farmers’ incomes.

The total cost of debt servicing (interest 
and amortization) in the 2012/13 fiscal year 
was 65.5% of Jamaica’s total revenues and 
grants, which is down from a period when 
interest costs and principal repayments aver-
aged 90% of total revenues for the previous 
five years and certain years in which inter-
est costs and principal payments exceeded 
revenue. The reduction in the debt service costs over 

this period was, to a great extent, a result of the two 

debt restructuring operations (2010 and 2013) that were 

executed by the Jamaican authorities with the support of 

the International Financial Institutions (IFI’s) and which 

lowered interest payments and extended debt maturities. 
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The Jamaican Government generates 
around 90% of its central revenue from taxes 
and charges on imports. International trade taxes 

in fiscal year 2006/07 represented 28.5% of total tax 

revenue and this share has been steadily increasing, up 

to 33.3% in fiscal year 2011/12 and 32.9% in fiscal year 

2012/13, with the general consumption tax on imports 

and customs duties accounting for most of the revenue.

B. Performance of the Agricultural Sector 

The real annual average growth for ag-
riculture has been negative and below the 
national performance. Figure 1 shows the perfor-

mance of the agriculture sector and the national econo-

my in the period 2002-2011. 

The country has long struggled with a 
narrow productive structure and vulnerability 
to external shocks, both climatic and econom-
ic. Gross Domestic Product for Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fishing (Ag. GDP) shows a high exposure to external 

shocks. In the past several years, the amount of Ag. GDP 

grew and fell at a fluctuating rate. For example, while in 

2006 the Ag. GDP grew to 20%, it was overshadowed by 

a mere 8.1% in 2007. This behavior is partially explained 

by diverse natural disasters caused by Hurricanes and 

Tropical Storms (Figure 2A) which have deeply affected 

agriculture supply and production. Figure 2B demonstrates 

a histogram of frequencies of Ag. GDP, that shows most of 

the values are concentrated in both tails. This shows that, 

with a relatively high probability, the Ag. GDP will be at 

one of the tails of the histogram, or in other words, there is 

a high exposure to large losses8. 

C. Agriculture Trade and Competitiveness

Jamaica is a net importer of agricultural 
products (Figure 3). In 2011, its food imports (US$938 

million) were over four times its agriculture export’s value 

(US$231 million)9. Sugar is the most important agricul-

tural export product, constituting 5.5% of total exports; 

coffee, citrus and ba-

nanas are other import-

ant export products. 

All of them contribute 

significantly to foreign 

exchange earnings and 

provide employment in 

rural areas. Food rep-

resents 18% of national 

imports.

The agricultural 
export supply is 
characterized as 
being highly con-
centrated. In 2011, 

coffee exports represented more than 78% of total agri-

cultural exports (Figure 4). The rest of the export products 

constituted the remainder, a high level of concentration 

that consequently causes supply to be very vulnerable to 

market and weather shocks. 

8 There is a probability higher than 55% that Ag. GDP growth will 
be higher than 10% or lower than 4%.

9 See: http://statinja.gov.jm/Trade-Econ%20Statistics/
InternationalMerchandiseTrade/import.aspx

Figure 1. National and Agricultural GDP (Constant Annual Growth Rate)

Source: STATINJA
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Jamaica’s low external competitiveness is 
reflected in its relatively high costs of doing 
business, high trade costs, and low labor 
productivity. Significant competitive disadvantages for 

Jamaica include: high infrastructure costs, Government 

debt, and the burden of Government regulation, taxation 

and customs procedures. According to the “World Bank 

Doing Business 2013” report, Jamaica ranks number 90 

out of 183 countries10. Table 1 shows some interesting 

figures related to export and import costs in Jamaica.

Labor productivity in agriculture contin-
ues to be relatively low (Figure 5). In the period 

2005-2009, the national economy produced J$446 per 

10 http://www.doingbusiness.org/reports/

Figures 2A and 2B. Agricultural GDP Growth Rate and Growth Frequency Histogram

Source: Authors

Figure 3. Composition of Goods, Exports and Imports

Source: WTO
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Figure 4. Percentage Distribution of Agricultural Exports by Product, 2011

Source: BOJ

Table 1. Exporting and Importing Average Costs in Jamaica, 2012

OECD LAC Jamaica

EXPORT

Documents to Export 4 6 6
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Cost to Export (US$/Container) $1,028 $1,268 $1,500

IMPORT

Documents to Import 5 7 7

Time to Import (days) 10 19 17

Cost to Import (US$/Container) $1,080 $1,612 $1,560

Source: Doing Business 2012, WB
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Source: BOJ
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employee, agriculture produced J$122 per worker, while 

the finance sector produced J$2,972 per worker. Diverse 

structural problems limit the possibility to increase productiv-

ity in the agriculture sector, such as technological advances, 

investment to increase innovation and productivity, and pro-

vision of basic public goods and services. Similarly, foreign 

direct investment (FDI) in the sector reached less than 4% of 

total FDI in 2009 and 201011. This figure has decreased in 

the past several years: in 2005 it reached 7% but in 2008 it 

only reached 5% of total FDI. To compare, in Brazil the total 

inflows of FDI to the sector reached 10% of total FDI12.

 

D. Key Indicators
Jamaica’s rural development indicators point to the 

relevance of the agriculture sector in the total economy 

and society. While agriculture represents only approx-

imately 5% of the total GDP, approximately 18% of the 

active population works directly in agriculture and 47% 

of the population lives in rural areas. Table 2 includes 

some key sectoral indicators.

2. Agriculture Production Structure

A. Land Holding Structure

In 2007, 326,000 hectares of land area 
were identified as agriculture land, a 25% 

11 This number is equal to 2% of agricultural GDP in Jamaica.

12 “Trends and Impacts of Foreign Investment in Developing 
Country Agriculture. Evidence for case studies”. FAO, 2010.

decrease from what was observed in the 
1996 Agricultural Census (Table 3). From this total, 

over 60% is allocated to farm activities (crops and pas-

ture). According to the data provided by the Agricultural 

Census 1996 and 2007, high fragmentation of land per-

sists in Jamaica. It is important to note that between those 

years there was an increase of 10% in the number of 

small producers with one hectare size farms, while high 

scale producers (>50 has) represented 0.2% in 2007 but 

concentrated 44% of occupied area.

B. Value of Production

The total value of production for 2011 
was estimated to be US$1,470 million13, 
which is 18.2% higher than the previous 
year. The Jamaican production structure is highly con-

centrated in a few products (Table 4). Just three prod-

ucts (oranges, poultry and yam) represented almost 

43% of the total value of production (TVP)14. The other 

57% is distributed over 70 other products falling mainly 

in the traditional export and the domestic food crops 

sub-sectors. Products such as sugar cane represent a 

smaller share of the TVP (6%), but the role of the sugar 

industry has a much greater economic impact, employ-

ing over 35,000 persons and being the second largest 

employer in the country. 

13 According to the Jamaica’s Ministry of Agriculture and Fisher-
ies (MOAF).

14 This high concentration has reduced in the last years. In 2007, 
these three products explained 60% of TVP.

Table 2. Key Agriculture Indicators for Selected Countries

Jamaica Peru Haiti Brazil OECD USA

% GDP 6% 9% 28% 7% 2% 2%

% Employment 18% 36% 45% 19% 6% 6%

Food exports (% of merchandise exports) 16% 7% 41% 28% 10% 9%

Food imports (% of merchandise imports) 13% 14% 12% 5% 10% 9%

Food expenditures (% of family revenue) 48% 48% 64% n.a. 16% 15%

% Rural population 47% 24% 53% 17% 11% 20%

Source: World Bank and BOJ
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C. Evolution of Agricultural Policies in Jamaica

Jamaica has seen substantial agriculture 
policy changes over the past two decades. The 

current situation of the agricultural sector is in part due to 

the effects of those policies and policy changes. In order 

to briefly analyze those policies we divided the analysis 

in three major periods: 1980-1996; 1996-2006 and 

2001-present.

Period 1980-1996
This period was characterized by the intro-

duction of significant reforms to the Jamaican 
economy in the context of general structural 

adjustment programs. The Jamaican economy pre-

sented difficulties such as unemployment and stagnation, 

and the agriculture sector was seen to have the poten-

tial to absorb labor surplus and create wealth through 

exports15. Structural adjustment emphasized large-scale 

agriculture producers as the strategic anchor to support 

economic development, but downsized the role of small 

agriculture production units. 

Agricultural policies were designed to 
initiate the process of trade liberalization 

15 FAO, Corporate Document Repository. Jamaica. WTO Agree-
ment on Agriculture. “The Implementation Experience”.

Table 3. Stratification of Landholders, 1996 and 2007

Land under cultivation (ha) by size group Number of farms by size group of farms

2007 Census 1996 Census 1996-2007 2007 1996-2007
Size group  
of farms

Area 
occupied % Area 

occupied % % change Size group 
of farms

% of all 
farms Cumulative % change

Landless 12.3% 12.3% 87.4%

Under 1 ha 47,712 15 43,459 11 9.79% Under 1 ha 66.4% 78.7% 31.8%

1 to under 5 ha 86,011 26 101,977 25 -15.66% 1 to under 5 ha 19.1% 97.8% -14.1%

5 to under 50 ha 50,783 16 67,723 17 -25.01% 5 to under 50 ha 2.0% 99.8% -24.7%

50 to 200+ ha 141,303 44 194,275 48 -62.82% 50 to 200+ ha 0.2% 100% -98.9%

TOTAL 325,810 100 407,434 100 -20.03% All farms 100% 21.7%

Source: Agricultural Census 1996 and 2007

Table 4. Agricultural Market Indicators for Selected Products

Selected
Products

Production Value, 
Nominal US$ M* Tons, 000 TM Exports, 000 TM Imports, 000 TM Consumption, 000 TM 

1990 2007 2011 1990 2007 2011 1990 2007 2011 1990 2007 2011 1990 2007 2011

Poultry 60.4 257.2 313.8 51.8 107.3 101.5 0 0.2 0.2 21.3 20.7 0 72.9 127.8 101.4
Yam 32.5 75.2 122.8 161.4 71.9 88.6 8.2 9.7 9.3 0 0 0 151.7 62.2 79.3
Sugar 
cane 51.7 63 46.4 2491.0 1968.0 1518.3 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 2491.0 1968.0 1518.3
Oranges 11.1 274 195.3 63.5 112.6 100.1 7.8 2.2 5.5 0 0 0 61.3 110.4 94.6
Tomatoes 3.3 28.4 30.4 14.2 19.6 26.9 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 14.2 19.9 27.0
Eggs 3.5 22.2 23.3 6.3 6.9 8.3 0 0 0 2.4 4.3 0 8.7 11.2 8.2
Pork 7.4 13.2 17.4 0 7.2 7.1 0 0 0 0.2 0.9 1.0 0.2 8.1 8.1
Beef 31 12.4 12.2 15 5.5 10.4 0 0 0 0.1 2.1 0.8 15.1 7.6 11.2
Bananas 17.9 9.3 23.9 n.a. 17.5 46.7 61 6.1 0.1 0 0 0.0 121.5 11.4 46.6

* Corresponds to Apparent National Consumption

Sources: FAO for 1990. Ministry of Agriculture, author’s calculations for 2007.  
Notes: Consumption: Production + Imports – Exports. Beef: Canal. Prices for 1990 in Int$
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through deregulation of markets, increased 
competition from imports and the removal of 
farm subsidies. A tariff development process was put 

in place, gradually replacing the quantitative restrictions 

on imports. The Agricultural Credit Bank was established 

in 1982 in an effort to increase the efficiency of agricul-

tural credit markets and promote the transition to a more 

competitive sector. Additionally, a gradual process for 

dismantling the Jamaica Commodity Trading Company 

was initiated, eliminating its position as a monopoly 

import agent. Some of the most important goals of the 

new agriculture policies were to obtain foreign earnings 

through exports and to reduce imbalances in market 

power in the national economy.

It is worth noting the impact of the structur-
al adjustment process on several institutions 
in Jamaica, since the efforts to reduce the 
fiscal deficit considerably impacted the size of 
the whole public sector and particularly the 
Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) and its depend-
ing institutions. MOA’s budget and human resources 

were reduced significantly and, in some cases (such as its 

extension services), were granted autonomy by establish-

ing a separate agency, the Rural Agriculture Development 

Agency (RADA). RADA was created in 1990 and its staff 

and number of specialists were downsized a few years lat-

er. Public services like clinical veterinaries were privatized.

 

Mixed impacts can be observed during this 
period, some products (mainly export orient-
ed) experienced better performance in terms 
of production and trade, but not necessarily 
in productivity. One of the most important objectives 

of the agricultural policies during this period was to en-

courage diversification into bananas, sugar and coffee. 

These products became some of the most important ex-

port products for the economy, while large scale produc-

ers increased their share in domestic production. How-

ever, cocoa, citrus and other “non traditional” products, 

showed marginal or inconsistent growth, mainly grown 

by small-scale producers. These products are character-

ized for being particularly labor-intensive for production. 

The uncertain performance of these products during that 

period could potentially be accounted for by shortcom-

ings in policies and public services, such as inadequate 

extension services16. 

Period 1996-2006
Jamaica developed its National Industrial 

Policy in 199617. The policy focused on the need to 

increase investments, address the problem of environ-

mental degradation and improve the quality of rural life. 

It also highlighted the crucial role of the Government in 

creating an enabling environment for investments.

The policy was concretely focused on tar-
geted production sectors, forming an iden-
tified group of five “strategic industry clus-
ters”. These clusters were seen as having the potential 

for sustained growth, through reliance on the strengths of 

leading sectors (“growth poles”) within each cluster, and 

on the synergies that could be created by exploiting link-

ages with other sectors. Agriculture was included within 

the “Agro-processing” growth pole. 

In 2001, the Food and Agriculture Orga-
nization of the United Nations (FAO) evalu-
ated the country’s agricultural policies and 
concluded that the sector was uncompetitive. 
Further, it noted that a number of domestic food crops 

failed because of competition from imports (a sign of low 

competitiveness of the sector). Also, sanitary and phy-

tosanitary (SPS) and food health standards and regula-

tions required modernization and strengthening. Accord-

ingly, in 2003–2004, the Agricultural Policy Framework 

16 J. R. Deep Ford, and Timothy Josling. “Structural Adjustment, 
Integration and Agricultural Policy Reform:
Lessons from Jamaica’s Agricultural Sector”, 1997.

17 Government of Jamaica. National Industrial Policy.” Jamaica. 
March, 1996.
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was modified to correct the deficiencies highlighted in 

the 2001 evaluation18.

 

The Ministry of Agriculture formulated 
its Corporate Plan for the period 2004/05–
2006/07. Some of the specific agricultural policy mea-

sures designed to drive efficiency and competitiveness 

included the following:

 

(i)  Rehabilitation of the sector with particular focus on 

livestock and domestic agriculture

(ii)  Enhancement of the sustainability and the quality of 

rural life

(iii)  Concessions in financing through the establishment 

of a public sector investment bank

(iv)  Rehabilitation of infrastructure, in particular feeder 

roads and irrigation

(v)  An upgrade of the regulatory framework regarding 

trade in agricultural products and reform measures 

to improve competitiveness

(vi)  Greater use of information technology

(vii)  An increase in value-added agro-processing

(viii)  An increase in the levels of exports

The various policies had a specific focus on 
agricultural sub-sectors. For example, a National 

Citrus Certification program was established, with new 

legislation to make the certification of planting materials 

mandatory. In the case of bananas, the new policy encour-

aged the concentration of production in the most efficient 

and productive farms (in terms of scale), provision of financ-

ing and technical support and restructuring of an insurance 

scheme. For coffee, a new Industry Board (CIB) was created 

to improve quality control, strengthen marketing and regu-

latory aspects of the market and enact sweeping changes in 

the areas of licensing and deregulation, marketing, pricing, 

financing and the overall management of the industry. For 

sugar, the policy efforts were aimed to reduce production 

18 Ministry of Agriculture. Corporate Plan. 2004/05–2006/07. Ex-
ecutive Summary.

costs, and improve conversion efficiency and sugar cane 

yield. In the case of dairy, the policies focused on reduction 

of production costs, the formation of the Dairy Farmers’ 

Federation and the establishment of the Dairy Board to 

organize the marketing of products.

Other agriculture policies established public goods, 

such as a modern Residue Testing Laboratory for certify-

ing export quality, particularly for conch, fish and dairy 

products to the EU market. In the case of general rural 

development policies, RADA continued implementing 

rural infrastructure and extension services.

Current Agricultural Policy (2010-present)
The role of the agriculture sector and pub-

lic policies for this period are identified and 
articulated in the National Development Plan 
Vision 2030 Jamaica. The primary goal of the 

MOA is to advance the development of a modern and 

internationally competitive sector considering the sustain-

able management of resources, in order to promote food 

security and food safety and so contribute to the develop-

ment and well-being of Jamaicans.

The Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) is re-
sponsible for the surveillance and control of 
plant and animal diseases, as well as the 
regulation of meat and meat by-products, 
aquaculture, and marine products and by-
products. MOA is the contact point for the World Or-

ganization for Animal Health (OIE) and the International 

Plant Protection Convention. The Plant Quarantine/

Produce Inspection Unit of MOA is the WTO/SPS inquiry 

point, it issues pre-entry import permits for all fresh fruit 

and vegetables, plants, and plant parts. Imports of live 

animals and all animal products require an import per-

mit from the Veterinary Services Division of the MOA.

According to MOA’s Operation Plan 2013, 
eight strategies are to be implemented for the 
development of a viable agricultural sector, 
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including: (i) the expansion of extension services; (ii) 

application of technology; (iii) education; (iv) promotion 

of agro-industrial development; (v) improvement of pro-

duction and productivity-focused interventions in specific 

crops; (vi) rural infrastructural development; (vii) value 

chain development and market intelligence; and (viii) 

renewed emphasis on research and development with 

a strong focus on value added. As part of this, MOA’s 

priorities are focused in animal health, food security and 

agricultural land utilization policy. 

With this strategy in mind, MOA has created its Busi-

ness Plan (BP) 2013-2016 detailing the diverse programs 

to support the above mentioned strategies. The BP “seeks 

to significantly improve on the areas of growth and ar-

rest and reverse those negative growth trends where they 

are manifested.”19 Under these lines, MOA’s expected 

outcomes can be summarized as follows:

(i) A robust and internationally compliant Animal 

Health and Welfare System 

(ii) Increased aggregate output from the banana 

sub-sector and a highly competitive banana indus-

try contributing to rural development and import 

substitution 

(iii) Fully regulated organic food production system 

meeting international standards 

The prevailing agriculture support struc-
ture (when analyzing MOA’s programs as set 
out in the Operation Plan 2013) differs from 
past programs in that it has switched from 
supporting programs for particular products 
or sub-sectors, to supporting public goods or 
programs with a global nature. For example, 

the Operation Plan establishes new policies for manag-

ing agriculture risks and for Sanitary and Phytosanitary 

Standards (SPS). However, on the ground, these new 

19 Government of Jamaica, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 
“Strategic Business Plan 2013-2016”.

policies have not yet been translated into actual support, 

and as seen in the results for this study, direct support to 

crops such as bananas, coffee, sugar, etc. is still ongoing 

under diverse forms. Annex I contains detailed informa-

tion of the programs supporting MOA’s current strategies 

on its 2030 Agriculture Trade Policy.

D. Current Procedures

Border Measures
Jamaica uses tariffs and surcharges (or 

stamp duties) charged on top of custom 
duties as restrictions on imports. There are 

other non-tariff barriers for agriculture products (such 

as bureaucratic procedures) that also support domestic 

agriculture prices. Tariff rates range from 0% to 100% for 

agricultural products. On average, tariff protection for 

agricultural products remains substantially higher than 

for non agricultural products, at 19% and 7.3%, respec-

tively. Product groups with relatively high average tariffs 

include animals and animal products, fish and fishery 

products, dairy products, fruits and vegetables, and 

beverages and tobacco. 

Stamp duties are generally applied to ag-
ricultural products, and when they are taken 
into account, the border protection for agricul-
tural products increases from 19% to 30%. The 

highest stamp duties appear to be: 90% (5 product lines in 

the tariff schedule) for certain vegetables (onions, beans, 

ground nuts); 86% (18 lines) for edible vegetables; 80% 

(12 lines) for meat and edible vegetables; 77% (2 lines) for 

meat and 70% (17 lines) for cereals, products of the milling 

industry, grains and residues from the food industry. An ad-

ditional stamp duty (ASD) is payable on certain items, such 

as chicken and most chicken parts, meats and some meat 

products. This is exhibited in detail in Annex VII.

Tariff Bindings
As a result of the Uruguay Round (trade agreement in 

the context of the WTO), Jamaica bound 100% of its tar-
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iff lines, with a current average rate of 52.32% (98.2% 

for agricultural products). 

Import-Export Controls, Restrictions and 
Licensing

Import prohibitions are applied for health, 
security, moral or environmental consider-
ations, or under international conventions20. 
However, Jamaica applies no taxes, charges or levies on 

exports. Licenses for sugar exports are granted accord-

ing to availability under the guaranteed quota alloca-

tions. An export license is still required from the Coconut 

Board to export coconuts. Export licenses are granted at 

no charge.

Jamaica’s main agriculture trading part-
ners are the European Union, the United 
States and Canada. Intra-CARICOM (within the 

CARICOM countries) agriculture trade, with the excep-

tion of rice from Guyana and red kidney beans from 

20 The Jamaican Sanitary and Phytosanitary regime is regulated by: the 
Agricultural Products Act, 1926; the Plants Quarantine Act, 1993; the Pro-
cessed Food Act, 1959; the Animal Diseases (Importation Act), 1943; the 
Aquaculture Inland Marine and By-products Act, 1999; the Public Health 
Act, 1985; the Public Health (Meat Inspection) Regulation, 1995; the Pub-
lic Health (Butchers) Regulation, 1989; the Public Health (Nuisance) Reg-
ulation, 1995; the Public Health (Food Handling) Regulation, 1998; the 
Food and Drugs Act, 1975; the Meat, Meat Products and Meat By-prod-
ucts (Inspection and Export Act), 1998; the Food Storage and Prevention 
of Infestation Act, 1953; the Food Storage and Prevention of Infestation 
Regulation, 1973; and the Citrus Plant Protection Regulation, 1999.

Belize, is relatively insignificant. Trade with third coun-

tries is governed by the Common External Tariff (CET), 

which sets a single tariff for all non-CARICOM countries 

to import into any of the CARICOM countries.

During the last decade Jamaica has seen 
the slow emergence of a non-traditional ex-
port sector. Crops falling in this category include a rel-

atively short list of fruits, tubers and vegetables. Popular 

items in this category include fruits such as papaya and 

mango; tubers such as yam, sweet potato and dasheen; 

vegetables such as pumpkin and cucumber; and condi-

ments such as hot peppers. The non-traditional export 

sub-sector also includes processed foods such as canned 

fruits and vegetables as well as bottled sauces.

E. Agriculture Yields

Jamaica falls behind in agriculture technolo-
gy in comparison to more developed countries. 

Higher production costs affect yields negatively. Agriculture 

yields for most crops are below the level of international 

competitors (see Figure 6). Oranges, bananas and toma-

toes clearly show a reduced competitive position in terms 

of yields with respect to the USA and Brazil. For example, 

the average yield for sugar is 80% less with respect to the 

one observed in the USA. In the case of chicken, the result is 

20% below the USA and 30% below Brazil.

Figure 6. Comparison of Annual Average Yields for Selected Countries and Products, 2007

Source: FAO
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1. Overview of the Methodology

This report presents the estimates of 
agriculture supports based on the OECD 
methodology to assess agriculture policies 
and programs. The OECD methodology is also 

referred to in the literature as the PSE Methodology21. 

This methodology is the most widely and systematically 

used methodology to monitor supports to the agricul-

ture sector in LAC and it is regularly applied by OECD 

countries22. 

Each year since the mid-1980s the OECD 
has measured monetary transfers associated 
with agricultural policies in OECD countries 
(and increasingly, in non-OECD countries), 
using a standard method. For this purpose, the 

OECD has developed several indicators of transfers, 

the most important and central one being the Producer 

Support Estimate (PSE). The results, published annually 

21 Originally the acronym PSE stood for Producer Subsidy Equiv-
alent. The conceptual foundation for expressing the incidence of 
different types of government policy through a subsidy with equiv-
alent effect was laid by Corden (1971). Josling (1973 and 1975) 
applied this concept to agricultural policies and coined the term 
Producer Subsidy Equivalent. OECD later changed the name into 
Producer Support Estimate precisely in order to emphasize the 
fact that the PSE as calculated by OECD measures all transfers to 
agricultural producers, rather than the subsidy that would have an 
equivalent effect on production and trade.

22 Annex X includes a further description of the methodology.

by the OECD, are the only available source of inter-

nationally comparable and transparent information on 

support levels in agriculture and have provided an im-

portant contribution to the international policy dialogue 

on agriculture and trade. This study has applied the 

OECD methodology to calculate the corresponding data 

for Jamaica. Below is the definition of the key indicators 

used for this study:

Producer Support Estimate (PSE): the absolute 

annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers 

and taxpayers to agricultural producers, measured at the 

farm-gate level (the price paid to the farmer at the farm, 

which excludes transport costs to the market), arising 

from policy measures that support agriculture, regardless 

of their nature, objectives or impacts on farm production 

or income. The PSE is composed by different support 

categories in order to differentiate their market distortive 

degree. It includes market price support (considered one 

of the highest distortive supports), budgetary payments 

and budget revenue foregone. Specifically, PSE includes 

gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers to agricul-

tural producers arising from policy measures based on: 

current output, input use, area planted/animal numbers/

receipts/incomes (current, non-current), and non-com-

modity criteria (considered one of the less distortive). 

The Producer Support Estimate in percentage (%PSE) is 

useful for analyzing changes in the level of support over 

time, products and between countries. %PSE represents 

SUPPORTS to AGRICULTUREII.
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monetary gross transfers to producers as percentage of 

Gross Agricultural Income. 

Market Price Support (MPS): the annual 

monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and 

taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from policy 

measures that create a gap between domestic market 

prices and border prices (without tariffs/import taxes) of 

a specific agricultural commodity, measured at the farm-

gate level. MPS is also available by commodity23. 

Consumer Support Estimate (CSE): the annual 

monetary value of gross transfers from consumers of ag-

ricultural commodities, measured at the farm-gate level, 

arising from policy measures that support agriculture, 

regardless of their nature, objectives or impacts on con-

sumption of farm products. If negative, the CSE measures 

the burden on consumers (implicit tax). When viewed as 

a percentage (%CSE), it estimates the transfers as a share 

of consumption expenditure on agricultural commodities 

(at farm-gate prices), net of taxpayer transfers to con-

sumers. The %CSE measures the implicit tax (or subsidy, 

if CSE is positive) placed on consumers by agricultural 

price policies.

General Services Support Estimate (GSSE): 
the monetary value of all transfers from taxpayers to 

policy measures and programs supporting general 

agriculture public goods and services such as rural 

infrastructure, animal and plant health, research and de-

velopment, promotion of agriculture, agriculture schools, 

and other activities that are not related to a particular 

agriculture commodity. 

23 It is important to mention that diverse factor besides govern-
ment interventions can cause a price gap. The OECD methodology 
recognizes this; however to facilitate analysis, its theoretical frame-
work assumes that government interventions are the cause prevent-
ing a stable tendency of domestic prices to align with external pric-
es when expressed in a common currency unit. Likewise, the same 
methodology allows a further marginal analysis in order to capture 
the incidence of any other chosen variable in the price gap. This last 
aspect is beyond the objectives of this analysis.

Percentage GSSE (%GSSE): share of expenditures 

on general services in the Total Support Estimate (TSE).

Total Support Estimate (TSE): the annual mone-

tary value of all gross transfers from taxpayers and con-

sumers arising from policy measures that support agricul-

ture, net of the associated budgetary receipts, regardless 

of their objectives and impacts on farm production and 

income, or consumption of farm products. 

Percentage TSE (%TSE): TSE transfers as a per-

centage of GDP.

The periods under study (2006-2007 and 
2010-2011) provide a picture of the situation 
at a specific point in time and therefore a 
continuation and update of the work is nec-
essary to reflect recent circumstances (2012-
2013). The accuracy of the estimates produced in this 

analysis is determined by the quality of the data that 

feeds into it. To the extent that the data used for this anal-

ysis is improved and further disaggregated, the more ac-

curate the estimates will be. Although the data used was 

deemed reliable, for future analysis and updates, the 

need to improve upon quality and disaggregation cannot 

be understated. For example, some of the data required 

for this study had to be elaborated almost from scratch 

in coordination with the technical unit of the MOA. This 

is in particular the case for quantifying the amount of tax 

income forgone by farmers’ income tax exemption. 

2. Producer Support Estimate (PSE)

Given the large number of products that constitutes 

the Ag. GDP of Jamaica (well over sixty) it was not 

practical to analyze the entire list. For the purpose of 

this analysis, the consulting team in agreement with the 

Government authorities, decided to include a statistically 

significant sample of products that account for over 50% 

of TVP (2011). A total of nine agricultural and livestock 

products composed that sample. The main criteria to 



16 Agricultural Support Policies and Programs in Jamaica 2006-2011

decide this “basket of products” was to include strate-

gic products with importance in domestic production, 

consumption and exports or imports. These products are: 

poultry, yam (yellow), sugar cane, oranges, tomatoes, 

eggs, pork, beef and bananas. An overview of the se-

lected products and sub-sectors is included in Annex IX.

The PSE for Jamaica in 2011 was estimat-
ed at US$620 million. There are two sources of 

transfers as part of PSE: (i) supports financed by Jamai-

can taxpayers (and international taxpayers through do-

nor agencies); and (ii) supports financed by consumers. 

The aggregated level of producer support for Jamaica as 

measured by the %PSE was 38%. This level is higher than 

the EU average (26%) but shows a significant downward 

trend from the 66% found in the 2007 study. This means 

that, out of each Jamaican dollar of agriculture income, 

38 cents come from price and/or fiscal supports trans-

ferred by consumers and/or taxpayers.

Countries considered more competitive in 
agriculture, such as Brazil, New Zealand or 
Australia, have significantly lower producer 
supports (%PSE) than Jamaica. A lower %PSE 

means that farmers in Australia are relatively more ex-

posed to international market prices and receive less over-

all direct support, and thus are able to better respond to 

such international market signals. In light of these findings, 

we can assume in principle that Jamaica’s farmers are 

relatively more isolated from international markets. This is 

an important area of concern for public policy decisions 

regarding the agriculture sector competitiveness. 

The level of farmer support from 2010 
to 2011 was high and stable, representing 
between 38% and 42% of gross farm receipts 
(%PSE). The relatively higher farmer supports seen in 

recent years in Jamaica are aligned with international 

trends (see Figure 7): as farmer incomes have grown 

mainly by the increase of international prices, so have 

the supports (as many of them are determined as a per-

centage of overall farm income).

In addition to the level of farmer support 
in Jamaica (PSE and %PSE), the composition 
of support (the way in which transfers are 
provided to farmers) is also relevant for de-
termining competitiveness. Different types of sup-

Figure 7. Producer Support Estimate (PSE) % per Country, 2011

Source: Authors and OECD
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port policies and programs 

can have very diverse effects 

on production, trade, income 

and the environment. The 

PSE can be divided into two 

main components according 

to Table 5: (i) Market Price 

Support - MPS (A); and (ii) 

Budgetary Payments (B to I). 

MPS is financed mainly by 

local consumers by paying 

prices that are above the 

international market price lev-

el. Budgetary payments are 

financed by local taxpayers.

A. Market Price Support (MPS)

More than three fourths of the income 
support received by Jamaican farmers (PSE) 
is Market Price Support (MPS). MPS is the annual 

monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and 

taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from policy 

measures that create a gap between domestic produc-

er prices and border prices of a specific agricultural 

commodity, measured at the farm-gate level. MPS is also 

available by commodity24. 

 

Food consumers in Jamaica transferred a 
total of US$476 million in 2011 to Jamaican 
farmers due to high food prices. The composition 

of PSE in Jamaica, as in most emerging economies, is 

still very much dominated by MPS. In 2011, MPS in Ja-

maica represented 77% of the total PSE. Jamaica’s level 

of PSE is significantly lower from 2007 (%PSE of 66%) 

but still retains a very stable level of MPS.

24 The price gap is the difference between the domestic and inter-
national reference prices, both at “farm-gate level”. It means that 
the prices are adjusted by transport, marketing and processing costs 
in order to make a reasonable comparison between similar prod-
ucts. Annex X includes a deeper explanation of the methodology.

While in 1986 the MPS represented the 
bulk of the average OECD support scheme 
(over 80%), this importance has gradually 
been reduced to over 25% of total support in 
2010. Figure 9 shows the historical PSE composition in 

OECD countries. MPS is mainly the result of implemen-

tation of agriculture border measures such as tariffs and 

non-tariff barriers, creating a price gap between domestic 

and international prices. Non-tariff barriers often play an 

important role in creating price differences between inter-

national and domestic markets. Some common non-tariff 

barriers include sanitary and phytosanitary requirements. 

This is particularly relevant for Jamaica since the classic 

study of Jorge García García for Colombia has shown 

that higher border protection reduces the competitiveness 

of a country’s exports25. 

MPS is considered to be the most distorting 
and inequitable support mechanism, having a 
double impact on agriculture competitiveness 
(distorting farmers’ production decisions) and 
on the most poor (consumers who spend the 

25 Jorge García García, Montes Llamas, G. “Trade, exchange rate, 
and agricultural pricing policies in Colombia”. Washington, D.C. 
World Bank, 1989.

Table 5. Jamaica PSE Disaggregated by Component

PSE Disaggregated
2010 2011

US$ M % US$ M %

A. Market Price Support (MPS) 442.5 77.5% 475.9 76.8%

B. Payments based on output 0.0 0% 0 0%

C. Payments based on input use 53.7 9.4% 56.8 9.2%

D. Payments based on current income 73.1 12.8% 87.0 14.0%

E. Payments based on area 1.7 0.3% 0.2 0%

F. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, 
production required 0 0% 0 0%

G. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, 
production not required 0 0% 0 0%

H. Payments based on non-commodity criteria 0 0% 0 0%

I. Miscellaneous payments 0 0% 0 0%

Producer Support Estimate (PSE) 571.0 100.0% 619.9 100%

Source: Authors   Note: A (area), An (animal numbers), R (receipts), I (income).
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largest portion of their income on food). MPS is 

also less efficient at transferring income to producers than 

other more direct mechanisms, in particular to low-scale 

producers. It is also inequitable (regressive) to the extent that 

transfers are allocated best on the 

quantities sold in the market, and 

thus arrive in a lower proportion to 

the smaller producers than to the 

larger ones with a commercial sur-

plus. Likewise, it is also considered 

inequitable for food consumption 

as the poorest food consumers pay 

a relatively high proportion of their 

incomes into food.

MPS is used often given 
the fiscal constraints faced 
by Governments like Ja-
maica’s, which is unable 
to increase fiscal revenues 
from the agriculture sector 
or secure budget support to 

farmers. In comparison with OECD countries, pay-

ments to farmers from the Government’s budget in rela-

tion to the overall farmer support are relatively low (less 

than 25%). Moreover, the direct farmer supports coming 

Box 1. Estimating the MPS

The following figure shows briefly the process through which a price gap is generated by a policy (import tariff). There is an 
International Price (IP*) producing qp1 and demanding qc1. An import tariff is introduced, setting a domestic price (DP) above IP* 
and creating a price gap. This process generates transfers from consumers to producers (TCP) and other transfers from consumers 
to government. These transfers constitute the Market Price Support.

Figure 8. Price Gap Created by Policy Measure

Measures that increase internal price
e.g. Import Tariff

Transfers from consumer to producer (TCP)

Other transfers to consumers (OTC)

qp1

TCP OTC

qp2 qc2 qc1
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Figure 9. Trends in PSE Composition in OECD Countries

Source: OECD
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from fiscal resources (subsidies) are not “decoupled,” 

meaning that all the support policies and programs for 

Jamaican farmers distort farm production decisions26, 

and thus reduce competitiveness.

B. Budgetary Payments (from fiscal resources)

Although the MOA is the institution responsible for 

guiding the long-term sustainable development of the 

Jamaican agriculture sector, there are also other public 

institutions whose programs or projects have an impact 

on the sector. Budgetary Payments (from B to I in Table 

5) are financed by taxpayers. The OECD methodology 

has 8 categories. According to the information obtained, 

only two categories are used by Jamaican policymak-

ers: 1) Supports based on inputs; 2) Supports based on 

income. Some of the most relevant areas of support are 

described in the following paragraphs:

Supports Based on Input Use
Supports based on input use (seeds, fertil-

izers, agriculture credit, etc.) are an important 
part of the support programs of the MOA. This 

category (further divided into fixed, variable and services 

inputs) represents 9% of the PSE and has several different 

programs including the National Irrigation Development 

Program, Extension Services and some other grants 

aimed to specific products or groups of products. The total 

amount of programs under this category totaled US$53.7 

million in 2010 and US$56.8 million in 2011. A detailed 

list of programs is presented in Annex I.

 

Supports Based on Income
Jamaica’ support structure differs from 

many of its regional neighbors’ agricultural 
policies by the size of its supports based on in-
come. Jamaica’s income support is not an explicit payment 

26 De-coupled payments are budgetary payments paid to eligible 
recipients which are not linked to current production of specific 
commodities or livestock numbers, or the use of specific factors of 
production.

to farmers’ income, but an income tax exemption for farm-

ers. The “Income Tax Relief for Approved Farmers” grants 

such relief to any person engaged in an agricultural activity 

determined by the Minister of Finance and declared as an 

“approved farmer.” Through the Approved Farmer Status 

policy, farmers growing almost any agriculture product and 

companies involved in hatching eggs and fish farming are 

exempted from income tax and duties for five to ten years 

on a renewable basis. In comparison, the existence of in-

come tax exemptions regimes in OECD countries and Latin 

America is very limited. In economies like Brazil, Argentina, 

Colombia, Peru or Mexico, the agricultural sector is subject 

to income taxes, though in some cases, the national regime 

allows a differentiated treatment according to income 

levels; however, this treatment is no longer exclusive for the 

agricultural sector. In other countries the income tax has 

been introduced under “presumptive income determination 

norms”, which in practice represents an incentive to enter or 

exit different economic sectors; this is currently the practice 

in countries like Bolivia, Chile and Uruguay27.

Tax exemption policies and programs 
account for about 14% of the income support 
received by Jamaican farmers (PSE). This is a 

public policy that applies only to farmers and not to the 

general population. The support is based on income and 

is estimated to be around US$57 million for the 2011 

period as suggested by our analysis28. A detailed review 

of these programs is exhibited in Annex I. 

C. Single Commodity Transfers (SCT)

There are commodities that benefit from a 
greater amount of support than others. The %PSE 

for the Jamaican agriculture sector as whole was 38% in 

27 See: Oscar Centrangolo, et al. “La Tributación Directa en 
América Latina y los Desafíos a la Imposición sobre la Renta”. 
CEPAL, 2009.

28 In our analysis we took into account that the Fiscal Law in Ja-
maica exempts all persons with annual incomes below J$0.44 mil-
lion from paying income tax.
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2011, but the methodology allows a disaggregation of the 

estimate by specific agriculture product, called Single Com-

modity Transfers (SCT)29. SCTs provide a strong incentive to 

farmers to maintain or even increase production of these 

commodities, even if these are not competitive30. 

Oranges, poultry and sugar cane carry the 
highest amount of “direct supports.”31 In 2011, 

the Single Commodity Transfers (SCT) for poultry, orang-

es and sugar cane, showed the highest levels within the 

list of analyzed products in Jamaica, reaching together 

US$284 million. Table 6 shows the estimated SCT for 

selected products.

In 2011 for every dollar earned by a Ja-
maican farmer selling oranges, 72 cents were 
derived from agriculture support policies and 
programs (subsidies), and 28 cents from selling 
the product in the market. Conversely, in the case of 

29 Up to 2007, the OECD Methodology defined these as “Producer 
Support Estimate by Commodity”.

30 According to the methodology, the representative sample should 
include the calculation for a number of products that represent over 
70% of national agricultural production value. The government au-
thorities of Jamaica, chose a “basket” of nine products, taking into 
account some strategic criteria, like importance in employment, 
production, trade, etc.

31 By “direct” we mean all the transfers aimed at a product or 
group of products in particular.

eggs there was no transfer derived from sectoral policies 

and farmers’ income came exclusively from selling their 

product in the market. Independent of the absolute support 

of SCT, it is important to estimate its impact. To do this the 

methodology includes the %SCT. This indicator measures 

the proportion of the support in the gross income for every 

product. Figure 10 shows the results indicating that the 

impact of the implementation of policy measures is relatively 

high for oranges, poultry and sugar cane. 

For tomato farmers, while in 2010 the 
received supports were 37% of farm income, 
the following year they dropped drastically 
to 4%. This indicates how unstable these agriculture 

support policies and programs are, particularly in the 

face of volatile international market prices and adverse 

climatic events.

Agriculture support policies in Jamaica 
are highly pro-cyclical, given that the bulk 
of support is highly dependent on MPS. When 

international prices are high, the price gap created by 

MPS is highest, leading to large support fluctuations. 

Figure 11 shows the importance of MPS within the SCT 

for each selected product in Jamaica. Two effects can 

be seen: 1) When the products are supported, the MPS 

represents the most important mechanism of support; 2) 

Except in the case of beef, the higher the level of support, 

the higher the importance of MPS. 

D. Implications of the Current Support Structure

Agricultural producers do not have a level 
playing field. Large differences exist in the level 

of support per hectare planted for various crops. The 

largest difference exists between farmers of oranges and 

yam. Figure 12 presents the estimates of SCT/hectare 

to provide a better grasp of the transfers to farmers per 

hectare cultivated. 

Table 6. Single Commodity Transfers in Jamaica for 
Selected Products (US$ Million)

Product 2006 2009 2010 2011

Poultry 231 262 108 89

Oranges 223 276 98 140

Sugar cane 53 54 50 55

Tomatoes 1 3 13 0

Beef 7 7 2 3

Bananas 9 14 2 4

Pork 5 6 1 0

Yam 36 22 0 0

Eggs 7 5 0 0

Source: Authors
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Most supported products have not shown 
an increase in productivity during the past 
several years. Figure 13 shows on the left side the 

total support for oranges, poultry and sugar cane, dis-

tinguishing the support via prices (Market Price Support) 

and the rest of budgetary subsidies. In the case of sugar 

cane, although supports have increased (and the MPS 

within the total), the yields have practically not changed 

and the linear trends shows a negative perspective. In 

the case of oranges and poultry, although the absolute 

amount of total support for these products has de-

creased, it is maintained in relatively high levels and the 

MPS remains the main source of support; similarly, the 

yield linear trend in the last years shows a negative path.

Figure 10. Single Commodity Transfers for Selected Products in Jamaica, 2006/07 and 2010/11 (%)

Source: Authors

Figure 11. Relative Importance of MPS within SCT, Selected Products in Jamaica, 2011 (%)

Source: Authors
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3. General Services Support Estimate 
(GSSE)

Agriculture support programs that are non-
crop specific empower farmers to make their 
production choices based on market signals, 
rather than Government incentives. In addition 

to support provided to producers individually (PSE), the 

agricultural sector is assisted collectively, through public 

fiscal financing of services that have public goods’ char-

acteristics, such as agricultural research and development, 

training, inspection, infrastructure, marketing and promo-

tion, and public stock holding. The General Services Sup-

port Estimate (GSSE) measures the value of the associated 

transfers. GSSE potentially constitutes an important area 

of public investment, which may, in the medium to long 

run, improve the competitiveness of the agricultural sector 

and yield higher and sustained returns to farmers than 

commodity price support or input subsidies. 

Evidence has demonstrated that increasing 
the share of subsidies in public expenditures 
reduces agricultural growth significantly. While 

increasing general public expenditures in the rural sector 

significantly increases agricultural per capita GDP, raising 

the portion of such expenditures spent on subsidies has 

a large and statistically significant negative impact on 

agricultural GDP (Lopez et al., 2005). Jamaica, however, 

spends most of its agriculture public expenditure resources 

on such subsidies, rather on public goods and services.

Jamaica has been investing a very low and 
decreasing amount in agriculture public goods 
and services (GSSE). Table 7 shows the public invest-

ment in GSSE during the last years in Jamaica. Infrastruc-

ture constitutes the main investment item, while inspection 

services, marketing and promotion and public stock holding 

present marginal amounts32. A detailed review of programs 

included under GSSE category is included in the Annex IV.

In agriculture trade partner countries (com-
petitors), such as the USA, the resources invest-
ed in GSSE have systematically increased since 

32 There are other programs related with inspection services that 
have been not considered as GSSE, since they are allocated for cer-
tain products or groups of products; for example, the MAO “Erad-
ication of New World Screwworm Project” program. In that case, 
they have been allocated within PSE.

Figure 12. SCT per Hectare Harvested, Selected Products in Jamaica, 2011 (US$/ha)

Source: Authors
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2006 (Table 7). In the USA, GSSE investments have gone 

from US$38.4 billion to US$75.5 billion in the last six years. 

Within the GSSE components, marketing and promotion de-

serve special attention among OECD countries given its out-

standing growth in those years (100.1% growth). Inspection 

Services also have important amounts of resources33.

33 Programs such as “Strengthening markets, income and supply” 
and “Public Law 480 program and grant accounts”, are important 
for Marketing and Promotion; “Food safety and inspection service” 
and “Federal grain inspection service” are important for the Inspec-
tion Services Category.

In Jamaica, expenditures on rural in-
frastructure to support agriculture (feed-
er roads, irrigation, drainage, etc.) are 
the largest GSSE category, reaching up to 
51% of total investment in 2010 (see Table 

8). Concerning the rural roads in 2007, a project for 

US$25.49 million was approved. Funding was made 

through an OPEC loan of US $20 million plus Gov-

ernment funding of US$5.4 million. This particular 

case was the largest investment that year. In 2010 and 

2011, investments from the National Land Agency and 

Figure 13. Single Commodity Transfers and Yields Comparison for Selected Products

Source: Authors and FAO
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Irrigation Program constituted the bulk of this item. The 

structure of GSSE needs to respond to the challenges of 

its own agriculture sector.

The Agriculture Research and Develop-
ment category (26% of GSSE) gets the sec-
ond largest support. It includes MOA research 

and development and data collection, meteorological 

services, etc. Agricultural schools include educational 

programs in primary and sec-

ondary education, the College 

of Agriculture, Science and 

Education (CASE), the Univer-

sity of the West Indies and the 

Heart Academy. Surprisingly, 

although Jamaica’s agriculture 

exports still represent a large 

percentage of total domestic 

exports, it continues investing a 

very low percentage in market-

ing and promotion (2%) and 

agricultural inspection services 

(8%). In contrast, the USA invests 87% of its supports in 

inspections services, and in marketing and promotion. 

A similar trend is followed by OECD countries (see 

Table 8).

The low share of GSSE in relation to the total sup-

port (TSE) to the agriculture sector indicates the low 

importance given by Jamaican agriculture policy to such 

services.

Table 7. General Services Estimate (GSSE) in Jamaica and USA (US$ Million)

GSSE

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

U
SA

Ja
m

ai
ca

38,398.7 23.7 37,809.0 52.3 45,088.3 n.a. 56,651.2 NA 69,845.7 43.4 75,475.9 24.8

Research and 
development 1,794.2 4.4 2,331.1 4.3 2,355.7 n.a. 2,244.7 n.a. 2,293.0 11.2 2,324.0 5

Agricultural 
schools 1.0 4.4 1.0 4.3 1.0 n.a. 1.0 n.a. 0.0 5.8 0.0 6.8

Inspection 
services 876.0 0 866.0 0.3 953.0 n.a. 1,004.0 n.a. 1,065.0 3.5 1,079.0 3.3

Infrastructure 1,557.0 12.6 309.7 43 5,226.2 n.a. 2,912.0 n.a. 4,296.9 22 4,257.1 7.8

Marketing 
and 
promotion

31,913.4 2.1 32,064.0 0.1 34,389.2 n.a. 48,318.2 n.a. 60,014.6 0.9 65,663.6 1.9

Public 
stock holding 103.0 0.2 85.0 0.3 9.0 n.a. 20.0 n.a. 24.0 0 1.0 0

Miscellaneous 2,154.2 0 2,152.2 0 2,154.2 n.a. 2,151.2 n.a. 2,152.2 0 2,151.2 0

Source: Authors and OECD   Note: n.a. means Data not gathered

Table 8. Relative Share of GSSE in Total, 2010 (%)

GSSE Jamaica Nicaragua Brazil USA OECD
1. Research and 
development 26% 7% 11% 4% 9%

2. Agricultural schools 13% 13% 10% 0% 3%

3. Inspection services 8% 6% 6% 2% 4%

4. Infrastructure 51% 74% 58% 5% 21%
5. Marketing and 
promotion 2% 0% 3% 85% 60%

6. Public stock holding 0% 0% 12% 0% 1%

7. Miscellaneous 0% 0% 0% 4% 3%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Authors and OECD
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4. Total Support Estimate (TSE)

Total transfers arising from agricultur-
al support policies amounted to a total of 
US$675 million in 2011 for Jamaica, repre-
senting around 4.7% of GDP and 22.7% of 
Agricultural GDP (see Table 9). Total support provid-

ed to the agricultural sector (TSE) is the broadest indi-

cator of support, being in general terms, the sum of the 

PSE, GSSE and direct budgetary transfers to consumers. 

It is noteworthy to mention that this ratio has decreased 

in the last few years: in 2006 the TSE/GDP accounted 

for 5.8% versus 4.7% in 2011. 

 Considering that most of the agriculture 
supports are financed by food consumers, 
this puts a considerable fiscal burden on the 
economy and on the lowest income segments 
of Jamaica. Agriculture supports are also pro-cyclical 

to farmer needs, as they go up when prices of agriculture 

commodities increase. TSE in Jamaica as a percentage 

of total GDP is slightly higher than the average in OECD 

countries (approximately 1%). Honduras’ TSE as percent-

age of GDP ranks higher (6%) as well as Belize (5.2%) 

(see Figure 14).

5. Consumer Support Estimate (CSE)

In 2011, food consumers in Jamaica trans-
ferred a total of US$455 million to farmers, an 
increase of US$37 million with respect to the 
previous year. Consumer Support Estimate (CSE) is the 

annual monetary value of gross transfers of agricultural 

commodities to consumers, measured at the farm-gate lev-

el, arising from policy measures that support agriculture, 

regardless of their nature or objectives on consumption of 

farm products. If negative, the CSE measures the burden 

(implicit tax) to consumers. As a percentage CSE (%CSE), it 

estimates the transfers as the share of consumption expen-

diture on agricultural commodities (at farm-gate prices), 

net of taxpayer transfers to consumers. 

The %CSE measures the implicit tax 

(or subsidy, if CSE is positive) placed 

on consumers by agricultural price 

policies. In 2011, the %CSE equaled 

-30%, indicating an implicit tax to 

consumers equivalent to that figure. 

Although this ratio has dropped in the 

last 5 years, it remains at a relative-

ly high level when compared to other 

economies. In OECD countries, it was 

-7%; Mexico -2%; EU -2% and +21% 

in the USA. USA is a unique case with 

a positive number as the country ap-

plies diverse safety net programs that 

more than compensate the negative 

impact of other producer’s supports.

As shown in Figure 16, ag-
ricultural policies placed a sig-
nificant implicit tax on Jamai-

Table 9. Jamaica Support Structure to Agriculture, 2010-2011

Indicators Units 2010 2011

I. Total value of production (at farm-gate) US$ M 1,243 1,470

II. Producer Support Estimate (PSE) US$ M 571 620

A. Market Price Support (MPS) US$ M 443 476

B. Supports based on output US$ M 0 0

C. Supports based on inputs US$ M 54 57

D. Supports based on current income US$ M 87 86

E. Supports based on non current production US$ M 0 0

F. Supports based on non current production, 
production not required US$ M 0 0

G. Supports based on non-commodity US$ M 0 0

H. Others US$ M 0 0

II.2 %PSE % 42 38

III. General Services Supports US$ M 43 25

IV. Consumer Support Estimate (CSE) US$ M -418 -455

IV.2 %CSE % -32 -30

V. Total Support Estimate (TSE) US$ M 646 675

V.2 Total Support Estimate (% GDP) % 4.9 4.7

Source: Authors
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can consumers. Indeed, food consumers in Jamaica 

paid excess prices of approximately US$455 million in 

total. This means that for every dollar the consumers paid 

for food products at farm-gate, on average -30%, was 

paid in excess34 of the international market. Another way 

34 By excess price, it is meant the difference between the local 
price and the international reference price at farm gate (what a 
consumer would pay if it were to bring that food product into the 
country free of import protection measures including market com-
petition shortcomings).

of interpreting %CSE is by saying 

that if there were no border pro-

tection for importing food products 

into Jamaica’s consumers would 

be facing food prices that are 30% 

lower than current prices. This data 

reveals a delicate situation in Ja-

maica: the household expenditure 

in food is one of the highest in the 

region35 as the producers support 

scheme is mainly based on prices; 

however, the poorest households 

are relatively more taxed, resulting 

in a regressive tax derived.

According to the latest avail-

able “Jamaica Household Ex-

penditure Survey 2004-2005,” the average household 

expenditures on the three most supported products 

(oranges, poultry and sugar cane), was distributed 

according to Table 11. As observed, poultry represents 

more than a quarter of annual expenditure for the 

poorest families, and a similar figure for the richest. 

The other two products represent a lower (but not less 

35 See: CEPAL. Alonso, Haydee, et al. “Escalas de Equivalencia 
en América Latina”, 2011.

Figure 14. Total Support Estimate as % of GDP, Selected Countries and OECD, 2011

Source: OECD and Authors   Note: For Brazil, Honduras and Uruguay (2010)

Figure 15. Total Support Estimate, Relative Structure, 2011 (%)

Source: OECD and Authors   Note: For Brazil and Honduras (2010). For Haiti (2009)
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important) percentage for households as final consum-

ers. Although beyond the scope of this study, it would 

be interesting to investigate the impact on other non-fi-

nal consumers, particularly for industries that use these 

products as inputs.

6. Evidence and 
Experiences in Other 
Countries

LAC countries have un-
dertaken diverse agriculture 
sector policy reforms in the 
past two to three decades, 
some of which have been 
considered quite successful. 
Chile, for example, over the past 

decade has restructured its agri-

culture supports, reducing transfers 

via prices and putting in place a 

series of direct farmer supports 

that are less distortive and more 

efficient (see Figure 17). Although 

the portion of farm receipts (in-

come) coming from PSE (%PSE) was 

drastically reduced, farm receipts 

themselves did not fall, mainly 

because supports were reformed to 

boost competitiveness by reducing 

distortions in production decisions. 

This shows that even when the 

nominal level of support (%PSE) 

decreases, it is possible to maintain 

farm receipts. Furthermore, it is 

important to note that according to 

the OECD, only a fraction of price 

supports (MPS) gets to the farm-

ers. Calculations made in 2007, 

showed that only 25 cents of every 

dollar granted through MPS in 

OECD countries reached farmers. 

The rest was captured by other agents (input suppliers, 

financial institutions, traders, etc.).

The case of Mexico is also relevant for 
Jamaica. Mexico faced a reduction of price 
supports due to a trade agreement (NAFTA, 

Figure 16. Consumer Support Estimate, 2006-2011 (%)

Source: Authors
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Table 10. Household Total Expenditure in Food, Jamaica, 2009

Quintile
Mean Per Capita 

Consumption Income 
(J$)

Mean Food 
Consumption Expenditure 

(%)

I 376,308 57.1%

II 578,097 53.4%

III 724,592 53.3%

IV 802,526 48.6%

V 1,154,992 40.1%

National 730,973 48.4%

Source: Jamaica Survey of Living Conditions, STATINJA

Table 11. Household Annual Expenditure in Selected Products, 2003 
(% of total expenditure)

Product Quintile I (Poorest) Quintile V (Richest)

Poultry 26% 21%

Oranges 2% 6%

Sugar 3% 2%

Source: Jamaica Household Expenditure Survey 2004-2005, STATINJA

Note: In the case of poultry, it is included in the aggregated “meat, poultry and fish”; 
orange in “fruits”; and sugar in “sugar sweets”
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signed in 1993) and decided to decouple farm 
subsidies from production decisions (volume 
and prices) and link them only to landholding 
(PROCAMPO). Given NAFTA, price supports to farmers 

were going to be phased out due to the gradual reduc-

tion of import barriers and to the fact that these type of 

supports were likely to be subjected to potential sanctions 

and/or trade reprisals. PROCAMPO allowed farmers to 

receive the same amount of subsidies (in monetary value), 

but with the liberty of producing the products that the 

market was requesting (and not the products that were 

subsidized). The left hand graph in Figure 18 shows the 

structure of agricultural support in 1991 (before NAFTA). 

Before NAFTA, MPS (derived for high import barriers) 

represented the largest part of agriculture supports. 

In 2010 (on the right), the relative importance of MPS 

decreased considerably, and other types of new supports 

gradually substituted MPS. It is interesting to note from 

this case that the level of %PSE was maintained without 

change before and after the reform (17%). 

Trend of Agriculture Supports in Selected 
OECD Countries

Farmer support via prices (MPS) has lost relative im-

portance over the past 25 years and in OECD countries 

has been replaced by direct farmer subsidies decoupled 

Figure 17. Evolution of the Chilean Supports Scheme

Source: OECD

Figure 18. Relative Composition of Agriculture Support in Mexico, 1991 and 2010

Source: Based on OECD
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from farmers’ production decisions. Figure 9 in Section 

II, shows evidence of this trend in OECD countries for the 

last 25 years. The new direct farmer supports are often 

financed by the public budget (by taxpayers), and re-

duce the level of distortion of farmers’ decisions on what 

to produce. Some of the most common policies used to 

transition from MPS to direct farmer support include: (i) 

countercyclical payments (payments to farmers for the 

extra costs incurred or profits foregone from reduced 

commodity production or higher production costs); (ii) 

subsidies for on-farm productive investments or practic-

es that provide public goods, such as conserving land 

with high environmental value, preserving biodiversity, 

improving the treatment of animals, or reducing pollu-

tion. Some particular examples of such new agriculture 

support policies are presented in Table 12.

Table 12. Examples of Low or Minimum Distorting Programs in OECD Countries

Category Country Program Description

Payments based on non-
current area (production 
not required) 

USA Countercyclical Payments Payment for wheat, feed grains, upland cotton, rice, oilseeds 
and peanuts defined as the national payment rate per ton for 
each specific crop times the producer’s payment base yield 
and multiplied by 85% of the producer’s payment eligible 
base area. 

For each commodity, the national payment rate per ton is the 
difference between the target price and the trigger level 
The payment is labeled “with” input constraints because 
eligible producers are required to comply with certain 
conservation and wetland provisions. 

Payments based on 
current area (production 
not required) 

Mexico PROCAMPO Per hectare payment to farmers based on areas that were 
planted on historical registries with some of 9 eligible 
agriculture products. Eligibility is retained if producers devote 
land to any agricultural or forestry activity, or place it in an 
approved environmental program.

Payments based on 
non-commodity criteria 
(long-term resource 
retirement) 

USA Conservation Reserve 
Program 

Provides annual rental payments and cost-sharing assistance 
to establish long-term, resource-conservation cover on eligible 
farmland. The land is taken out of production. 

Payments based on 
non-commodity criteria 
(with a specific non-
commodity output)

Switzerland Payments for Hedges and 
Rustic Groves

Payment per hectare of hedge and rustic grove, cultivated 
without fertilizers and plant protection products. Payment is 
limited to 50% of the cultivated area on farms of more than 
3 hectares. The land is taken out of production and the grass 
strips are cultivated without fertilizers and chemicals. 

Payments based on 
current area (production 
not required) 

Canada Alberta’s Farm Income 
Assistance Program 
(FIAP)

Budgetary expenditures on initial and supplement payments 
based on area seeded in the previous year and on payments 
to arable land not actually seeded. There is no obligation to 
produce or plant anything after the base year.

Payments based on non-
commodity criteria

Mexico Programa de Adquisición 
de Derechos de Uso del 
Agua

Compensatory payments to farmers for renouncing water 
rights.
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1. Key Results

This assessment has yielded some import-
ant results to take into account for future 
policy and program design in the agriculture 
sector of Jamaica: 

• Jamaican consumers are financing the 
bulk of supports to the agriculture sector. 
Food consumers in Jamaica transferred US$476 

million to the agriculture sector in 2011 through ex-

cess food prices36. More than 38% of farmers’ gross 

agricultural income is supported from transfers paid 

by Jamaican consumers (via excess prices) and to a 

lesser extent from taxpayers via budgetary pay-

ments (through governmental programs), budget 

revenue foregone and donor resources. 

• The estimated total agricultural support 
as percentage of total GDP has shown 
a downward trend in the last few years 
from 5.8% in 2006 to approximately 
4.7% of total GDP in 201137. This ratio has 

come down from being one the highest among Lat-

in American and OECD countries. In fact, evidence 

36 Excess food prices refer to a level of domestic prices above in-
ternational reference prices for a determined product or group of 
agricultural products measured at a farm level.

37 In terms of agricultural GDP, this figure went from 27% to 23% 
in those years.

shows that the high level of agriculture supports, in 

particular price supports, translate into higher food 

prices disproportionately affecting lower income 

segments of the Jamaican population.

• The agriculture support structure of Ja-
maica is regressive and has important 
negative consequences for long term 
competitiveness. Agriculture growth is ham-

pered by the low relative level of investments in 

agriculture public goods and services versus private 

subsidies, resulting on a relatively higher burden 

on low-income consumers, while benefiting mainly 

large-scale commercial producers. 

• Agriculture supports are highly unequal. 
When the overall support to producers is measured 

according to area harvested in Jamaica, the results 

show large differences across crops, varying from 

US$500/ha to US$12,000/ha. For example, in 

2011, the average support for the production of 

oranges was US$12,396/ha. This number con-

trasts with other products, such as sugar cane 

(US$2,396/ha) or bananas (US$504/ha).

2. Policy Levers

To increase agriculture competitiveness 
while improving shared prosperity, Jamaica 
has the opportunity to transition away from 
its current distortive agriculture policy sup-

SUMMARY and CONCLUSIONSIII.
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port structure to one that promotes long-term 
growth in an equitable fashion. An agriculture 

transition program would provide an opportunity to 

move away from: (i) agriculture policies based on price 

supports, (ii) programs that distort farmer production 

decisions, and (iii) regressive implicit taxes to vulnerable 

food consumers; and towards policies and investments 

in agriculture supply chains through public goods and 

services (agriculture R&D, animal and plant health, 

agriculture education, etc.). Agriculture support policies 

and programs in Jamaica can therefore move towards a 

system where support is effectively received by producers 

and evenly distributed across agriculture products, rather 

than being divided into sub-sector policies and specific 

crop-related programs. This broad-based support would 

promote market-oriented decision making by farmers 

and other actors along the supply chain. The current 

challenging fiscal situation is an important opportuni-

ty for Jamaica to undertake such reforms to promote 

a shared growth agenda in the context of agriculture 

support policies.

Agriculture policies and programs need 
to promote shared growth by reducing the 
inequity of supports and transitioning to 
countercyclical programs (both for farmers 
and for food consumers). The large differences in 

supports that exist between different crops (oranges vs. 

yams) represent the distortive and regressive nature of 

agriculture policies in Jamaica. Furthermore, the lack of 

agriculture risk management and countercyclical support 

is also reflected by the fact that policies and programs, 

in particular MPS, pay more to farmers when prices are 

increasing or when production volume is high. A pro-

gram structured ex-ante to support vulnerable farmers in 

a rapid way after a natural disaster (i.e., hurricanes) or 

a crisis could provide significant incentives for on-farm 

investments and boost agriculture growth.

To increase agriculture long-term competi-
tiveness, agriculture public expenditures need 

to be reformed, increasing the relative level 
of supports going to agriculture public goods 
and services (GSSE) and moving away from 
price supports. Animal and plant health risks and 

low levels of technology adoption are undermining the 

growth in the sector. Providing direct subsidies to farm-

ers is futile if production is wiped out by a disease that 

was preventable with public investments. Furthermore, a 

review of the mix of GSSE should also be conducted in 

order to promote more technological innovation, market 

efficiency, and risk vulnerability reduction in order to 

produce a sustainable increase in agricultural productivi-

ty in the short term.

There is an opportunity to improve the 
way that agriculture supports are being de-
livered to farmers in Jamaica, without neces-
sarily changing the policy objective. Going from 

product specific (linked to inputs/income) to decoupled 

(minimal distortion) supports would promote more 

efficiency and effectiveness in the way these supports 

are delivered and their impact on competitiveness, while 

maintaining the focus on the target population and on 

the objective of increasing incomes. 

Finally, and most importantly, given that 
a transition away from market price support 
(MPS) will mean a short-term reduction in fis-
cal revenues (arising from import tariffs) and 
potential short-run loss of farm income, such 
reforms should be introduced in gradually. 
Allowing the Government to move away from depend-

ing on agriculture import tariffs and moving farmers to 

a more effective agriculture support structure will take 

several years. In the short run, many policy and program 

reforms can be done to alter the way agriculture public 

expenditures are being allocated today in order to get 

the farmer community ready and in a level playing field 

within Jamaica and with other countries. Small farmers 

and low-income households are those set to gain the 

most from such reforms. 
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Annex I.  Definition of Programs Included in MOA’s 
Business Plan 2013-2016 

Vision 2030  
National 

Goals

Vision 2030 
National Outcomes

National Strategies 
(Sectoral Paper, 
Modernization 

Document, Manifesto)

Ministry's Priority  
Policies/Programs/

Projects

Key Actions

#3: Jamaica's 
Economy is 
Prosperous 

#1: Internationally 
Competitive Industry 
Structures

#1.1: Increased 
Productivity and Cost 
Efficiency of Agricultural 
Enterprises

Development of agro-
parks

Provision of production zones with 
adequate infrastructure and targeted 
crops and technical support services 

Facilitate investment in agro-parks

 Agricultural 
Competitiveness 
Programs

Increased levels of public/private 
investments in the sector

Establishment of a Monitoring and 
Evaluation system

 Improving Jamaica's 
Agricultural 
Productivity

Establishment of new sanctuaries 
and maintenance of existing 
sanctuaries

#1.2: Diversified Range 
of Agricultural Production 
Including Higher Value-
added Production

Competitiveness Coffee 
enterprises program

Increase competitiveness of related 
enterprises

Value-added diversified agricultural 
products

#1.3: Strengthened 
Application of 
Technology, 
Innovation, Research 
and Development to 
Agricultural Production

Inter-institutional 
cooperation involving 
tertiary level research 
and development 
institutions

Research capacity increased 

Greater application of research 
results to agricultural production, 
specially value-added products

#1.4: Development of 
Key Agricultural Sub-
sectors

European Union 
Banana Support 
Program (EUBSP)

Expansion of the acreage under 
banana cultivation. Increase in 
banana production. Reduction in 
the level of importation of banana 
products.

  Competitiveness Coffee 
enterprises program

Expanded acreage under coffee 
production

 Diversification of 
Caribbean livestock 
through small ruminants 
production

Increased and diversified small 
ruminant population

  Redevelopment of the 
dairy industry

Expanded production of dairy/
livestock cattle

 Increased annual production of milk

Increased financing of investments in 
the dairy/livestock industry

  Increased research and development

 Redevelopment of the 
fisheries sector

Development and expansion of 
aquaculture

  Turmeric Industry 
Resuscitation Project

Expansion in the production of 
Turmeric for the export market
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Vision 2030  
National 

Goals

Vision 2030 
National Outcomes

National Strategies 
(Sectoral Paper, 
Modernization 

Document, Manifesto)

Ministry's Priority  
Policies/Programs/

Projects

Key Actions

   Ginger Resuscitation 
Project

Expansion in the production of 
ginger to commercially viable levels 
for the export markets

  Rationalization of 
Commodity Boards

Establishment of a regulatory agency 
for all commodities. Commodities 
Development Plan

#2: Strong Marketing 
Systems for 
Domestic and Export 
Markets

#2.1: Strong and 
effective marketing and 
information systems

Marketing databases

Online databases locally 
and internationally 
interlinked

Establishment of comprehensive 
marketing databases that are 
accessible, user friendly and current

 #2.2: Supportive 
marketing and 
distribution infrastructure 
and network

Marketing Information 
Systems

Development and implementation of 
reliable marketing, distribution and 
communications networks

   Development and strengthening of 
the linkage with other economic 
sectors including manufacturing and 
tourism

 #2.3: Development 
of expanded and new 
markets for Jamaican 
agricultural products

Analysis of local and 
international markets 
(new and emerging) on 
a continuous basis

New markets identified globally

 Protection of 
intellectual property and 
national brand rights for 
agricultural products

Protection of brands through 
patenting and registration

 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

 #4: Enabling 
and Facilitating 
Framework 
Infrastructure and 
Support Services

#1: Appropriate 
policy legislation and 
regulations to guide long-
term development of the 
sector

Food Safety 
Management Pilot 
Program Project

New Food Safety Act and 
Regulations

 Modernization of 
Fisheries Division

Promulgation of a New Fisheries 
Policy and Legislation

 Restructuring of the 
Commodity Boards

Preparation of the Cocoa Industry 
Board (Amendment) Act

  Preparation of the Coffee Industry 
(Amendment) Act

   Milk Production, Export and Import 
of Milk/Milk Products Act (New 
Parent Act)

   Aquaculture Inland and Marine 
Products and By-products 
(Inspection, Licensing and Export) 
Amendment Act

   Promulgation of a new Animal/
Disease and Importation Act (New 
Parent Act)
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Vision 2030  
National 

Goals

Vision 2030 
National Outcomes

National Strategies 
(Sectoral Paper, 
Modernization 

Document, Manifesto)

Ministry's Priority  
Policies/Programs/

Projects

Key Actions

    Plant Genetic Resources for Food 
and Agriculture Act (New Parent 
Act)

MODERNIZATION AND RESTRUCTURING

  #1: Enabling and 
facilitating Framework 
Infrastructure and 
Support Services

Development 
of agricultural 
infrastructure and the 
provision of technical 
services

Facilitate the development of the 
agro-parks

  #2: Improved access to 
financing

Establishment of the 
Agro-investment 
Corporation

Increase in the number of investors, 
availability of funds and technical 
support to new and existing farmers

   Increase numbers of loans disbursed

   Number of new businesses facilitated 
and established

    Development of industry and 
business profiles for a number of 
agricultural products

    Increase in the acreages under 
agricultural production (9,770 acres 
under production over 5 years)

   Redevelopment of the 
rice industry

5,000 acres of rice yielding 20% of 
the national demand of rice

  #3: Strengthened 
facilitating institutions

Restructuring of 
Commodity Boards

Establishing a single Commodities 
Board

   Restructuring of the 
Agricultural Credit 
Board

  #4: Strengthened 
Extension Services

Trading and certification 
of Extension Services

Annual training and recertification of 
Extension Officers

  #5: Modernized and 
upgraded infrastructure

Expansion of irrigation 
infrastructure utilizing 
modern approaches to 
improve efficient use of 
irrigation services.

Increased acreage of irrigable 
land. 1,700 hectares of land under 
irrigation

    Maximum utilization of lands with 
existing irrigation infrastructure

 #5: Contributor to 
Long-term Rural 
Development

#5.1: Provision of 
sustainable livelihoods 
for agricultural 
community residents

Increase in domestic 
food crop production

Domestic crop production - 
establishment of 3,000 ha of 
specified crops

   Fruit tree crop 
production 

Expansion of area under fruit tree 
crop production

  #5.2: Comprehensive 
land use planning and 
utilization for agricultural 
development

Development of the 
Agricultural Land Use 
Policy 

Legislative program to guide policy 
implementation plan and program
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Vision 2030  
National 

Goals

Vision 2030 
National Outcomes

National Strategies 
(Sectoral Paper, 
Modernization 

Document, Manifesto)

Ministry's Priority  
Policies/Programs/

Projects

Key Actions

  #5.3: Establishment 
of a culture of 
Holistic Community 
Development

 Rural Agricultural 
Development Authority

Management of 
agriculture development 
through extension 
services

 

 #6: An 
Environmentally 
Sustainable Sector

#6.1: High application of 
environmental standards 
and good agricultural 
practices (GAPS)

Development and 
design of programs 
guided by GAPs and 
GMP

Adaptation and application of sector 
and trade related standards

  #6.2: Organic farming 
as a major mode of 
production

Development of 
Organic Farming Policy

 

  #6.3: Strengthened risk 
and hazard mitigation for 
the sector

Risk and Hazard 
Mitigation Plan

Development of a Risk and Hazard 
Mitigation Plan

 #7: Ensuring 
National Food 
Security

#7.1: Increased access 
to adequate and safe 
food supplies for the 
population

Food Security Policy 
and Action Plan

Development of a Food Security 
Policy

  #7.2: Increased domestic 
food production

Development of agro-
parks

Identification and provision of 
designated production zones (agro-
parks) with the necessary physical 
infrastructure

Establishment of nine agro-parks

   Expansion of 
greenhouse 
infrastructure to 
increase domestic food 
production

Promotion of greenhouse technology

   Centre of Excellence 
in Research for the 
development of new 
crop varieties

Development and introduction of 
new crop varieties for domestic and 
commercial production

Establishment of a Seed Bank

  #7.3: Improved 
nutritional status of 
the production through 
consumption of healthy 
foods

Development of a 
National Food and 
Security Policy

National Food and Nutritional 
Security Policy developed and 
program to promote and support 
healthy food consumption 
implemented

 #8: World Class 
Education and 
Training

Adequate Human 
Resources

Development of a 
Strategic Human 
Resources Management 
Plan
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Annex II.  Supports Estimate Structure (US$ Million)

Supports Estimate Structure in US$ Million

Indicators Units 2006 2007

I. Total Value of Production (at farm-gate) US$ M 1,000.1 1,039.4

II. Total Value of Consumption (at farm-gate) US$ M 1,098.4 1,144.4

III.1 Producer Support Estimate (PSE) US$ M 765.0 830.1

A. Market Prices Support US$ M 587.7 619.4

B. Supports based in production US$ M 10.5 26.2

C. Supports based in planted surfaced/animal US$ M 0.0 1.4

D. Supports based in historical rights US$ M 0.0 0.0

E. Supports based in inputs US$ M 21.1 18.8

F. Supports based in input restriction US$ M 0.0 0.0

G. Supports based in income US$ M 143.8 159.6

H. Other US$ M 1.9 4.6

III.2  %PSE % 65.0 66.4

IV.  General Services Supports US$ M 23.7 52.1

V.1  Consumer Support Estimate (CSE) US$ M -628.9 -673.4

V.2  %CSE % -57.3 -59.1

VI.1.  Total Support Estimate (TSE) US$ M 788.6 886.9
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Annex III. Supports Estimate Structure (J$ Million)

2009 2010

I. Total value of production (at farm gate) 108,602.9 126,494.5

I.1. Of which, Share of MPS commodities (%) 54% 53%

II. Total value of consumption (at farm gate) 114,033.1 132,819.2

Value of consumption (farm gate): Standard MPS commodities 66,853.0 79,016.0

III.1 Producer Support Estimate (PSE) 34,820.4 31,921.6

A. Support based on commodity outputs 23,599.0 19,518.0

A1. Market Price Support (MPS) 23,599.0 19,518.0

Tomato 1,118.8 0.0

Orange 380.7 577.4

Yam 0.0 0.0

Sugar 1,557.5 1,937.4

Banana 0.0 0.0

Beef and veal 144.6 272.3

Pork 117.5 0.0

Poultry meat 9,453.9 7,647.3

Eggs 0.0 0.0

Others 10,826.0 9,083.7

A2. Payments based on output 0.0 0.0

B. Payments based on input use 4,690.3 4,893.3

B1. Variable input use 426.8 647.3

MOA/105 (Irrigation)/Operation Of Pumps (Electricity) 426.8 647.3

B2. Fixed capital formation 3,018.8 2,886.2

MOA/100 (Crop/Livestock Production)/Agro-investment Corporation 154.9 108.5

MoF/10 (ASSISTANCE TO OTHER BODIES)/Grants to the Citrus Company of Jamaica 60.0 0.0

MOA/110 (Agroindustries)/Sugar Transformation Unit 0.0 1,800.0

MOA/110 (Agroindustries)/Sugar Transformation Project 2,203.9 881.7

MOA/110 (Agroindustries)/Grant for Repair of Sugar Cane Roads 0.0 96.0

MoF/10 (ASSISTANCE TO OTHER BODIES)/Grants to the Sugar Company of Jamaica 600.0 0.0

B3. On-farm services 1,244.7 1,359.8

MOA/108 (Extension Services)/Grants to RADA (Rural Agricultural Development Authority 872.2 899.7

MOA/27 (Research and Development)/Phytosanitary Research 12.1 7.2

MOA/27 (Research and Development)/Plan Protection Research 10.0 4.4

MOA/124 (Other programs)/ Input Supplies Project (ALBA Food Initiative Project) 0.0 80.1

MOA/27 (Research and Development)/Animal Breeding and Husbandry 70.4 85.1
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MOA/27 (Veterinary Services)/Maintenance of Buildings and Equipment 8.0 2.4

MOA/27 (Veterinary Services)/Artificial Insemination and Field Services 2.0 2.0

MOA/27 (Veterinary Services)/Laboratory Services 41.4 48.5

MOA/100 (Crop and Livestock Production)/ Eradication of New World Screwworm Project 50.0 8.9

MOA/27 (Research and Development)/Grant for the Banana Breeding Project 42.4 75.1

MOA/27 (Crops production)/Banana Support Project 101.9 115.1

MOA/27 (Veterinary Services)/Surveillance and Prevention of Avian Influenza 1.6 0.0

MOA/27 (Research and Development)/Field and Horticultural Crops 32.6 31.2

C. Payments based on current A/An/R/I, production required 6,531.1 7,510.3

C.1 Based on current revenue/income 6385.7 7489.8

Tax Income Relief for Approved Farmers 6385.7 7489.8

C.2 Based on current area/animal numbers 145.4 20.5

MOA/ 100 (Crop/Livestock Production)/Production Incentives 31.5 20.5

MOA/5 (Disaster Management)/Tropical Storm Nicole 0.0 12.5

MOA/124(Other agricultural programs)/Hurricane Gustav Agricultural Rehabilitation Project 70.4 39.0

MOA/100 (Crops/Livestock Production)/Grant to Jamaica Citrus Growers Limited 0.0 28.5

MOA/100 (Crops/Livestock Production)/Revitalization of Dairy Sub-Sector Project 43.5 23.1

D. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production required 0 0

E. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production not required 0 0

F. Payments based on non-commodity criteria 0 0

F1. Long-term resource retirement 0 0

G. Miscellaneous payments 0.0 0.0

0 0.0 0.0

III.2 Percentage PSE 29.1 23.0

Note: A (area), An (animal numbers), R (receipts), I (income).
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Annex IV. General Services Support Estimate (J$ Million)

IV. General Services Support Estimate (GSSE) Units 2010 2011

I. Research and development J$ M 977.0 429.6

(1) Agricultural Planning and Policy/Data Collection and Evaluation J$ M 33.9 39.1

(2) Agricultural Planning and Policy/Economic Planning J$ M 18.5 17.2

(3) OPM/Meteorological Services J$ M 96.1 109.5

(4) OPM/ Rural Development - Survey Land Admin. Settlement & Land Reform J$ M 109.5 83.9

(5) NLA/Land Titling and Survey J$ M 571.0 0.0

(6) MOA/Research station management J$ M 103.5 82.2

(7) MOA/Research and development J$ M 44.5 97.6

J. Agricultural schools J$ M 509.7 583.1

(1) ME/Agriculture/Secondary Education J$ M 141.7 150.3

(2) ME/Agriculture/Tertiary Education J$ M 348.0 426.4

(3) MOA/Jamaica 4h/School Garden Program J$ M 20.0 6.4

(4) MOA/Jamaica 4h/Production and Training Enterprise J$ M 0.0 0.0

K. Inspection services Units 308.5 282.2

(1) MOA Plant Quarantine and Produce Inspection J$ M 149.2 131.9

(2) MIIC/Food Protection Services J$ M 113.1 103.9

(3) MOA/Epidemiology and Surveillance J$ M 34.2 33.1

(4) MOA/Plan quarantine/Marketing assistance for food production J$ M 12.0 13.4

L. Infrastructure J$ M 1918.8 670.5

(1) MOA Youth Development Program J$ M 133.6 156.3

(2) OPM/Land Planning J$ M 62.8 67.9

(3 ) MSTEM/Rural Electrification J$ M 0.0 183.6

(4) NLA J$ M 1233.4 0.0

(5) MOA. Rural Physical Planning J$ M 47.4 52.7

(6) MOA. Irrigation/Grants to NWC (National Water Commission) for 
Construction of Irrigation J$ M 239.5 147.9

(7) MOA. Agricultural Engineering/Buildings Construction and Repairs J$ M 10.0 26.3

(8) OPM/Developing a Public Education and Awareness Program for Increasing 
Land Titling J$ M 0.0 0.1

(9) MHEW/Grants to National Water Commission/Rural Water Supply Program J$ M 192.0 35.8

(10) MTWH/Road Rehabilitation Project II (Kuwait Fond for Arab Economic 
Development J$ M 0.0 0.2

M. Marketing and promotion Units 82.1 164.2

(1) Agricultural Planning and Policy/Market Research and Standards Development J$ M 21.9 20.5

(2) MIIC/Grants to JAMPRO J$ M 6.4 7.0
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(3) MAJIC (Marketing and Agricultural for Jamaican Improved Competitiveness) J$ M 0.0 64.8

(4) MIIC/Grants to JBDC (Jamaica Business Development Centre) J$ M 53.5 71.8

(5) MIIC/Grants to JAMCO (Jamaica Marketing Company) J$ M 0.3 0.0

N. Public stock holding Units 0 0

O. Miscellaneous Units 0 0
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Annex V. Consumer Support Estimate and Other 
Indicators (J$ Million)

2010 2011

V.1  Consumer Support Estimate (CSE) -21,427.5 -17,744.2 

P. Transfers to producers from consumers (-) -23,570.2 -19,494.7 

1. Of which, Standard PSE commodities -12,757.4 -10,421.8 

Q. Other transfers from consumers (-) -655.2 -825.4 

1. Of which, Standard PSE commodities -354.6 -441.2 

R. Transfers to consumers from taxpayers 2,798.0 2,575.8 

S. Excess feed cost 0.0 0.0 

V.2  Percentage CSE -18.8 -13.4 

V.3  Consumer NAC 1.2 1.2 

VI.1. Total Support Estimate (TSE) 41,414.4 36,627.2 

T. Transfers from consumers 24,225.5 20,320.0 

U. Transfers from taxpayers 17,844.2 17,132.5 

V. Budget revenues (-)  -655.2 -825.4 

VII. GDP (J$ Million) 1,153,666 1,241,783

TSE as % of GDP 3.6 2.9

VIII. Agriculture GDP (J$ Million) 233,041 255,807

TSE as % of Ag. GDP 17.8% 14.3%

IX. PSE/TSE 84.1% 87.2%

X. GSSE/TSE 9.2% 5.8%
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Annex VI. Jamaica’s Economy: Selected Indicators
2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

GDP, prices, and unemployment (Annual % changes)

Real GDP 0.7 1.5 3.4 0.6 -1.7 -2.5

Nominal GDP 12.3 12.0 13.8 13.0 12.1 8.2

Consumer price index (end of period) 13.2 11.2 8.0 19.9 12.4 13.3

Exchange rate (end of period, in J$/US$) 61.5 65.5 67.8 71.1 88.8 89.5

Unemployment rate (per cent) 11.7 11.2 10.3 9.7 10.6 11.4

Structure of GDP (% of current GDP at basic prices, including imputed bank service charges)

Goods production 27.9 27.5 27.1 26.7 24.7 24.1

Agriculture 5.6 6.1 5.9 5.3 5.6 6.1

Mining and quarrying 4.3 4.0 4.1 3.5 1.6 0.9

Manufacturing 9.3 8.9 8.7 8.9 9.0 9.1

Construction 8.7 8.4 8.4 8.9 8.4 8.0

Services 72.1 72.5 72.9 73.3 75.3 75.9

Electricity and water 3.4 3.7 3.7 3.9 4.2 4.2

Wholesale and retail trade, and repairs and installation of 
machinery 19.1 20.0 19.2 19.1 20.3 19.8

Hotels and restaurants 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.8

Transport, storage, and communication 11.8 11.5 11.9 11.7 10.8 10.7

Financing and insurance services 10.2 10.0 9.8 10.2 10.5 10.1

Real estate, renting, and business activities 9.6 9.9 9.8 10.3 10.4 9.2

Producers of government services 11.5 11.0 11.7 11.6 13.0 13.9

Other services 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.4

Less financial intermediation services indirectly measured 4.7 4.9 4.5 4.6 4.9 4.8

External sector (% of GDP)

Current account/GDP -6.5 -10.5 -10.0 -17.0 -18.6 -7.6

Merchandise trade balance/GDP -20.8 -24.1 -24.6 -31.3 -33.4 24.5

Goods imports/GDP 35.9 40.2 42.6 50.7 50.7 35.7

Goods exports/GDP 15.1 16.1 18.0 19.4 17.3 11.2

Goods and services imports/GDP 52.5 56.0 59.7 68.4 67.4 50.7

Goods and services exports/GDP 37.2 37.3 40.0 40.7 37.6 32.8

FDI/GDP 5.8 6.6 7.2 6.2 5.8 4.2

Private remittances/GDP 14.5 14.6 14.7 15.3 14.5 14.7

Gross reserves (Central Bank) (US$ billion) 1.9 2.3 2.6 2.1 1.7 2.4

Memo items

Current GDP (J$ billion) 636.8 713.0 811.4 917.0 1,027.6 1,111.6

Current GDP (US$ billion) 10.4 11.3 12.2 13.1 13.8 12.7

Per capita GDP (US$) 3,843 4,198 4,180 4,182 5,198 4,657

Public debt (% of GDP) 120.1 119.9 116.5 113.5 124 123

Population (million) 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7
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Annex VII. Summary Analysis of the MFN Tariff, 2010

Description
MFN

MFN incl. 
stamp duty

Final bound 
average (%)No. of lines Average (%) Range (%) Coefficient of 

variation (CV)

Total 6,856 9.4 0-100 1.4 11.5 52.3

By WTO category

WTO agriculture 1,219 19.0 0-100 1.0 30.4 98.2

Animals and products thereof 175 27.1 0-100 0.8 42.5 100.0

Dairy products 27 22.8 0-75 1.0 26.7 100.0

Coffee and tea, cocoa, sugar, etc. 187 17.2 0-40 0.9 19.8 100.0

Cut flowers, plants 61 8.5 0-40 1.8 8.5 98.2

Fruit and vegetables 332 25.3 0-100 0.8 42.2 100.0

Grains 40 11.0 0-40 1.2 29.4 100.0

Oil seeds, fats and oils 110 13.8 0-40 1.3 26.8 100.0

Beverages and spirits 127 23.7 0-40 0.5 42.2 100.0

Tobacco 14 23.6 0-30 0.5 43.6 100.0

Other agricultural products n.e.s. 146 2.6 0-40 2.8 3.6 87.6

By stage of processing

First stage of processing 918 17.1 0-100 1.2 22.5 73.5

Semi-processed products 1,910 1.9 0-40 3.0 2.2 40.7

Fully-processed products 4,028 11.2 0-100 1.1 13.3 53.5
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Annex VIII. Agricultural Total Value Production

Product
2006 2007 2010 2011 2006 2007 2010 2011

US$ Million %

Tomato 21.8 26.2 34.7 30.4 2.2% 2.5% 2.8% 2.1%

Orange 236.2 274 150.1 195.3 23.6% 26.4% 12.1% 13.3%

Yam 91.9 75.2 97.7 122.8 9.2% 7.2% 7.9% 8.4%

Sugar (sugar cane) 57.9 63 33.8 46.4 5.8% 6.1% 2.7% 3.2%

Banana 13.7 9.3 27 23.9 1.4% 0.9% 2.2% 1.6%

Beef and veal 13 12.4 11.3 12.2 1.3% 1.2% 0.9% 0.8%

Pig meat 11.6 13.2 19.3 17.4 1.2% 1.3% 1.6% 1.2%

Poultry 221.4 257.2 280.7 313.8 22.1% 24.7% 22.6% 21.4%

Eggs (poultry) 29.8 13.1 18.2 23.3 3.0% 1.3% 1.5% 1.6%

Others 302.8 295.8 570.1 684 30.3% 28.5% 45.9% 46.5%

Total value agriculture+animal 1000.1 1039.4 1242.9 1469.5 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Annex IX.  Overview of Selected Sub-sectors

Agriculture in Jamaica is composed of four sub-sectors: domestic crops; livestock; food processing, beverages and 

tobacco; and traditional export products. This sector is characterized by the small size of farms with 75% of holdings 

being less than one hectare in size. Small and medium-size farmers with 5 hectares or less, account for 85.6% of total 

agricultural holdings. The sector employs about one fifth of the total labor force, and is the largest employer of labor in 

rural Jamaica. About half of Jamaicans live in rural areas and approximately 80% of the poorest quintile of the popu-

lation is rural. Below is a brief profile of selected sub-sectors presented by its importance in the TVP.

The Poultry Industry
The industry is comprised of two large producers and many independent small poultry farmers. The two large 

producers supply approximately 70% of poultry. The industry produces two million kilograms of poultry meat per 

week. For the period 2010-2011, poultry contributed approximately 22% of the total production value of Jamaica 

agriculture and 84% of the livestock production value. Chicken meat is the dominant and most widely consumed meat 

in Jamaica consistent with the fact that it remains the cheapest of the locally produced meats. 

The two large producers are vertically integrated with large-scale processing factories. Live chickens for the facto-

ries are produced through a system of contract farming with a relatively large number of chicken farmers. Under the 

subscribed contracts, farmers typically supply the chicken houses and labor; but all other inputs including the day-old 

chicken and feed are provided by the contracting company. In order to measure agriculture supports for this study, 

we had to obtain observed farm-gate prices for the selected agriculture products. In the case of poultry, prices for 

the grown-out chickens are negotiated between the contract farmers and the processors. This arrangement poses a 

particular difficulty in arriving at an accurate farm-gate price for live chickens since the observed average price would 

need to be derived from the weighted average of: (i) the price of live chickens sold by small independent farmers (who 

make up 30% of production); and (ii) the price of raw material (live chickens) in the manufacturing sector (that make 

up 70% of production but is composed of only two large-scale producers). This latter piece of information was difficult 

to obtain given the confidentiality of the two large-scale producers. Consequently the farm-gate price for live chicken 

was estimated based on the wholesale and retail prices observed. 

Although Jamaica is self-sufficient in the more expensive cuts of broiler meats (legs, thigh and breast), large quan-

tities of the cheaper cuts (necks and backs) are imported. This is because there is a disproportionate demand for the 

cheaper cuts vs. the more expensive cuts. Production of the cheaper cuts to satisfy the demand will result in an over 

production of the more expensive cuts.

The Yam Industry (yellow yam)
According to the 2007 Agricultural Census, there were approximately 96,000 farmers producing yams in that 

year. Some 65,779 or close to 70% of these farmers have less than one hectare of land. Total area under cultivation 

was estimated at just over 17,000 hectares. 

Yam is produced for both the local and export markets and is classified as a non-traditional export crop. It is estimat-

ed that less than 10% of national production is exported with well over 90% consumed locally. Yellow yam is a popular 
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staple especially among rural households and especially for consumers falling in the 45+ years old age group. On the 

domestic markets, the main distribution outlets are parish markets and supermarkets. For the period 2006-2007, yellow 

yams contributed J$5,622,965,274.09 (7.16%) in average to the TVP. For the period 2010-2011, it represented 8.1%.

The Sugar Industry
Sugar cane, and its derivatives (sugar), is the largest and single most important crop in Jamaica, contributing 

just over one percent to total GDP annually. The industry is the second largest employer of labor with some 35,000 

persons directly employed. It is also estimated that approximately 200,000 persons derive income directly or indirectly 

from the industry. It is also the largest foreign exchange earner in agriculture38. 

There are approximately 8,500 cane farmers in the sugar industry with the dominant size of their farms being 2 

hectares. The largest sugar cane farm is about 400 hectares. Moreover, all independent cane farmers together supply 

40% of the cane to the factories. The sugar estates, which own the factories, supply the other 60% of the sugar cane. 

All cane farmers have a guaranteed buyer as long as they register under the Sugar Industry Authority. In 2007, there 

were ten major farms including seven sugar estates. There are also several factories including: Frome, Monymusk, 

Bernard Lodge, Inswood Long Pond, Appleton, Worthy Park and Serge Island. For the period 2006-2007, sugar cane 

contributed J$4,085,093,550.00 (5.20%) to the TVP. For the period 2010-2011, it represented 2.9%. Over the years, 

the industry has been affected by declining sugar and cane prices, low productivity, and huge losses at the Sugar 

Company of Jamaica, as well as high local production costs, which are among the highest in the ACP countries.

Until its expiration in 2009, the Lomé/Cotonou Sugar Protocol guaranteed a market for Jamaican and other ACP 

sugar exports to Europe at a set price. As a result, Jamaica earned on average US$75 million annually from the export 

of sugar and its derivatives to the EU. However, it appears that Jamaica stands to lose €24 million per year in foreign 

exchange earnings by 2010 as the EU reduces the price at which it buys sugar from Jamaica and other ACP countries.

The Citrus Industry (sweet orange)
For the period 2010 -2011, sweet oranges contributed US$173 million (13%) to the TVP. Sweet orange is the dom-

inant species of citrus accounting for well over 90% of fresh citrus fruits produced in Jamaica. The other economically 

less important species are limes, grapefruit, tangerine and ugli. Production of sweet oranges is shared between a few 

large estates (100+ acres) and a large number of small to medium–scale produces (less than 40 hectares). 

Over the last decade there has been a drastic decline in national production due mainly to the outbreak of the cit-

rus Tritztezia virus. The blunt of the decline was experienced by the small-scale producers and a consequential reduc-

tion in the number of these producers. The large-scale producers were less vulnerable to the devastation of the disease 

and they expanded their production to fill the gap created with the fall-out of the small-scale farmers. 

The Tomato Industry
Tomato, falling in the Domestic Food Crop category, is typically a small farmer’s crop. According to the 2007 Agri-

cultural Census, there were some 17,260 farmers producing tomatoes. 

38 Situational Analysis of the Agricultural Sector. MAF, 2007.
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Total area under cultivation was just less than 2,000 hectares. Of the 17,260 farms, 11,230 or 65% have less than 

one hectare. The crop is distributed as fresh produce predominantly on the domestic market mainly through parish 

markets and supermarkets. While tomato is profitably produced for the fresh domestic market, small producers have 

never been able to produce this crop competitively for the local processing industry. This is a result of production vola-

tility given the dominant rain-fed production system, as well as the low levels of production technology. 

Because of the dominant rain-fed farming system, there is a seasonality of supplies and fluctuating prices. In times 

of scarcity modest quantities of fresh tomato are imported into the island to fill the gap in supply. However, large quan-

tities of tomato paste/concentrate are imported annually. For the period 2010 -2011, tomatoes contributed US$32.5 

million (2.4%) to the TVP.

The Pork (pigs) Industry
According to the 2007 Agricultural Census (preliminary results), there were some 32,865 pig farms in Jamaica. 

The largest group of farms has less than 10 animals per farm, accounting for just over 27,000 farms or approximate-

ly 85% of the total. The main market outlets for pig producers are the fresh pork markets and pork processors. In the 

fresh pork markets the meat is distributed mainly through parish markets, supermarkets, and hotels. 

A major characteristic of the local pig industry is that it is cyclical with periods of glut followed by scarcities. This 

phenomenon is based mainly on the ease with which farmers enter and leave the industry facilitated by the very small 

size of farms. The major constraint facing the industry is the high cost of feed. Like all other locally produced livestock 

in Jamaica, the bulk of the inputs for the manufacture of pig feed are imported. 

Jamaica does not export fresh pork due to difficulties in meeting trade standards. However, relatively small quan-

tities of pork and pork products are imported into the island. For the period 2010 -2011, pork contributed US$18.4 

million (1.4%) to the TVP and 5.2% of livestock VP. 

The Egg Industry
The 2007 Agricultural Census found that there were some 3,288 farms producing eggs in Jamaica. The vast majority 

of these producers (56%) are relatively small with flock sizes of less than 50 (chicken) layers. The Census reported that 

there were 675,959 layers on the 3,288 farms. Jamaica is self-sufficient in table eggs but imports almost all its hatching 

eggs. For the period 2010-2011, (hen) eggs contributed US$20.7million (1.5%) to the TVP and 5.8% of livestock VP. 

The Cattle (beef) Industry
According to the 2007 Agricultural Census there were some 11,119 farms reporting production of beef cattle. 

The vast majority of these farms, 8,851 or approximately 80%, have less than 5 hectares. The herd size, for farms 

with less than 5 hectares, ranged from one to four animals. These farms accounted for 32,280 or just fewer than 50% 

of the total number of beef cattle reported for all farms. Medium sized farms, between 5 to under 50 hectares, were 

responsible for some 11,468, or just about 16% of the total number of beef cattle reported. Large farms (50+ hectares) 

were 151 and accounted for less than two percent of the total number of farms, but accounted for 22,508 or approxi-

mately 32% of the total number of beef cattle reported. 
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Jamaica is not self-sufficient in beef and significant quantities of this product are imported into the island. Corned 

beef and other forms of processed beef are the leading items of imported beef. Imported semi-processed beef (chilled 

cuts or other semi-processed forms) accounts for about 25% of total beef imported annually. For the period 2010 

-2011, beef contributed US$11.7 million (0.9%) to the TVP and 3.3% of livestock VP. 

The Banana Industry
In 2007, there were 1,400 farmers producing bananas on 1,700 hectares. Banana producers are categorized as 

small (0.5 – 1 hectare), medium (2.5 – 20 hectares), large (20 – 50 hectares), and very large (50 hectares or more). 

The dominant size of farms is medium. Less than 10 farms belong to the very large producer size group. Until recently, 

banana was one of Jamaica’s leading traditional export crops, ranking second to sugar and followed by coffee, citrus, 

cocoa and pimento. 

There is a strong domestic market for bananas. Consumed in both the green and ripe forms, banana has traditionally 

been a staple food for the Jamaican consumer. Jamaica is perhaps one of the few, if not the only, Caribbean island in 

which the fruit is consumed as a staple food in its green form. Like other domestic food crops such as vegetables, roots 

and tubers, bananas are distributed locally through parish and curbside markets as well as in supermarkets. 

Export of bananas is carried out through the Banana Export Company (sole exporter of bananas in Jamaica –

licenses issued by the Banana Board). Currently, all export activities have been suspended since August 2007. Exports 

were too small and thus uneconomical. For the period 2006 -2007, bananas contributed J$1,544,221,267 (1.97%) 

to the TVP. The banana sector has benefited from high levels of support from the EU. 

After a long dispute between ACP and the EU that led to the abandonment of quota based management systems 

and the progressive erosion of ACP tariff preference for bananas, an agreement was finally reached in 2009 that 

consisted of a schedule of tariff reductions and a financial package of €190 million of assistance to ACP banana ex-

porters (the Banana Accompanying Measures Program). In the face of an increase in the frequency of natural disasters 

(five storms in four years), the Jamaica Producers Group decided to suspend exports to Europe, citing the high cost of 

replanting as the reason to do so. According to the Banana Board, the banana industry had ceased to operate in the 

export market since August, 200839. With this suspension, banana farmers, especially those in the traditional banana 

parishes such as Portland, St. Mary, St. James and St. Thomas, focused solely on the domestic market. 2009 was char-

acterized as a year of major changes for the Jamaican banana industry and the Banana Board. The industry adapted 

to a change in focus from primary production for a traditional export banana market to the production for the domes-

tic market with an expanded value chain for both the banana and plantain sub-sectors. However, many continued to 

show an interest in growing bananas for export and had maintained their operations up to standard in compliance 

with export demands to target high-end retail and hotel markets40. 

39 Banana Board Report. See: http://thebananaboard.org/index.php/aboutus/about/organizational-background

40 The Banana Board was established under the Banana Board Act of 1953 and its affairs are closely intertwined with those of the Banana 
Insurance Act of 1946. Its current vision, embodies that of the MOA and the stakeholders of the banana and plantain industry. The Board is 
mandated to implement the National Banana Policy of the MOA.
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A draft banana/plantain policy was developed in 2009 to increase the production and productivity in the ba-

nana/plantain industry and the local consumption of bananas and plantains. The policy aims to develop the industry, 

and covers all aspects of banana and plantain production, regulation, marketing, processing, and consumption, as 

well as the role and responsibilities of the Government, producers, and other stakeholders.
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Annex X.  OECD Methodology for Calculating 
Agriculture Supports

Definitions of OECD Indicators of Agricultural Support Estimates

Nominal Indicators Used in This Report

Producer Support Estimate (PSE): the annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and 

taxpayers to agricultural producers, measured at the farm-gate level, arising from policy measures that support 

agriculture, regardless of their nature, objectives or impacts on farm production or income. It includes market price 

support, budgetary payments and budget revenue foregone, i.e. gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers to 

agricultural producers arising from policy measures based on: current output, input use, area planted/animal num-

bers/receipts/incomes (current, non-current), and non-commodity criteria.

Market Price Support (MPS): the annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and tax-

payers to agricultural producers arising from policy measures that create a gap between domestic market prices 

and border prices of a specific agricultural commodity, measured at the farm-gate level. MPS is also available by 

commodity.

Producer Single Commodity Transfers (Producer SCT): the annual monetary value of gross transfers 

from consumers and taxpayers to agricultural producers, measured at the farm-gate level, arising from policies 

linked to the production of a single commodity such that the producer must produce the designated commodity 

in order to receive the payment. This includes broader policies where transfers are specified on a per-commodity 

basis. Producer SCT is also available by commodity.

Consumer Support Estimate (CSE): the annual monetary value of gross transfers from (to) consumers of 

agricultural commodities, measured at the farm-gate level, arising from policy measures that support agriculture, 

regardless of their nature, objectives or impacts on consumption of farm products. If negative, the CSE measures the 

burden (implicit tax) on consumers through market price support (higher prices), that more than offsets consumer 

subsidies that lower prices to consumers.

General Services Support Estimate (GSSE): the annual monetary value of gross transfers to general 

services provided to agricultural producers collectively (such as research, development, training, inspection, mar-

keting and promotion), arising from policy measures that support agriculture regardless of their nature, objectives 

and impacts on farm production, income, or consumption. The GSSE does not include any payments to individual 

producers.

Total Support Estimate (TSE): the annual monetary value of all gross transfers from taxpayers and consum-

ers arising from policy measures that support agriculture, net of the associated budgetary receipts, regardless of 

their objectives and impacts on farm production and income, or consumption of farm products.
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Ratio Indicators and Percentage Indicators

Percentage PSE (%PSE): PSE transfers as a share of gross farm receipts (including support in the 

denominator).

Box 1. Classification of Policy Measures Included in the OECD Indicators of Support

I. Producer Support Estimate (PSE) [Total of A – G]

A. Support based on commodity output
A.1. Market price support (MPS)
A.2. Payments based on output

B. Payments based on input use
B.1. Variable input use with input constraints
B.2. Fixed capital formation with input constraints
B.3. On-farm services with input constraints

C. Payments based on current A/An/R/I1, production required
C.1. Based on current revenue/income
C.2. Based on current area/animal numbers with input constraints

D. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production required

E. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production not required
E.1. Variable rates with commodity exceptions
E.2. Fixed rates with commodity exceptions

F. Payments based on non-commodity criteria
F.1. Long-term resource retirement
F.2. Specific non-commodity output
F.3. Other non-commodity criteria

G. Miscellaneous payments

II. General Services Support Estimate (GSSE) [Total of I – O]

I. Research and development
J. Agricultural schools
K. Inspection services
L. Infrastructure
M. Marketing and promotion
N. Public stock holding
O. Miscellaneous

III. Consumer Support Estimate (CSE) [Total of P – S]

P. Transfers to producers from consumers
Q. Other transfers from consumers
R. Transfers to consumers from taxpayers
S. Excess feed cost

IV. Total Support Estimate (TSE) [I + II + III R]
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Percentage SCT (%SCT): is the commodity SCT expressed as a share of gross farm receipts for the specific 

commodity (including support in the denominator).

Percentage CSE (%CSE): CSE transfers as a share of consumption expenditure on agricultural commodities 

(at farm-gate prices), net of taxpayer transfers to consumers. The %CSE measures the implicit tax (or subsidy, if CSE is 

positive) placed on consumers by agricultural price policies.

Consumer Nominal Protection Coefficient (Consumer NPC): the ratio between the average price paid 

by consumers (at farm gate) and the border price (measured at farm gate). The Consumer NPC is also available by 

commodity.

Consumer Nominal Assistance Coefficient (Consumer NAC): the ratio between the value of consump-

tion expenditure on agricultural commodities (at farm gate) and that value at border prices.

Percentage TSE (%TSE): TSE transfers as a percentage of GDP.

Percentage GSSE (%GSSE): share of expenditures on general services in the Total Support Estimate (TSE).

PSE Classification 
The Producer Support Estimate (PSE) estimates the annual monetary transfers to farmers from three broad catego-

ries of policy measures that:

• Maintain domestic prices for farm goods at levels higher (and occasionally lower) than those at the country’s 

border (market price support –MPS– estimation)

• Provide payments to farmers based on, for example, the quantity of a commodity produced, the amount of inputs 

used, the number of animals kept, the area farmed, an historical (fixed) reference period, or farmers’ revenue or 

income (budgetary payments)

• Provide implicit budgetary support through tax or fee reductions that lower farm input costs, for example for 

investment credit, energy, and water (budgetary revenue foregone estimation)

A crucial point to emphasize is that support not only comprises budget payments that appear in Government 

accounts (which is often the popular understanding of support), but also estimations of budgetary revenues foregone, 

and estimation of the gap between domestic and world market prices for farm goods – market price support.

The PSE indicators are expressed in both absolute monetary terms (in national currencies, in US dollars and in 

euros) and in relative terms – in the case of the %PSE as a percentage of the value of gross farm receipts (including 

support payments) in each country for which the estimates are made. The %PSE shows the degree to which farmers 

are supported in a way that is not influenced by the sectoral structure and inflation rate of the country concerned, 

making this estimate the most widely acceptable and useful indicator for comparisons of support across countries 

and time.
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Classification of PSE Applied from 2007

A. Support based on commodity output
A.1. Market Price Support (MPS)

A.2. Payments based on output

B. Payments based on input use
B.1. Variable input use with input constraints

B.2. Fixed capital formation with input constraints

B.3. On-farm services with input constraints

C. Payments based on current A/An/R/I, production required
C.1. Based on current revenue/income

C.2. Based on current area/animal numbers with input constraints

D. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production required

E. Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production not required
E.1. Variable rates with commodity exceptions

E.2. Fixed rates with commodity exceptions

F. Payments based on non-commodity criteria
F.1. Long-term resource retirement

F.2. Specific non-commodity output

F.3. Other non-commodity criteria

G. Miscellaneous payments

Note: PSE = A+B+C+D+E+ F+G

Box 2. Definitions of Categories in the New PSE Classification

Market Price Support (MPS): transfers from consumers and taxpayers to agricultural producers from policy measures that 
create a gap between domestic market prices and border prices of a specific agricultural commodity, measured at the farm-gate level.

Payments based on output: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers from policy measures based on current output of a 
specific agricultural commodity.

Payments based on input use: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from policy measures based on on-farm 
use of inputs:

• Variable input use that reduces the on-farm cost of a specific variable input or a mix of variable inputs.

• Fixed capital formation that reduce the on-farm investment cost of farm buildings, equipment, plantations, irrigation, drainage, 
and soil improvements.

• On-farm services that reduce the cost of technical, accounting, commercial, sanitary and phytosanitary assistance and training 
provided to individual farmers.
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Estimating the Monetary Value of Transfers Arising from Policy Measures 
Market price transfers 

Market price transfers arise from policy measures that create a gap between the domestic market price and the 

border price of a commodity. This gap is called market price differential (MPD) and is the building block for estimat-

ing the price transfers that flow between producers, consumers and taxpayers. In general, policies affecting domestic 

market prices are implemented by governments with the intention of increasing the price received by producers of a 

commodity, creating a positive MPD. 

Figure 1 illustrates the transfers arising from policy measures that induce a positive MPD using a partial equilibrium 

framework and assuming markets are competitive. Panel A presents the case of an imported commodity. In the ab-

sence of these policies, equilibrium occurs in the domestic market at the import price (MP), with the difference between 

domestic demand (QC1) and supply (QP1) met by imports. Policies that increase the domestic market price are now 

introduced, e.g. a tariff. Producers benefit from a higher price, encouraging them to produce more (QP2); consumers 

respond by reducing consumption (QC2). Domestic market equilibrium is reached at price DP, resulting in a positive 

MPD and a fall in the volume of imports. Panel B presents the case when the commodity is exported. The introduction 

of policy measures that increase the domestic market price results in an increase in exports to QP2 – QC2.

Having established the price transfers that occur, these must be summed up appropriately. The value of price trans-

fers to producers is called Market Price Support (MPS) and is defined as the annual monetary value of gross transfers 

from consumers and taxpayers to agricultural producers, measured at the farm-gate level, arising from policy mea-

sures that support agriculture by creating a gap between domestic market prices and border prices of specific agricul-

tural commodities. MPS values are then calculated for additional commodities to ensure that the value of production 

Payments based on current A/An/R/I, production required: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from 
policy measures based on current area, animal numbers, revenue, or income, and requiring production.

Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production required: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from 
policy measures based on non-current (i.e. historical or fixed) area, animal numbers, revenue, or income, with current production 
of any commodity required.

Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production not required: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers arising 
from policy measures based on non-current (i.e. historical or fixed) area, animal numbers, revenue, or income, with current 
production of any commodity not required but optional.

Payments based on non-commodity criteria: transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers arising from policy measures 
based on:

• Long-term resource retirement: transfers for the long-term retirement of factors of production from commodity production. 
The payments in this subcategory are distinguished from those requiring short-term resource retirement, which are based on 
commodity production criteria.

• A specific non-commodity output: transfers for the use of farm resources to produce specific non-commodity outputs of goods 
and services, which are not required by regulations.

• Other non-commodity criteria, transfers provided equally to all farmers, such as a flat rate or lump sum payment.

• Miscellaneous payments: transfers from taxpayers to farmers for which there is a lack of information to allocate them among 
the appropriate categories.

Note: A (area), An (animal numbers), R (receipts), I (income).
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of the individual commodities for which MPS is calculated represents at least 70% of the total value of agricultural 

production on average41. Once MPS values have been calculated, a national (aggregate) MPS can be derived. This 

procedure is called —MPS extrapolation— and is based on the assumption that the ratio between the national (ag-

gregate) MPS and the total value of production is equal to the ratio between MPS and the value of production for the 

commodities for which MPS has been calculated.

Budgetary transfers 
The measurement of budgetary transfers is an accounting task, requiring the appropriate use of information ob-

tained from official sources. Budgetary information is used to calculate the value of budgetary payments received by 

producers, the value of on-farm services provided to producers (e.g. salary of extension advisors), the value of general 

services provided collectively to producers (e.g. salary of researchers) and the value of transfers to consumers. Appro-

priate use involves: 

• Identifying budgetary transfers which support agriculture in all Government institutions, and not just the national 

ministry responsible for agriculture

• Using values associated with actual expenditure as opposed to budgeted expenditure, although budgeted expen-

diture may be used when actual expenditure data are not yet available

Revenue forgone 
Typical forms of support based on revenue forgone include tax concessions, preferential lending, debt concessions, 

and administered prices for input and services such as energy, irrigation water and transportation. Measuring the val-

ue of these transfers is an empirical task, involving the establishment of an appropriate reference level against which 

the actual (advantageous) situation can be compared.

41 The common approach to calculating a MPD for a commodity is to estimate the difference between a producer price, i.e. a price received 
at the farm-gate level, and a border price for that commodity that has been adjusted to make it comparable with the farm-gate price. ―like 
with like. These involve netting out marketing margins from the border price (transportation and processing costs) that may be applicable, 
technical weight adjustments so that prices are comparable on a quantity basis (e.g. converting product weight for meat to animal live 
weight), and adjustments for quality differences if relevant.

Figure 1. Price Transfers Associated with Policies that Increase the Domestic Market Price
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Up until the 2005, the data on PSEs and related indicators were also shown by commodity, in monetary values and in per-

centages (or ratios). These commodity data were calculated from adding the commodity specific levels of support (market price 

support and payments based on output of individual commodities) to the levels of support to commodities for all other policies 

estimated using various allocation keys (for example, on the basis of a given commodity’s share in the value of total production 

of all commodities, or of crops or livestock only depending on the commodity coverage of a particular policy measure).

To reflect the way in which policies are evolving, with the gradual shift away from direct commodity-linked support, 

the total PSE is no longer broken down into commodities. Instead the total PSE is broken down into a subcategory 

(used in this report) reflecting the flexibility given to farmers’ production decisions within the various policy measures:

Single Commodity Transfers (SCT) 
The annual monetary value of gross transfers from policies linked to the production of a single commodity such that 

the producer must produce the designated commodity in order to receive the transfer. This includes broader policies 

where payments are specified on a per-commodity basis.

The Producer Single Commodity Transfer (Producer SCT) is by definition available for specific commodities, as well 

as the derived relative indicator, the %SCT. As mentioned above, the SCT is the sum of transfers to producers through 

policies granted to a single commodity, the most important element of which is in most cases the market price support. 

The %SCT is the commodity SCT expressed as a share of gross farm receipts for the specific commodity.

Producer Percentage Single Commodity Transfers (Producer %SCT) 
The OECD uses an indicator to show the level of support to individual producers at the commodity level: the %SCT. 

The %SCT for an individual commodity is found by dividing the value of producer Single Commodity Transfers (SCT) 

for that commodity by gross receipts (GR) for that commodity, and multiplying the result by 100%: 

The producer SCT for a commodity is the sum of MPS support for that commodity and budgetary and other transfers 

to producers from policy measures that have been labeled as supporting that commodity. GR is calculated as the sum 

of market receipts and policy transfers to that commodity. As for the %PSE, MPS is subtracted to avoid double-counting.

The %SCT measures the extent to which production of individual commodities is supported by policy measures. 

A %SCT of 20% means that the estimated value of transfers to producers of that commodity represents 20% of gross 

receipts for that commodity. A %SCT value is therefore similar in interpretation to the %PSE, but the numerator only 

includes transfers from policy measures that are specific to that commodity.

General Services Support Estimate (GSSE)
It is an indicator of the annual monetary value of gross transfers to general services provided to agriculture collec-

tively, arising from policy measures which support agriculture, regardless of their nature, objectives and impacts on 

farm production, income, or consumption of farm products.
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These payments for eligible private or public general service are provided to the agricultural sector generally and 

not individually to farmers. They include payments for collective agro-environmental actions and taxpayer transfers for 

the following purposes : 

(i). Research and development: improving agricultural production 

(ii). Agricultural schools: agricultural training and education

(iii). Inspection services: control of quality and safety of food 

(iv). Infrastructure: agricultural inputs and the environment improvement of off-farm collective infrastructure, 

including downstream and upstream industry 

(v). Marketing and promotion: marketing and promotion 

(vi).  Public stock holding: depreciation and disposal of public storage of agricultural products 

(vii).  Miscellaneous: other general services that cannot be disaggregated and allocated to the above categories

The transfers in the GSSE are payments to eligible private or public services provided to agriculture in general. 

Unlike the PSE and CSE, the GSSE transfers are not destined to individual producers or consumers, and do not directly 

affect farm receipts (revenue) or consumption expenditure, although they may affect production or consumption of 

agricultural commodities in the longer term.

Consumer Support Estimate (CSE)
A component of the CSE are the transfers associated with market price support for the production of commodities 

that are consumed domestically; these are called price transfers from (to) consumers. These transfers are the same as 

those included in the PSE under category A.1 Market Price Support, but they are given an opposite sign in the CSE 

and adjusted to apply to quantities consumed (as opposed to quantities produced in the PSE).

When negative, this indicates transfers from consumers and measures the implicit tax on consumption associated 

with policies to the agricultural sector. Although consumption expenditure is increased (reduced) by the amount of the 

implicit tax (payments), this indicator is not, in itself, an estimate of the impact on consumption expenditure.

Another type of payment classified under the CSE is budgetary transfers to first consumers of agricultural commod-

ities, e.g. flour mills, meat processing plants, or fruit packing plants, where these are provided specifically to offset the 

higher prices resulting from market price support. An example is payments made to processors who pay the guaran-

teed minimum price to producers of potato starch and cotton in the EU. Another example is a “premium for commer-

cial buyers” in Brazil, whereby the Government compensates commercial buyers of agricultural commodities – proces-

sors or other downstream agents – the difference between the minimum guaranteed price for the product and the price 

the buyer is actually willing to pay. Receipt of the premium is contingent on paying agricultural producers the minimum 

guaranteed price.

Finally, consumption subsidies in cash or in kind (their monetary equivalent) associated with programs of market 

price support for domestic producers are also included in the CSE. This component includes, for example, domes-

tic food aid programs which are based on the distribution of Government stocks acquired in the context of market 

interventions.
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Total Support Estimate (TSE)
An indicator of the annual monetary value of all gross transfers from taxpayers and consumers arising from policy 

measures that support agriculture, net of the associated budgetary receipts, regardless of their objectives and impacts 

on farm production and income, or consumption of farm products.

The TSE is the sum of the I to III (see Box 1 for details): the explicit and implicit gross transfers from consumers of 

agricultural commodities to agricultural producers net of producer financial contributions (which appear in MPS and 

CSE); the gross transfers from taxpayers to agricultural producers (in the PSE); the gross transfers from taxpayers to 

general services provided to agriculture (GSSE) and the gross transfers from taxpayers to consumers (in CSE).

There are two ways in which the composition of total support can be calculated. The first shows to which economic 

group the transfer is provided. In this case, the TSE can be separated into three components: the PSE, the GSSE, and 

transfers to consumers from taxpayers (TCT). The third component measures the value of transfers received by consum-

ers and not the transfers from consumers in terms of higher prices, i.e. it is not the total CSE, but only one element of 

it. In interpreting policy developments, the share of GSSE in total support (the %GSSE) is emphasized as it shows the 

importance of transfers that are not received by individual farmers within the total value of agricultural support. An 

increase in the %GSSE would indicate that transfers to general services are an increasingly important form of transfer 

to producers. This method was used in this report.

 

The second method of calculation shows from which economic group the transfer originates, i.e. which group is 

bearing the cost of the support policies: transfers from consumers, transfers from taxpayers and budget revenues. The 

third component is negative, recognizing that a part of the transfers from consumers is received by the Government in 

terms of tariff revenue which offsets some of the taxpayer cost. 

Some Uses of the Classification and Related Indicators in Policy Analysis

The new classification of categories of policy measures, based, as ever, on how the policies are implemented, has 

the potential to show the degree of flexibility that farmers have in their production choices and thus how different poli-

cies influence farmers’ decisions to produce commodities and other goods and services using farm resources.

Some policy measures deliver support directly related to the amount of a specific commodity produced (market 

price support and payments based on commodity production) or variable inputs used. These policy measures are the 

ones that potentially (ex ante) have the strongest influence on commodity production incentives although this effect 

is weakened in those countries that place constraints on output produced or inputs used. Policy measures that are 

designed to deliver support based on current parameters, such as area or animal numbers, and require commodity 

production, have a potentially somewhat weaker influence on production incentives. Policy measures providing sup-

port based on historical parameters, such as the overall farm area or income situation of the farmer, have potentially 

much less influence on production incentives, while those that provide support based on non-commodity criteria (such 

as the provision of trees, stone walls and hedges), have potentially the least influence on production. Clearly, the actual 

impacts (ex post) will depend on many factors that determine the aggregate degree of responsiveness of farmers to 

policy changes – including any constraints on production. 
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Neither the total PSE nor its composition in terms of different categories of policies can, therefore, be interpreted as 

indicating the actual impact of policy on production and markets. Policy analysis based on support composition can 

only provide information on the potential of some of the individual policy categories (A, part of B) to influence produc-

er decisions, while for other categories (C) this potential is less clear, as they group more heterogeneous policies. It is 

only through model-based analysis (such as provided in the OECD’s PEM) or empirical analysis and the use of labels 

that firmer conclusions can be drawn regarding production and market impacts of given policy measures.

It is thus possible to assess policy reform not only in terms of the trends in the overall level of support, but also in terms of 

whether there were shifts towards policies that have less potential to distort commodity production and trade. Identifying pol-

icy measures that provide support based on a mixture of current and past production variables and those that deliver sup-

port not based on farm commodity production provides a rich source of data to help to evaluate progress in policy reform. 

Policies in the PSE are classified according to the basis on which support is delivered (implementation criteria) and 

not on policy objectives or impacts. The new PSE data base will provide a wealth of material to engage in model-based 

analysis of the effects of different policy instruments on variables such as production, trade and the environment. Increas-

ingly, countries are interested in knowing the extent to which policy measures are targeted to achieve the range of policy 

objectives (effectiveness), assessing the costs and benefits of those efforts (efficiency), and understanding the implications 

for the distribution of income (equity). In addressing these issues, it is important to recognize that the PSE needs to be 

complemented with other data, as well as with information on the overall policy mix. Moreover, the use and interpretation 

of PSE and associated indicators in comparisons across countries and time needs to be undertaken with care.

Requirements for Calculating Price Transfers 
Information required on the domestic market: 

• Value and volume of production information for individual commodities and total agriculture at the farm-gate level 

• Producer (farm-gate) prices, clearly indicating the unit that it is based on. For consistency within the transfer 

calculation, either the value of production is found by multiplying quantity by price, or alternatively the value is 

divided by quantity to derive a producer price 

• In the case of cereals that are used for feed, separate production and prices are required for product used as 

feed and that used for food, e.g. the PP for wheat is often the weighted average price of wheat used for feed and 

wheat used for food 

• Consumption data is also required. This can be obtained directly, or as a result of adding the volume of produc-

tion and imports and subtracting imports, ensuring that the same product weight basis is used 

• Quantities of product used for feed use in the livestock sector – divided into type of feed and the livestock com-

modities which involve use of the feed 

Trade data includes: 

• Values and volumes for both exports (FOB) and imports (CIF) of agricultural commodities and products 

• Tariff schedule for the country – to understand the profile of tariffs imposed on imports 

• Export subsidy budgetary information 

• Exchange rates – information on official exchange rates, on an annual basis, and, if relevant, on a monthly basis 

so that any seasonal calculations can be made



60 Agricultural Support Policies and Programs in Jamaica 2006-2011

• Requirements for calculating budgetary and other transfers 

Data on budgetary transfers related to the implementation of agricultural policies is based on official budgetary 

information on the execution of national budgets and reports by relevant agencies. The majority of this information is 

provided by ministries of finance, agriculture and central banks. 

For further analysis of the OECD methodology, visit: www.oecd.org
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