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Executive summary 

Background, purpose and approach 

ES 1. The FAO European Commission on Agriculture (ECA) is one of the six FAO 

Statutory Bodies (SBs) in the Europe and Central Asia Region. Its membership comprises all 

the FAO Member Nations in the region; its purpose is to provide advice to and support 

cooperation among members on agriculture, nutrition and rural development questions.  

ES 2. In 2002 the ECA Member Nations and FAO agreed to reinvigorate the technical role 

of the ECA, also by modifying the timing of the sessions of the Commission and holding it 

back-to-back with the FAO Regional Conference for Europe (ERC). In 2014, after five back-

to-back ERC and ECA sessions, Members decided to hold the ECA and the ERC in separate 

years, from 2015 onward.  

ES 3. In the wake of this decision, in 2016 Members asked REU: to assess whether the 

objective of revitalizing the ECA had been achieved; and to analyse the ECA’s contribution to 

FAO’s work. Thus, the overarching question for the assessment was defined as follows: “To 

what extent is the ECA providing relevant and useful inputs to the FAO European Regional 

Conference on agriculture-related issues in Europe and Central Asia, and what is its added 

value in this task”.  

ES 4. The analysis focused on the performance of the ECA between 2006 and 2016, 

against the agreed criteria of relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. The assessment was 

forward-looking and followed a consultative and transparent approach that included frequent 

interactions with key stakeholders, including on the Terms of Reference and the draft report. 

Conclusions and suggestions were developed based on the triangulation of the information, 

data and evidence canvassed through an extensive desk-review of background documents, 

interviews with stakeholders, a questionnaire survey to all ECA Members, and observation of 

selected meetings. 

ES 5. For the sake of analysis, the assessment grouped the ECA Members in three main 

categories, based on their relation to FAO: Programme Countries, which receive support from 

REU or Headquarters through extra-budgetary funded projects, Technical Cooperation 

Projects (TCPs), and/or regional and global projects; Resource Partners through FAO for 

other Member Nations in Europe and Central Asia; Other Members, for those not fitting in the 

other two groups. 

Key findings 

Membership 

ES 6. Membership of FAO in the Europe and Central Asia region has gone through major 

changes over the last three decades, with a strong expansion in the number of Members 

during the 1990s. This has also affected the membership of both the ERC and ECA. 

ES 7. The needs and expectations of Members vis-à-vis the ECA are a function of changes 

and trends across many variables including, among others: models and policies for 

agricultural and rural development; relationship with FAO as a specialized agency of the 

United Nations, with both a normative and operational mandate; and the geographic focus of 

the Official Development Assistance (ODA) policies of the Members. These have all 

significantly shifted over time, which has affected the interest into and the commitment of the 

Members to the ECA. Furthermore, the diversity of ECA membership across these and other 

variables is strong, which affects Members’ perceived added-value about the ECA.  

The agendas and the format of the ECA sessions 

ES 8. In 2002, Members decided that the ECA should tackle mostly technical issues. 

Holding the ECA back-to-back with the ERC, however, gave the former a stronger 
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preparatory role for the latter and led to adding to the ECA’s agendas, FAO programmatic and 

institutional matters that diluted the technical edge of the ECA itself. During the assessment, 

Members reaffirmed their interest in an ECA that serves as a debate and exchange platform on 

technical matters within its sectoral mandate. Also, the process for setting the agenda for ECA 

sessions was found to be transparent and thorough, but not sufficiently inclusive to ensure 

Members’ ownership. 

ES 9. The quality of performance was frequently associated to the format of the ECA 

sessions, which in the view of most Members, should enable a strong participation to the 

technical debate of all Members, and mostly of Programme Member Nations. Although 

progress in this respect had been noted in the latest ECA session, there was still a degree of 

dissatisfaction.  

ES 10. The timing of the ECA sessions has varied over the decades, following Members’ 

changing views on the role of the Commission. The separation of the ECA session from the 

ERC in 2015/16 was mostly appreciated by stakeholders, although it was recognized that it 

was not sufficient to enhance the attractiveness of the ECA. Moreover, no correlation could 

be found between the timing of the ECA and ERC sessions and the number of delegations and 

participants attending. Overall, all evidence gathered suggests that timing, duration and 

location of the ECA sessions should be a consequence of the purpose and role of the 

Commission, rather than its drivers. 

The profile of Members’ delegates to the ECA 

ES 11. Attendance of ECA sessions appears to be a function of different factors, including 

among others, budgetary restrictions, broader relationship with FAO and responsibility for the 

ECA within national administrations. Attendance of Members’ delegations at the ECA was 

close to the quorum only in 2006, at 56% of the membership; while it was above 60% in all 

other sessions. 

ES 12. The share of representatives from ministries of agriculture and related organizations 

among participants, increased almost systematically from 2006 onward. This was found to be 

in line with the desired stronger technical focus of the ECA. However, the assessment also 

found high rotation among participants, with a very large majority of participants in the ECA 

and ERC attending only one session of the two bodies, or at best one of each when these were 

held back-to-back. Moreover, there was a discrepancy between the national institutional 

ownership of the ECA and the actual participation in the sessions, which undermined the 

commitment to an effective and relevant Commission. This, despite the fact that the 2008 

Rules of Procedures for the ECA specify through Rule 1, paragraph 2, the desirable profile 

and sustained commitment of delegates.  

ES 13. Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), 

organizations have systematically attended both ECA and ERC, with very variable levels of 

attendance. The overall number of such organizations located in the host country of the 

session may have played a role in the level of their presence. 

The role of the Executive Committee of the ECA 

ES 14. The governance of the ECA is entrusted to its Executive Committee, which acts on 

behalf of the Commission during the inter-sessional period and is the only institution in the 

regional governance system, that is elected by and represents the entire membership of both 

ERC and ECA. The ECA secretariat, hosted in the FAO Regional Office for Europe and 

Central Asia (REU) supports the Executive Committee in its work. 

ES 15. The Executive Committee carries out a significant amount of preparatory work for 

the ERC, the ECA and for FAO Informal Consultations. This has largely been ‘behind the 
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scenes’ and not visible to the large majority of the membership. Until now, the Committee has 

been ‘fit-for-purpose’ and has effectively carried out its role and fulfilled its mandate.  

The composition of the Executive Committee of the ECA 

ES 16. The rotation among Members in the Executive Committee is foreseen by the Rules of 

Procedure. Between 2002 and 2016, 22 Member Nations were represented in the Executive 

Committee; most of them belonged to the group Other Members, with a small number of 

Programme Countries.  

Conclusions and suggestions for the future of the ECA 

ES 17. The answer to the overarching question leading the assessment is that the ECA can 

potentially provide useful and relevant inputs to its Members on agriculture and rural 

development issues in Europe and Central Asia. It can also have an added value in this task, 

thanks to its broad and diverse membership, the traditionally strong convening and neutral 

role of FAO, and its easy access to the wealth of knowledge that FAO represents. 

Nevertheless, changes are necessary for this to happen. 

ES 18. The performance of the ECA in carrying out its tasks emerged to be good or high 

with respect to some parameters, including its potential relevance as a platform for debating 

agriculture and rural development issues at regional level and the quality of its background 

documents. No significant issues emerged on efficiency, in terms of process, which was 

simplified with the separation of the ECA from the ERC sessions, or costs. 

ES 19. The assessment also showed that a majority of Members would likely miss the ECA, 

should it not exist any longer. At the same time, there was a strong difference between the 

stated interest by a significant share of its Members, for an ECA that is a platform for 

exchange and knowledge management on agriculture and rural development in Europe and 

Central Asia, and the extent to which ECA has been fulfilling their expectations with respect 

to: focus and depth of the technical debate, the environment it provides for experience and 

knowledge exchange, and the value of its technical recommendations to FAO and the 

Members through the ERC. Although the dissatisfaction was stronger among the Other 

Members group, Programme Member Nations and Resource Partners as well, and staff from 

ministries of agriculture and related organizations and Permanent Representations alike, 

requested change and improvement. 

ES 20. The assessment has shown how the relevance, effectiveness and added value of the 

ECA are closely linked to the opportunity for high-quality exchange on themes considered 

relevant for a majority of its institutional owners, who are the technical ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations of Member Nations in Europe and Central Asia. Their 

increasingly stronger participation in ECA sessions since 2006, including in the 2015 session, 

bodes well for the future although it is a fragile growth that can collapse soon in the absence 

of significant improvements.  

ES 21. The features of the ECA where improvements emerged to be necessary, include the 

focus of the agendas and formats of the ECA sessions, the profile of ECA delegates, the 

composition and role of the Executive Committee. Other aspects of the ECA, namely timing, 

duration and location, could be subsequently adjusted by the Members, if and when useful. 

Options for each are synthesised here below. 

ES 22. With respect to the agendas and the formats of the ECA, possible identified actions 

were as follows: 

 Each ECA session should focus on one technical theme, of interest to the entire 

membership, to be tackled from different perspectives, e.g. on-going initiatives, 
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innovation, technologies, policies, management capacity development needs and 

opportunities, etc.;  

 Whenever relevant and appropriate, the ECA theme should align with the biennial 

theme selected by the FAO Conference, addressing it from the perspective of ECA 

mandate, to avoid duplication of debates; the fine-tuning of the theme would require a 

robust consultation process with all institutional owners of the ECA;  

 The ECA sessions should bring additional knowledge and information while enabling 

active participation of delegates and observer. Possible formats would be: plenary 

discussions supported by key-note presentations on the main theme of the ECA 

session, working groups, dialogues with expert panels, case-study discussions on 

national experiences; 

 In line with current trends, the participation and contributions from NGOs, Civil 

Society Organizations, and the private sector, should be encouraged and possibly 

enhanced, as found appropriate by Members;  

 The links between the ECA discussions and recommendations, and the decision-

making process in the ERC, should be made more visible, and ERC reports should 

explicitly refer to inputs from the ECA; 

 The ECA sessions should include space for dialogue between participants on relevant 

ODA and joint research initiatives, on the basis of the experience garnered in this 

respect during the Informal Consultation for Europe and Central Asia held in Budapest 

in May 2017. 

 

ES 23. As strongly requested by Members, the SDGs will also have to be included in the 

ECA debate, as appropriate. Furthermore, in line with the current pattern, the ECA agenda 

should continue to include as a standing agenda item, a discussion on gender equality in the 

context of the main theme of the session. 

ES 24. With respect to the professional profile of Members’ delegates to the ECA sessions, 

the requirements set-out in the 2008 Rules of Procedures appear to still be highly relevant; 

and evidence from the assessment suggests that enhanced participation, ownership and 

commitment to the ECA, could be triggered through the appointment by each Member of a 

Representative to the ECA, from the respective ministry of agriculture or related organization, 

or from the Permanent Representation to FAO, who would be responsible for all ECA matters 

within his/her country for a reasonable time-span. Should this role be assigned within the 

ministry of agriculture or related organization, the appropriate profile would be of senior 

officers who have an in-depth understanding through their work of the regional trends and 

issues in the agriculture and rural development sector, who can contribute to select themes of 

discussion of interest for the entire membership and who can call upon specialists in their 

countries to contribute to the actual ECA sessions and work, as appropriate. 

ES 25. With respect to the contribution by the ECA to the ERC, the decision by the ERC in 

2016 that EFC, EIFAAC and possibly other regional statutory bodies together with the ECA, 

should systematically report to the ERC itself, raised the need for some coordination among 

the concerned regional commissions emerged. This would require that all willing and 

interested FAO Regional Technical Commissions in Europe and Central Asia, engage among 

themselves with the aim of jointly identifying common areas of focus for their respective 

contributions to the ERC, of harmonizing their reporting modality and of seeking 

opportunities for joint debates, presentations and work on themes of common interest.  

ES 26. The most appropriate mechanism would appear to be that the ERC assigns the 

coordination of this process to an informal Working Group of the ERC comprising the chairs 

and secretaries of all the participating regional commissions, under a rotating chairpersonship 

among the chairs of the regional commissions themselves. 
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ES 27. A stronger technical focus of the ECA, that would make it more similar to the other 

regional technical commissions, might also require that the Executive Committee should 

exclusively focus on the ECA and no longer be involved in the organization and follow-up of 

the ERC and of the Informal Consultations. Should this be the decision of the Members, 

considering that the ERG cannot substitute for the Executive Committee as it does not include 

the Central Asian Republics, new modalities for discussions on Regional Conference matters 

should be discussed. Two possible options emerged: 

i. The establishment of an ERG Plus informal regional group, with the specific aim of 

the inclusive preparation of the Regional Conference and possibly of the Informal 

Consultations. The ERG Plus could work as a plenary body for this purpose, similarly 

to the approach of the Latin American and Caribbean Group to the organization of its 

Regional Conference.  

ii. The ERC would establish a voluntary ad-hoc working group comprising some of its 

Members, that would dedicate to the preparation and follow-up on the ERC. This 

Working Group could also include among its tasks, the coordination and 

harmonization of the contributions from all the regional Statutory Bodies that are 

asked to systematically report to the ERC, described above. 

 

ES 28. With respect to the composition of the Executive Committee, the breadth of technical 

topics in the mandate of the ECA will always require an understanding of both FAO and the 

regional and global trends and issues at stake, which typically falls within the expertise of 

Members’ Permanent Representations. Thus, the ECA Executive Committee should draw at 

least half of its members from among the Permanent Representatives, as well as its 

chairperson, to ensure the Committee comprises a variety of views and avoids becoming too 

narrowly sectorial. Most importantly, more diversity in terms of country profile among the 

members of the Executive Committee would be highly desirable.  

ES 29. Moreover, the Members’ request for a stronger focus of the ECA on technical issues, 

would require more variety in the professional affiliation of the members of the Executive 

Committee, to bring to the ECA a stronger technical edge. This could be achieved by opening 

the membership of the Executive Committee to the Representative to the ECA mentioned 

above, from the Member’s ministry of agriculture or related organization, or other senior staff 

who can similarly contribute to the work of the ECA. 

Potential scenarios for the ECA 

ES 30. The adoption of all or only a few of the changes discussed above, would lead to 

different ECAs, which would meet to different degrees the needs and expectations of its 

membership. Three main scenarios have been identified: a Business as Usual ECA (BAU-

ECA), an Improved ECA (I-ECA) and a strong Technical ECA (T-ECA).  

 

Business as Usual ECA 

ES 31. The ECA would continue to be managed and organized as in 2015, considering it 

still provides an opportunity for some exchange of experience and knowledge on themes 

related to agriculture and rural development among participants. The Executive Committee 

would maintain its current composition, largely comprising of Permanent Representatives; 

and its multi-tasking role servicing both the ERC and the ECA, also providing inputs to the 

organization of the Informal Consultations.  

ES 32. The major risk attached to this scenario would be that the institutional owners of the 

ECA could grow increasingly disaffected because the attractiveness of the ECA would not 

improve, and at one point, there will be no sufficient quorum that justifies holding the 

sessions. This is unlikely to happen in the immediate future and most probably, ECA would 
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‘limp along’ for a number of sessions to come yet. Box 1 below synthesises the key features 

of this scenario. 

 

ES Box 1. Characteristics of Business as Usual ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Technical and programmatic 

Format of sessions Presentations to plenary followed by questions and answers 

Profile of Delegates Mix of Permanent Representations and ministries of agriculture and 

related organizations, with no significant effort to ensure continuity 

Role of Executive Committee Coordination and support to the ECA, ERC and Informal 

consultation 

Composition of Executive Committee Mostly Permanent Representations 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC or back-to-back 

Duration 2 days 

 

Improved ECA 

ES 33. The Improved ECA scenario would entail adjusting most of the key features and 

result in a more technical ECA, through an agenda and format that better meet the requests for 

more focused and specialised debate and exchange and enables more participation, and with a 

stronger degree of ownership and commitment by delegates.  

ES 34. In this scenario, the Executive Committee would not change in composition and 

would continue to be the interlocutor to FAO Secretariat during the inter-sessional periods, 

for ECA, ERC and the Informal Consultations.  

 

ES Box 2. Characteristics of Improved ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Largely technical, programmatic agenda items only exceptional 

Format of sessions Mix of plenary presentations from key-note speakers, panel 

debates, working groups for sharing experience 

Profile of Delegates Efforts to ensure long-term continuity in attendance from ministries 

of agriculture and related organizations 

Role of Executive Committee Coordination and support to the ECA, ERC and Informal 

consultation 

Composition of Executive Committee Largely Permanent Representations, with a stronger and more 

systematic participation from Programme Countries 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC  

Duration 2-3 days 

 

 

Technical ECA 

ES 35. This scenario foresees that ECA transforms into a fully technical regional Statutory 

Body – on par with EFC, EIFAAC and others – which provides its technical advice and 

recommendations to the ERC but has no other link to the ERC. In this scenario, also the 

Executive Committee should exclusively focus on technical regional issues and preparation of 

the ECA sessions.  

ES 36. An ERG Plus, or a Working Group of the ERC, should be established to ensure 

dialogue with REU and FAO on the ERC, and possibly on the Informal Consultations, during 

the intersessional period. Box 3 below synthesises the key features of this scenario. 
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ES Box 3. Characteristics of Technical ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Largely technical, programmatic agenda items only exceptional; 

strong consultative process with Members for the selection of the 

main theme of each session. 

Format of sessions Mix of plenary presentations from key-note speakers, panel 

debates, working groups for sharing experience; virtual community 

of practice among delegates for inter-sessional debate 

Profile of Delegates Senior officers from ministries of agriculture and related 

organizations, committed to long-term engagement in the ECA 

Role of Executive Committee ECA oversight and management.  

Composition of Executive Committee Mixed membership, aiming at 50% of members from Permanent 

Representations, plus the chairperson, and 50% from ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC  

Duration 2-3 days 
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1 Introduction 

1. The FAO European Commission on Agriculture (ECA) is one of the six FAO Statutory 

Bodies (SBs) in the Europe and Central Asia Region.1 The ECA comprises all FAO Members 

in the Region. Its Secretariat is hosted by the FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia 

(REU), located in Budapest.2 ECA Members elect an Executive Committee, which acts on 

behalf of the membership between the ECA biennial sessions.  

2. The ECA was first established in 1949 under FAO Article VI.1 of the Organization’s 

Constitution, with the purpose of helping its Members rehabilitate the agricultural sector in the 

region. Over the decades, the ECA’s objectives have progressively adjusted to the changing 

regional context, also through different working modalities. As a forum for discussing and 

formulating recommendations on agricultural matters in Europe, the ECA has been a constant 

point of reference for the FAO Regional Conference for Europe (ERC). 

3. In 2013, the ‘Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Sub-Regional Offices for Europe and 

Central Asia’3 recommended, among other things, to “reinvigorate the technical role of the 

ECA by focusing on the pressing issues of interest to the Region as a whole. In order to best do 

this, the sessions of the ECA should be held in alternate years to the ERC.” This was accepted 

by FAO Senior Management and the Governing Bodies concerned,4 as well as by the 38th 

Session of the ECA and the 29th Session of the ERC in Bucharest in 2014. The latter added the 

provision that ‘ECA (should be) held at least six months in advance of the ERC in order to 

enhance the ECA preparatory activities and technical support in preparation for the ERC.’  

4. The 29th session of the ERC also decided to review whether the objective of 

revitalizing the ECA had been achieved after the first session of the ECA, held separately from 

the ERC in September 2015. The 39th session of the ECA in 2015 and the 30th session of the 

ERC in May 2016, confirmed this recommendation and expanded the scope of the assessment 

to include the ECA’s contribution to FAO work. In addition, the 30th session of the ERC 

accepted that the reports of the European Forestry Commission (EFC) and the European Inland 

Fisheries Advisory Commission (EIFAAC) had become an integral part of the ERC. This 

entailed that from 2016 onward, three of the six Statutory Bodies Regional Technical 

Commissions in Europe and Central Asia would contribute their recommendations to the 

deliberations of the ERC. 

5. In this context, an assessment of the ECA was carried out between October 2016 and 

July 2017 by the ECA Secretariat and REU, supported by a consultant; the ECA Executive 

Committee intensively engaged with the process throughout. This is the final report of the 

assessment, that will be made available to ECA Members as a WebAnnex, in view of the 

discussion at the 40th ECA session to be held in September 2017 in Budapest, Hungary. 

 

                                                 
1 The other five Statutory Bodies are: the European Inland Fisheries Advisory Commission (EIFAAC); the 

General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM); the European Forestry Commission (EFC), 

the European Commission for the Control of Foot-and-Mouth Disease (EUFMD); and the Central Asian and 

Caucasus Regional Fisheries and Aquaculture Commission (CACFish). 
2 The term Member/s is used throughout the report to indicate all Member Nations of FAO in the region, plus 

the EU and the Faroe Islands, respectively a Member Organization and an Associate member. The Term 

Member Nation/s is used when only referring to the countries. 
3 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mf581e.pdf, January 2013, hereinafter referred to as REU/SEC 

Evaluation. 
4 FAO Programme Committee, that reports to FAO Council, has an oversight role over FAO evaluation 

function, which includes receiving and endorsing evaluations of strategic relevance. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mf581e.pdf
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2 Purpose, scope and methodology 

2.1 Purpose and scope 

6. The main purpose of the assessment, based on its Terms of Reference,5 was to provide 

an analysis of the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of the ECA, with a focus on the initial 

results of the reform process approved in 2014. Suggestions for the way forward could also be 

considered by the ECA and its Secretariat, should the analysis lead to the identification of 

measures deemed effective for enhancing the ECA’s performance. The consultant was also 

asked to take into account the Agenda 2030 framework and the commitment of FAO and its 

membership to achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

7. The overarching question for the assessment was defined as follows: “To what extent 

is the ECA providing relevant and useful inputs to the FAO European Regional Conference on 

agriculture-related issues in Europe and Central Asia, and what is its added value in this task.” 

8. The scope of the assessment was the performance of ECA between 2006 – when the 

pattern of the ECA and ERC being held back-to-back first became operational – and 2016. 

Within this period, attention was to be mostly focused on the ECA’s performance since 2010, 

when FAO Regional Conferences became Governing Bodies of the Organization. Furthermore, 

whenever considered necessary to strengthen the quantitative analysis and when relevant 

information from previous sessions were available, the time-span of the analysis would be 

expanded accordingly. 

2.2 Methodology 

9. During the preparation of the Terms of Reference, a preliminary analysis of relevant 

documents and interviews with the Acting Chair and members of the ECA Executive 

Committee, the chair of the informal Europe Regional Group (ERG) and senior management 

in REU and in the Sub-regional Office for Central Asia (SEC), led to the definition of the 

criteria and the key issues for the assessment, as well as the identification of the primary and 

additional stakeholders. This information allowed a methodology for the assessment to be 

designed that was considered most appropriate to meet the objective, considering time and 

resource limitations, as well as the development of the relevant tools.  

10. The assessment was forward-looking and followed a consultative and transparent 

approach that included frequent interaction with all key stakeholders. Conclusions and 

suggestions were developed based on the triangulation of the information, data and evidence 

gathered on the key issues and against the agreed criteria. 

11. Tools included: 6 

 In-depth review of documents and reports, including internal reviews and independent 

evaluations, by: FAO Governing Bodies and Member Nations; FAO Senior 

Management, including the Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia, and FAO 

Office of Evaluation; 

 Analysis of some selected features of ECA and ERC sessions over time, including 

patterns of attendance, agendas, topics, formats and length;  

 Analysis of ECA and ERC procedures, management set-up and working mechanisms 

and comparison with those of other Regional Conferences and Regional Technical 

Committees; 

 Semi-structured interviews, face-to-face or by phone/skype, with Permanent 

Representations, Ministries and Directorates of ECA Members, who are responsible 

for FAO Governing and Statutory Bodies in Europe, supported by check lists and a 

                                                 
5 See Annex 1, Terms of Reference for the assessment. 
6 See Annex 2, Bibliography, and Annex 3, list of stakeholders and key informants met during the assessment 
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short questionnaire. This group included former senior staff who made themselves 

available. In total, 18 Members were available and 19 interviews took place; 

 A questionnaire survey for all participants and observers at ECA and ERC sessions 

between 2010 and 2016, excluding staff from the Permanent Representations (see 

below);  

 Semi-structured interviews with a chair and former and current Secretaries of the 

Central Asian and Caucasus Regional Fisheries and Aquaculture Commission 

(CACFish), the EFC, the EIFAAC and the General Commission for Fisheries in the 

Mediterranean (GFCM), as well as of FAO Regional Conferences for Asia and the 

Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean and the Near East; 

 Semi-structured interviews with FAO Senior Management and staff, at REU, SEC and 

at Headquarters; 

 Interaction with Permanent Representatives of Members, during selected sessions of 

the ECA Executive Committee and of the ERG, at different points in time throughout 

the assessment process; 

 Observation of the Informal Consultation held in May 2017, and interaction with 

participants. 

 

12. The questionnaire survey was developed to canvass the views of participants in the 

ECA and ERC sessions held between 2010 and 2016. It included closed and open-ended 

questions, to allow respondents to provide additional views and suggestions. The universe 

included all delegates from Members’ ministries of agriculture and related organizations, as 

well as all observers from Non-Governmental Organizations and Research Organizations. The 

questionnaire could be answered online or through a Word file attached to the invitation to 

participate. The initial deadline for responding was extended twice, and in total, the survey was 

open to respondents for 22 days.  

13. The questionnaire was mailed to 369 email addresses. Of these, 72% were reached, 

and 28% were lost to email delivery failure. Of the 264 addressees reached: 19 replied through 

the Word version, 23 replied online, and five respondents started but did not complete the 

questionnaire on line. Responses were also provided by 19 Member Nations that had not been 

available for face-to-face interviews. A shorter questionnaire was submitted to some of the 

interviewees and their replies were analysed together with the responses to the longer 

questionnaire. This led to a total of 56 respondents, and a response rate of 20%.7 The results 

can be taken as representing the views of the universe of participants in ECA and ERC since 

2010 who were reached through the assessment, albeit with some caution.8 The profile of 

respondents to the questionnaires was: 

 Forty-two ECA Members, or 75% of the total number of respondents, through their 

Permanent Representations or their ministries in the capital cities; ministries of 

agriculture represented 46% of all respondents; 

 Ten NGOs, representing 18% of all respondents; and 

 Four research organizations, representing 7% of all respondents. 

 

14. In total, contributions to the assessment through both questionnaires and interviews, 

were provided by 37 ECA Members, representing 67% of the total membership. This suggests 

that a majority of FAO Members in Europe and Central Asia have a sufficient stake in the ECA 

to dedicate time to the analysis of its performance. At the same time, the relatively low number 

of Permanent Representations available for interviews to discuss ECA issues, as well as the 

contents of the discussion in some interviews and some of the replies provided in justifying the 

                                                 
7 This rate of responses is statistically valid with a confidence interval of 11.5% and a degree of confidence of 

95%. 
8 For example, questions that received a high share of Do No Know and Not applicable replies were excluded 

from the analysis. 



14  ECA/40/17/7 Web annex  

 

non-availability for a meeting, indicate that Members’ knowledge and responsibility for the 

ECA mostly reside in the ministries of agriculture in the capitals. This will be discussed in more 

detail later in the report. 

15. With the aim of better capturing the diversity of membership in the region, the 

assessment classified ECA Members according to their relationship with FAO as of February 

2017, and used these categories, as relevant and appropriate. These are:  

 Programme Member Nation: this group included 19 Member Nations, that were 

receiving support from REU or Headquarters through extra-budgetary funded projects, 

Technical Cooperation Projects (TCPs), and/or regional and global projects.91011 

 Resource Partner through FAO for other Member Nations in Europe and Central Asia: 

this group included eight Member Nations and one Member Organization;12  

 Other Members in the region: this group included 26 Member Nations and one 

Associate Member, bringing together all Members not fitting either of the two previous 

Groups. 

 

16. According to the relationship to FAO: 38% of the Members contributing to the 

assessment represented, or were located in, a Programme Member Nation; 41% represented, or 

were located in, a Resource Partner; and 22% represented, or were located in, one Other 

Member in the region. This data shows that responses from Programme Member Nations were 

broadly in line with the share of this group of Members within ECA, whereas Resource Partners 

were much more active than Other Members in their contribution to the assessment. Responses 

to the questionnaires were weighted and analysed accordingly. 

2.3 Limitations and constraints 

17. One foreseen limitation in the assessment was the absence of any baseline for 

comparing the current performance of ECA. In addition, very few stakeholders within the reach 

of the assessment had an institutional memory about the ECA, especially among the staff of the 

Permanent Representations to FAO. This was partly due to the fact that many Members’ 

representatives to the ECA come directly from ministries of agriculture and related bodies. 

Also, the normal turn-over of diplomats played an important role in the available evidence, due 

to the unavoidable loss of institutional memory on issues such as actual participation in debates, 

formats of sessions, the specific attractiveness of different agenda items, continuity of dialogue, 

and discussion across sessions. Turn-over in the ministries of agriculture and related institutions 

also likely affected the rate of response to the questionnaire. 

18. Overall, this led to limited first-hand feedback on ECA performance. At the same time, 

views that emerged from most interviews – with a few exceptions – were remarkably 

homogeneous in identifying both the ECA’s weaknesses and the possible way forward. It is 

thus plausible to argue that more interviews would not have added much diversity to the 

findings. However, the questionnaire reached more Members than those available for face-to-

face interviews. This means that, through one tool or another, the majority of ECA Members 

(76%) was able to contribute their views to the assessment.  

19. One major mitigating measure for the lack of a baseline was the comparison of 

available quantitative data for the ECA and ERC, including an in-depth analysis of ECA and 

                                                 
9 Source: FAO Field Programme Management Information System (FPMIS), February 2017. Member Nations 

that at the time of the assessment were formal recipient of only one global extra-budgetary funded project, 

were not considered ‘Programme Countries’ in this analysis. 
10 In addition, Kosovo also benefits of FAO programmatic support in the region under the specific UNSC 

regulation, but it is not counted as a Member Nation of FAO. 
11 Within this Group is also included Turkey, which has a Country Programming Framework with FAO, 

although it also acts as a FAO Resource Partner for the region.  
12 This group also includes the Russian Federation, which is mostly a Resource Partner although it also 

participates in more than one global or regional project.  



ECA 40/17/7 Web annex  15 

 

 

ERC agendas and reports. Although the two bodies have different roles and mandates, they 

have been closely linked since their early days and over time, the boundaries between the two 

became somewhat blurred, especially when they were held back-to-back. This approach did not 

entail in any way an assessment of the ERC, which was clearly outside the mandate of this 

assessment. 

20. Another mitigating measure was the contacts made with a few former participants of 

the ECA and ERC, who were no longer in service.  

2.4 Structure of the report 

21. During the interviews, some Members expressed an interest in the assessment 

providing them with a better understanding of what the ECA is, in addition to formulating 

suggestions for the way forward. Therefore, the report has been structured in five main sections, 

as follows: 

 Section 1, describes the background of the assessment; 

 Section 2, describes the purpose, scope and methodology of the assessment; 

 Section 3, discusses the mandate, membership, governance and modalities of the ECA 

sessions; 

 Section 4, discusses to Members’ expectations towards the ECA, the patterns of 

attendance, the quality of the participation in the preparation of and in sessions 

themselves, the contents of the ECA agendas and the contributions made by the ECA 

to the ERC over time; 

 Section 5, drawing on the analysis in the previous sections, formulates suggestions on 

the way forward. 

 

22. The report also comprises six annexes: 

 Annex 1, Terms of reference for the assessment; 

 Annex 2, Bibliography 

 Annex 3, List of stakeholders and key informants who were met during the assessment 

 Annex 4, FAO membership and decentralized network in Europe and Central Asia 

 Annex 5, Questionnaire submitted to the Members. 

 Annex 6, List of topics suggested for future ECA sessions 

 

3 The institutional framework for the ECA 

3.1 The mandate and scope of the ECA over time  

Key message 

 The relevance and usefulness of ECA discussions has decreased over the decades for a 

significant number of its Members, given the changes to the institutional and political 

framework for rural and agricultural development in Europe. Although in 2002 Members 

decided that the ECA should focus on technical issues, the preparatory role of the ECA for the 

FAO Regional Conference for Europe and related discussions on FAO programmatic and 

institutional matters diluted the technical edge of the Commission.  

 The 2016 ERC decision to include the reports from EFC and EIFAAC, in addition to the 

ECA’s, as integral parts of the Regional Conference, firmly stated again the technical advisory 

role of the ECA to the ERC on agriculture and rural development in Europe and Central Asia 

take place.  

 The Executive Committee of the ECA has maintained its roles of governance of the ECA and of 

representation of both ERC and ECA membership in all relevant dealings with the FAO 

Secretariat over time. 
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23. In the aftermath of World War II, several European countries decided that a regional 

agricultural commission was needed to discuss the most urgent problems they were facing in 

the reconstruction of the European agricultural sector. Upon the recommendation of 12 

governments convening at an ad-hoc meeting in June 1949 in Paris, the then FAO Director-

General established the “European Committee on Agricultural Technology”, pursuant to Article 

VI.1 of the Constitution. The first session of the ECA was convened in Rome in September 

1949. By the decision of the FAO Council in 1952, the title was changed to “European 

Committee on Agriculture”, and in 1956, to its present title.  

24. The ECA also included among its tasks: the monitoring of the European System of 

Cooperative Research Networks in Agriculture (ESCORENA) between its creation in 1974 

until 2004; and the oversight of the Working Party on Women and the Family in Rural 

Development (WPW), from its creation in 1965 until its abolishment in 2014. 

25. Although the FAO Conference broadened the terms of reference of the ECA during its 

ninth session in 1957 (Resolution 26/57), over time the focus of the debate in the Commission 

as initially conceived, progressively lost importance for an increasingly larger number of its 

Members. This appeared to be mostly due to the stronger role gained over time by the European 

Community and later the European Union, on agricultural and rural development matters in the 

region through the European Common Agricultural Policy.13  

26. A debate on the purpose of the ECA started in the late 1990s. The 31st session of the 

ECA in October 1999 and the 22nd FAO Regional Conference for Europe in 2000, after lengthy 

discussions on the role and mandate of the Commission, delegated all decision-making on this 

matter to the ERG. By its 32nd Session in March 2002, the ECA’s mandate had been revised 

and was ‘geared towards reviewing technical aspects of importance to European agriculture 

and rural development, and to submit the outcome of discussions and recommendations to the 

FAO European Regional Conference’ for policy discussion and adoption.14  

27. Over the subsequent sessions, technical discussions remained at the core of the ECA’s 

agendas. At the same time, from 2008 onward, a few discussion items on FAO programmatic 

and institutional issues were also added, some of which would again be discussed at the ERC.15 

In 2012, the Multi-Year Plan of Work (MYPOW) for the ERC referred to the ECA as a body 

responsible for reviewing technical aspects and issues of importance to European agriculture 

and rural development, and for feeding the results of its discussions and recommendations for 

policy discussion and adoption to the ERC. The ECA was also to have an advisory role to the 

ERC on regional aspects of global policy and regulatory matters. Furthermore, the Executive 

Committee of the ECA was to have a liaison role; both during the inter-sessional period for the 

ERC, and between REU and the membership on the ERC agenda.  

28. The partial shift in focus towards a programmatic and institutional role, and the 

consequent dilution of the technical depth of the ECA sessions, led to a perception among 

Members of the ECA being ‘less technical’ than foreseen by the 2002 decision. This, despite 

the professional profile of participants (discussed later in the report) had changed in favour of 

a stronger presence from ministries of agriculture and related organizations based in the capitals 

over staff from Permanent Representations, from 2006 onward.16  

29. In addition, the specific FAO country coverage model in the region, virtually without 

FAO representations at country level and with only few, recent exceptions,17 raised the need for 

REU to have one easily accessible and standing institution representing the entire membership, 

                                                 
13 In 2009, the European Community merged with the European Coal and Steel Community and the European 

Atomic Energy Community into the European Union. 
14 Report of the Thirty-Second Session of the European Commission on Agriculture (ECA), Rome, Italy, 7-8 

March 2002, at http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Europe/documents/ECA/Eca32_1.pdf. 
15 The agendas of ECA ad ERC are analysed in depth in Section 4.4 of the report. 
16 See section 4.3.2. 
17 See Annex 4, FAO membership and decentralized network in Europe and Central Asia 
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to discuss matters of regional governance, priority setting, agenda setting for the ERC, and so 

on. The Executive Committee of the ECA met this need quite effectively. This led to adding a 

precious new dimension to the Executive Committee’s mandate, which as a result, brought a 

stronger regulatory ‘flavour’ to the ECA itself.  

30. The recommendation of the REU Evaluation, discussed and endorsed by the FAO 

Council in 2013 and by the ECA and ERC in 2014, steered the ECA again towards a more 

technical role. As of 2016, the purpose of ECA was defined on the FAO website as follows: 

‘To assist Member Governments to undertake joint action and to cooperate in technological 

agricultural problems, including research, education, extension, review of all nutrition 

questions, questions relating to agricultural economy not under the purview of the Committee 

on Commodity Problems, and related activities in or by Member Governments in Europe, as 

well as to encourage and facilitate cooperation between international governmental and non-

governmental organizations concerned with agriculture in Europe; and to make 

recommendations on all matters within its geographical and technical competence.’18 

31. Moreover, as mentioned above, the 30th session of the ERC held in Antalya, Turkey in 

May 2016, agreed that the reports from EFC and EIFAAC, two of the FAO statutory bodies for 

Europe, also established under Article VI of the FAO Constitution, should become an integral 

part of the ERC. Accordingly, the 2016 MYPOW for the ERC stated that ECA, EFC and 

EIFAAC ‘should review technical aspects and issues of importance to the region within its 

mandate and present recommendations for the ERC to consider in its policy discussions and 

deliberations’ and that collaboration should be pursued during the inter-sessional period of the 

ERC among the Members, the Executive Committees of the ECA, EFC and EIFAAC and 

REU.19 In the 2016 MYPOW the ECA’s preparatory role for the Conference, which had been 

one of the roles for the Commission in the 2014 MYPOW, was no longer retained.  

32. It could be argued that if the ECA no longer has a preparatory role for the ERC, the 

Executive Committee of the ECA should no longer have a role with respect to the ERC. 

However, this would leave the ERC without any formal body representing its entire 

membership during the inter-sessional period, as the ERG does not represent the entire 

membership of the ERC.20 The potential ‘gap in mandate’ was not raised and the Executive 

Committee of the ECA maintained its roles of governance of the ECA, and of representation of 

both ERC and ECA membership in all relevant dealings with the FAO Secretariat over time, 

including during the inter-sessional period between the ECA session in 2015 and 2017. 

33. The 2016 MYPOW also opened the possibility of other regional Statutory Bodies 

actively contributing to the ERC. At the time of writing, there were five regional statutory 

bodies in the region, namely CACFish, EFC, EIFAAC, the EU-Foot and Mouth Commission 

and GFCM.21 Of these, CACFish and GFCM were established though Article XIV of the FAO 

Constitution, have their own financial resources contributed by the members, and have 

operational responsibilities.22 The memberships of all these bodies include a majority of ERC 

and ECA members. Although there are significant institutional and operational diversities 

across these bodies, in addition to being dedicated to sectors as diverse as forestry, fisheries and 

aquaculture, all expressed a strong interest in contributing to the ERC decision-making process 

with their suggestions and recommendations. Access to the ERC for all would indeed expand 

                                                 
18 FAO Governing and Statutory Bodies Web site, http://www.fao.org/unfao/govbodies/gsb-subject-

matter/statutory-bodies-details/en/c/76/?no_cache=1. 
19 ERC Multi-Year Plan of Work approved by the ERC at its 30th session in May 2016. 
20 FAO Basic Texts do not foresee any inter-sessional body for the Regional Conferences. However, the 

MYPOWs of all other Regional Conferences refer to the establishment of a Bureau, responsible for handling 

the inter-sessional period during two sessions. This role is typically played out by the Informal Regional 

Groups based at FAO headquarters, each following its own internal arrangements. 
21 The consultant met four of these; she did not reach out to the EU Foot and Mouth Commission, as it operates 

more independently from FAO than all others. 
22 The Secretary of CACFish is provided by FAO. 
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their scope of influence and visibility, and provide the ERC with state-of-the art knowledge and 

inputs in the respective areas of work, for the greater benefit of both FAO and its Members. 

3.2 Membership  

Key message 

 Membership of FAO in the Europe and Central Asia region has gone through major changes 

over the last three decades. This has also affected the membership of both the ERC and ECA. 

 The needs and expectations of ECA Members vis-à-vis the ECA itself are a function of changes 

and trends across a long list of variables including, among other things: models and policies for 

agricultural and rural development, relationship with FAO as a specialized agency of the United 

Nations, with both a normative and operational mandate, and the geographic focus of the 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) policies of the Members. These have all changed 

significantly over time and as a consequence have affected the interest and commitment of the 

ECA membership. 

 

34. As an introduction to the topic of membership, it was considered useful to clarify the 

process of FAO regional membership. Upon joining the Organization, a Member Nation must 

choose a regional group for Council election purposes. This discussion takes place within the 

General Commission of the FAO Conference and the final decision is endorsed by the 

Conference itself. Membership of one Regional Group for Council election automatically 

provides membership to the corresponding Regional Conference. However, a Member can also 

attend the Regional Conference of another region as an observer, by making an explicit request 

to the Director-General of the Organization.23  

35. At the same time, Members are invited to join the informal Regional Groups of 

Permanent Representatives at FAO Headquarters, which function as standing institutions that 

permanently liaise between the FAO Secretariat and Members.24 Many Members attend more 

than one Regional Group, while respecting the original membership in Council election-related 

matters.25 Among their various functions, some informal Regional Groups have traditionally 

been quite active in discussing the agendas of their respective Regional Conferences with the 

FAO Secretariat and the Regional Office. For example, the informal Latin American and 

Caribbean Group (GRULAC) discusses the draft agenda and the outcomes of the regional 

conference in plenary sessions in FAO headquarters. The Near East Regional Group also 

monitors progress on the implementation of the Conference’s recommendations during the 

inter-sessional period, through regular teleconferences with the Regional Representative. The 

ERG also contributes to the agenda-setting for the ERC and to monitoring progress of work in 

the region, although only to a limited extent in view of the interviewees for this assessment. 

36. In the Europe and Central Asia region, FAO membership has changed significantly 

over time following the political events in the region, with a strong expansion of new Members 

in the 1990s. Similar changes occurred in parallel in the membership of the Statutory Bodies of 

the Organization in the regions, with some differences discussed below. 26 

37. With regards to Council election purposes, FAO membership in the Europe Group 

evolved over time as follows: in September 1949,27 the Group had 16 Member Nations; at the 

end of 1989, membership had grown to 29; ten years later, at the end of 1999, there were 41 

Member Nations and as of February 2017, there were 48 FAO Member Nations in the Europe 

Group for Council election purposes.  

                                                 
23 In 2014, 23 FAO Members, out of 194 (12%) attended a Regional Conference in another region, as 

observers. 
24 FAO Council comprises Members elected through seven regional groups, representing the Organization’s 

five regions and two sub-regions. Other informal groups also exist, where FAO Members join according to 

other criteria, namely the Group of the 77, the OECD group, the Nordic group, the EU group. 
25 In 2014, 119 FAO Members (61%) attended more than one informal Regional Group in Headquarters. 
26 See Annex 4, FAO membership and decentralized network in Europe and Central Asia  
27 In 1949, both ECA and ERC held their first sessions. 
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38. With regards to the ERC, it comprised 11 Member Nations at its first session in 1949. 

Over time, this number grew to closely match the membership of the Europe Group for Council 

elections, as new FAO Members in the region joined both. There were a few exceptions, as 

follows: 

 The Republic of Azerbaijan joined FAO in 1995, as a member of the Near East group 

for Council election; in 1997, considering its affinities with other countries in the 

Europe region, it requested transfer to the Europe Group for Council election purposes, 

and consequently to the ERC and to the services of REU; 

 Neither the European Union, which joined FAO in 1992 as a Member Organization; 

nor the Faroe Islands, which joined FAO as an Associate Member in 2008 had voting-

rights for Council elections; and both became members of the ERC; 

 In 2006, five FAO Member Nations and former members of the Commonwealth of 

Independent States (CIS) formally requested to the FAO Director-General, for the 

permission to attend the ERC on a regular basis from that year onward, based on the 

fact that several other UN Organizations had placed the former CIS countries in their 

European regional groups.  

 

39. The five Member Nations are: Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, members of the Asia 

Group for Council election purposes; and Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan, members 

of the Near East Group for Council election purposes. All five became members of the 

respective Regional Conferences upon joining FAO between 1993 and 2001.  

40. As a result of this progressive expansion, since 2008 the membership of the Regional 

Conference for Europe has been: 53 Member Nations, one Member Organization and one 

Associate Member.  

41. The difference in membership between the ERC and the Europe Group for Council 

election is mirrored in the membership of the ERG active at FAO headquarters. As of February 

2017, this Group comprised 49 Members.28 The participation of the five former CIS-members 

in the informal Regional Groups was as follows: Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan belonged to the 

Asia Regional Group; Turkmenistan to the Near East Regional Group; Kyrgyzstan, which did 

not have a Permanent Representation, belonged to both the Asia and the Near East informal 

Regional Groups; and Tajikistan, which also did not have a Permanent Representation, was not 

registered as a member of any informal Regional Group. This entailed that the ERG, unlike all 

other FAO informal regional groups, could not be the sole interlocutor to the FAO Secretariat 

and REU for decision-making purposes at the regional level, covering such activities as setting 

the agenda for the ERC and regional priority setting. 

42. With regards to the ECA, since its establishment the Commission has been open to all 

FAO Members in the Europe and Central Asia region that made request for membership. In 

practice, at least over the last two decades, ERC membership automatically granted 

membership of the ECA. Since 2008, the ECA has comprised 53 Member Nations, one Member 

Organization and one Associate member.  

43. With respect to the European Union, which reportedly acts, as mentioned earlier, as a 

‘competitor’ for the ECA, membership of the ECA evolved as follows: in 1989, the ECA had 

29 members, 12 of which (41%) were also members of the European Economic Community; 

in 1999, there were 15 members of the European Community among 41 ECA Member Nations 

(36%). As of February 2017, out of 53 ECA Member Nations, 28 were members of the 

                                                 
28 These include the 48 Member Nations in the FAO Europe Regional Group for Council elections plus the 

European Union. Andorra is a member of the ERG but does not have a Permanent Representation; the Faroe 

Islands are an Associate Member and not a member of any Regional Group; in addition, the Holy See and the 

Sovereign Order of Malta are observers. 
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European Union, and an additional six Member Nations (11%) were candidates, or potential 

candidates, to EU membership. 

44. Box 1 below shows how ECA Members, and EU members, are distributed across the 

three categories discussed earlier, i.e. Programme Member Nation, Resource Partner and Other 

Member. 

 
Box 1. ECA Members and European Union members, by their relationship to FAO, as of 

February 2017 
 

ECA Members EU members EU members within groups 

of ECA Members  
N. % N. % % 

Programme Member Nations 19 35% 2 7% 10.5% 

Resource Partners 9 16% 5 18% 55.5% 

Other Members 27 49% 21 75% 77.7% 

Total 55 100% 28 100% 51% 

Source: FPMIS; EU Web site. 

 

45. The figures above ‘quantify’ the complexity and diversity of ECA membership with 

regards to three key variables for this assessment: models and policies for agricultural and rural 

development; relationship with the FAO as a specialized agency of the United Nations, with 

both a normative and operational mandate; and the geographic focus of national Official 

Development Assistance (ODA) policies.  

46. The assumption here is that the needs and expectations of ECA Members vis-à-vis the 

ECA itself are a function of changes and trends across these variables, among many others, 

which shifted significantly over time, and still do. And this had and has a direct implication for 

the interest and commitment of ECA Members to the role and function of the Commission 

itself.  

3.3 The governance and functioning of the ECA 

Key message 

 The governance of the ECA is entrusted to its Executive Committee. Rotation among Members 

in the Executive Committee, which has not been highly varied, is foreseen by the Rules of 

Procedures.  

 The Executive Committee carries out a significant amount of preparatory work for the ERC, the 

ECA and for FAO Informal Consultations. Also, the Executive Committee is the only institution 

in the regional governance system, that is elected by and represents the entire membership of 

both ERC and ECA. The stronger focus of the ECA on technical issues, requested by Members, 

may require some more variety in the professional affiliation of the members of the Executive 

Committee. 

 The ECA secretariat in REU supports the Executive Committee in its work and the ECA and 

ERC in terms of organization of the sessions and technical inputs in the debates. 

 

47. ECA governance is entrusted to its Executive Committee, which acts on behalf of the 

Commission during the inter-sessional period. The Executive Committee is supported by the 

ECA Secretariat, which is hosted by REU and comprises FAO staff, who carry out background 

work in support of all ECA and Executive Committee sessions. This ranges from drafting 

tentative agendas to finalizing the reports and logistic organization. The ECA Secretariat also 

draws on the technical expertise at REU and Headquarters for proposing technical agenda 

discussions topics, preparing technical background papers and facilitating the technical debate 

during the sessions. The REU and the ECA Secretariat were based at FAO headquarters until 

2007, when the Regional Office was transferred to Budapest, Hungary, as part of a broader 

corporate decentralization process. 
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48. The functioning of the ECA is defined by its Rules of Procedures, which were first 

adopted at its fourth session in 1952. Since then, the Rules have been amended several times, 

and the version valid at the time of writing this report was approved in 2008. Each Member 

communicates to the FAO Director-General ‘the name of its representative who should, as far 

as possible, participate in the sessions of the Commission in a continuing capacity and have 

responsibilities related to the formulation or implementation of national agricultural policy in 

his country’. A representative can be appointed from among the staff of the Member’s 

Permanent Representation or from any other national organization. In view of the ECA 

Secretariat, this rule has been loosely interpreted, which has led to a high rotation of participants 

in ECA sessions from ministries of agriculture and related organization, and from the 

Permanent Representations to FAO. This prevented the opportunity to develop a stronger 

ownership for the ECA within the Members.29  

49. The 2008 Rules of Procedures also define the mandate of the Executive Committee, 

whereby it acts on behalf of the ECA itself in the inter-sessional period. However, all its 

decisions are subject to confirmation from the ECA at the following session.30 

50. The Chair and Vice-chair of the ECA and of its Executive Committee, as well as the 

Committee’s other six members, are elected in their personal capacity for four-year terms, 

which cannot be extended. The Vice-chair can, however, be elected as Chair after four years. 

Typically, though not exclusively, members of the Executive Committee have been elected 

from among the Permanent Representatives or senior officers in the Permanent Representations 

to FAO.31 A discussion in October 2013 on the possibility for the Executive Committee to 

comprise technical experts was not followed up.32  

51. The Executive Committee is the only body elected by the membership in the region, 

but since 1997, it has not been a statutory body of the Organization.33 Elections take place at 

the end of each ECA session. In 2016, following the resignation of the Chair and the assignment 

to other positions of three members of the Executive Committee between the 2015 and 2017 

ECA sessions,34 the Executive Committee expressed concerns that the Rules of Procedures did 

not regulate how to manage the departure of its members during the inter-sessional period.  

52. Between 2002 and 2016, 22 Member Nations were represented in the Executive 

Committee. Four of these were Programme Member Nations; six were Resource Partners and 

12 were Other Members; the five Central Asian Republics that joined the ERC and ECA in 

2006 have not yet been members of the Executive Committee. This shows a certain imbalance 

in the representativeness of the Programme Member Nations within the Executive Committee. 

53. Among the Executive Committee members, four Member Nations participated for 

more than four terms, although individuals did rotate. If some level of continuity in the 

membership of the Executive Committee is clearly desirable for the institutional memory, and 

the Rules of Procedures make some provisions in this regard, there may be room for more 

turnover. Admittedly, an obstacle to greater rotation across Members is the small size of many 

Permanent Representations to FAO, which simply do not have sufficient staff to closely engage 

                                                 
29 See Section 4.2 on the attendance of ECA sessions. Also, by comparison, participants in EIFAAC are 

formally appointed by respective governments, and are responsible for attending its sessions and following-

up on its decisions; this enables continuity and long term commitment to the work of the Commission. 
30 Rule III paragraph 3 of the 2008 Rules of Procedure for the ECA. 
31 The Executive Committee comprised one member who was not staff of Permanent Representations in 2004, 

2010, 2012 and in 2014; and two members in 2015. 
32 See http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Europe/documents/ECA/excom/ExCom_Min_34_en.pdf., 

agenda item 3b. 
33 Resolution No. 13/97 of the Twenty-ninth Session of the FAO Conference; this decision applied in general 

for the Executive Committees of all FAO statutory bodies, with the exception of the Executive Committee of 

the Codex Alimentarius Commission.  
34 These were the representatives to ECA from Estonia, Poland and Turkey. 

http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Europe/documents/ECA/excom/ExCom_Min_34_en.pdf
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in the ECA, in addition to all FAO-related tasks. This clearly applies even more to those 

Member Nations that do not have a Permanent Representation to FAO in Rome. 

54. Another possible reason for the limited rotation within the Executive Committee, is 

that for many Members, the institutional responsibility for the ECA rests with the ministry of 

agriculture in the capital, rather than with the Permanent Representations in Rome. In light of 

this, relatively few Permanent Representations would be willing to add this task to their already 

full agendas, without having the full responsibility for representing their governments at the 

ECA. 

55. Since its establishment, the Executive Committee formally meets two to three times 

per year, with the support of the Secretariat. A rolling work-programme defines the specific 

tasks of the Committee and is progressively updated. Meetings typically take place at FAO 

headquarters, with the Secretariat, and some members depending on their location, attending 

via teleconference as most convenient and efficient. Agendas, documents and minutes of the 

meetings have all been publicly available on the Executive Committee’s website since 2013; 

the minutes are also directly emailed to the membership; and between 2012 and 2017, the Chair 

of the Executive Committee also reported to the ERG on the results of the meetings.  

56. Largely in line with what indicated in a 2013 background note by ECA Secretariat on 

the functions of the Executive Committee in October 2013,35 the analysis of the agendas and 

minutes of the Executive Committee meetings since 2013 showed that the Committee has 

mostly been active in the following:36 

 Advising and acting as a clearing house before proposals are submitted to the ERG on 

the ERC agenda and MYPOW; 

 Making decisions about the ECA agenda and format and contributing to its 

organization and implementation; 

 Contributing to the agenda setting and format of the Informal Consultations (ICs) 

organized by REU to discuss with Member Nations, the priorities for FAO programme 

in the region; 

 Facilitating communication between the ERG and FAO Secretariat on FAO 

programme in the region; 

 Proposing revised Rules of Procedures for the ECA, taking into account changing 

circumstances. 

 

57. The agendas and reports of the meetings show how effective the Executive Committee 

has been in carrying out the tasks mentioned above during the inter-sessional period. However, 

feedback from the interviews suggested that the work of the Executive Committee, despite 

being well documented, has not been very visible to the membership, including the ERG. A 

possible explanation for this, is that the focus of attention of ERG members is more centred on 

FAO’s normative role and on supporting countries in other regions of the world, rather than on 

the Organization’s work in Europe and Central Asia including the ECA.  

58. In practice, as stated earlier in the report, and as formalized in the MYPOWS 2012 and 

2014, the Executive Committee, in addition to making decisions for and steering the ECA, has 

largely played the role of Bureau for the entire governance system in the region, facilitating the 

inter-sessional work and communication between the Members and the Secretariat, and 

proposing agendas and formats for the ERC and the Informal Consultations as well. 

Furthermore, by being the only elected body in the regional governance system and bearing in 

mind the large but not total coincidence of the ERG with the ERC and ECA membership, the 

                                                 
35 European Commission on Agriculture, 34/5 Meeting of the Executive Committee 1 October 2013 Agenda 

item 3b – Background note (Proposal for the Organization of the ERC and ECA). 
36 Section 4.4 below analyses in detail the topics in the agendas of both ECA and ERC over time. 
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Executive Committee of the ECA is currently the only legitimate institution that represents the 

entire membership of both ERC and ECA. 

59. Until now, there is no doubt that the Executive Committee has been ‘fit-for-purpose’, 

and has effectively carried out its role and fulfilled its mandate. The request of the ECA 

Members to steer the focus and thrust of the Commission towards a more technical body, with 

an agenda that speaks to agricultural experts from all corners of the region, may however require 

more variety in the institutional profile of the Executive Committee members, to allow a 

stronger technical focus in the work of the Commission.  

3.4 Timing, length and location of the ECA sessions 

Key message 

 The timing of the ECA sessions has varied over the decades, experimenting with various 

patterns that reflected the membership’s interest in discussing regional agricultural matters. In 

terms of duration, the ECA and ERC together tended to be systematically slightly shorter than 

most other FAO Regional Conferences; and the ECA has been significantly shorter than the 

sessions of other regional technical statutory bodies.  

 The separation of the ECA session from the ERC in 2015/16 was mostly appreciated by 

stakeholders, although it was recognized that it was not sufficient to enhance the attractiveness 

of the ECA.  

 Location was also a matter for debate; the current solution, with the decision made on a session-

by-session basis, appeared to be eminently sensible and the additional costs entailed are 

manageable. 

 Overall, the timing, length and location of the ECA sessions have been, and should continue to 

be, a function of the purpose and scope of the ECA. 

 

60. The ERC held its first session in 1949, convened for its second session in 1960 and 

since then has regularly met on a biennial basis in even years.37 By being linked to the ERC in 

offering an opportunity for Members to focus on specific regional agricultural matters as a 

complementary body to the broader institutional role of the ERC, the frequency of the ECA 

sessions varied over time. Between 1949 and 1959, the ECA met on an annual basis, usually in 

Rome. Between 1961 and 1967, and between 1987 and 1999, ECA sessions took place every 

second year, alternating with the ERC.38 Between 1968 and 1984, the ECA and the ERC were 

held in the same year, but in different locations and usually a few months apart.  

61. The reform agreed upon by ECA Members in 2002 led to a change in its timing. In 

2002 and 2004, the ECA convened two months before the ERC; from 2006 onward until 2014, 

it was held back-to-back with the Regional Conference. As a consequence of the 

recommendation formulated by the 2012 REU evaluation to hold the meetings of the two bodies 

separately, which was accepted in 2014 by the 38th session of the ECA and the 29th sessions of 

the ERC, the 39th session of the ECA was held in September 2015, and the 30th ERC session 

convened in May 2016. 

62. Responses from the interviews and the questionnaire on the consequences of the 

change in timing of the sessions of the two Bodies are synthesised in Box 2 below. A small 

majority of respondents (57%) in particular from Programme Member Nations, considered that 

the separation of the ECA from the ERC session had made the ECA more interesting.  

 

 

                                                 
37 The FAO Conference, at its Second Session in 1946, approved the opening of the Regional Office for Europe 

in Rome. REU was hosted by the former International Institute of Agriculture until 1951, when the 

Organization moved from Washington to Rome and absorbed REU into its premises.  
38 On two occasions, between 1984 and 1987, and between 1999 and 2002, three years passed between ECA 

sessions. 
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Box 2. Extent to which the change in timing has made ECA more interesting 

 Not at 

all 

Little Not 

sufficiently 

Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Not 

applicable 

Programme Member 

Nations 

4.8% 2.4% 2.4% 14.4% 14.4% 7.2%  14.4% 

Resource Partners   1.8% 5.4% 3.6% 3.6% 5.4%  

Other Members 1.2% 2.4% 2.4% 4.8% 1.2% 2.4% 3.6% 1.2% 

Total number 3 3 4 13 9 7 6 7 

Total % 6.0% 4.8% 6.6% 24.6% 19.2% 13.2% 9.0% 15.6% 

Source: responses to the questionnaire survey and to the interviews questionnaire 

 

 

63. Although it was noted that timing in itself was not sufficient to enhance the 

attractiveness of the ECA, additional comments showed appreciation for the larger number of 

technical experts in 2015 than in earlier sessions, which was indeed a significant increase over 

the 2014 session. Comments also suggested that the agenda items should be different from those 

discussed at the ERC. 

64. Furthermore, when sessions were held back-to-back, the ECA Chair, supported by the 

Secretariat, had only a few hours to prepare a succinct synthesis of the discussion and 

conclusion, to present it at the ERC on the following day. After the session, the Secretariat 

prepared and finalized a report, carefully drawing on the notes from the meeting. Conversely, 

the separation of the ECA from the ERC session in 2015-2016 allowed a more inclusive 

approach to the approval of the ECA report by all participants, which was appreciated by 

respondents. The REU Secretariat also considered that the two meetings could be better 

managed and organized when held separately, including for the preparation of background 

documents. 

65. The cost of holding the ECA separately from the ERC was discussed at length in the 

2014 and 2015 sessions of the two bodies. An analysis by the Secretariat indicated that costs 

borne by FAO largely depended on the location of the venue of the ECA session; and that costs 

borne by Members consisted of additional travel to and from the duty-stations of participants. 

Overall, the additional costs entailed by separating the two events was not considered an 

unsurmountable obstacle. 

66. The length of the ECA sessions has varied over time as well. Data was available for 

the 1999 to 2015 period, as shown in Box 3 below, together with the duration of the ERC, EFC, 

EIFAAC and other FAO Regional Conferences. 
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Box 3. Length of sessions of ECA, ERC, EFC, EIFAAC and other regional conferences, in 

days 

Body 1999 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

ECA 3 Nsy 2 2 1 1 2 Nsy 2 Nsy 1,5 2 Nsy 

ERC Nsy 5 3 3 2 2 2 Nsy 2 Nsy 2.5 Nsy 2.5 

EFC* n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 4 4 4 5 Nsy 4 Nsy 5 Nsy 

EIFAAC n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 8 8 4 Nsy 3 Nsy Nsy 3 Nsy 

APRC 
Nsy 5 5 5 5 6 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 

ARC 
Nsy 5 5 5 5 5 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 

LARC 
Nsy 5 5 5 5 5 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 4 Nsy 4 

NERC 
Nsy 5 5 5 5 5 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 Nsy 5 

*The EFC sessions were five days long when they were held together with the United Nations Economic 

Commission for Europe Committee on Forests and the Forest Industry. 

Legenda: Nsy: Non-session year; n.a.: data not available; APRC: Regional Conference for Asia and the Pacific; ARC: 

Regional Conference for Africa; LARC: Regional Conference for Latin America and the Caribbean; NERC: Regional 

Conference for the Near East 
Source: FAO Web Site 

 

67. In 2002 and 2004, the ECA and ERC sessions together were five days long, like all 

other FAO Regional Conferences. Between 2006 and 2012, the two sessions together were 

shorter than all other Regional Conferences. In 2014, the ECA and ERC together lasted four 

days, as did LARC. When the two sessions were held again separately, total length was four 

and a half days. The sessions of EFC and EIFAAC have systematically been longer than ECA 

sessions.  

68. Although no specific questions on the length of ECA were included in the 

questionnaire and interview survey, a few of the open-ended comments indicated that ECA 

sessions had not been sufficiently long to discuss all the technical agenda items in-depth.  

69. Last, the ECA and ERC sessions in 2014 could not agree on a permanent location for 

future ECA sessions and decided that each session should choose the location for the following 

one. The 39th Session of the ECA in September 2015, convened in Budapest and the same 

location was retained for the 40th session to be held in September 2017. There is no doubt that 

holding the ECA session in Budapest contributes to saving REU financial resources and 

facilitates the exchange with REU technical staff; nevertheless, the decision to ‘decide on a 

session-by-session basis’ was eminently sensible, as this will allow more flexibility and 

adjustment to any changing circumstance. 

70. Some of the Members who contributed their views to the assessment, suggested that 

ECA should be held at FAO headquarters, to ensure higher Members’ attendance. This was not 

confirmed by the data on Members’ attendance and it would probably skew the profile of 

participants in favour of the Permanent Representations. This may undermine the technical 

focus and advisory role that both ERC and ECA have requested. As discussed later, the share 

of representatives from ministries of agriculture and related organizations increased from 2006 

onward, when the ECA sessions were held out of Rome, and back-to-back with the ERC. 

71. In conclusion, the feedback from the interviews and the questionnaire were unanimous 

overall in suggesting that timing, duration and location of the ECA sessions should be a 

consequence of the purpose and role of the Commission, rather than its drivers. 
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4 The performance of the ECA 

4.1 Members’ expectations and interest in the ECA  

Key message 

 The majority (75%) of respondents to the questionnaires stated interest or high interest in the 

ECA as a platform for debating agriculture and rural development issues of concern to the 

whole region. Nevertheless, all consider that the ECA must change in terms of its focus and 

performance, so as not to lose significance and added value for an increasing number of 

Members.  

 In addition to stating an over-whelming interest for using the ECA to integrate the SDGs in the 

ECA discussions, many suggestions were also shared for topics of potential interest for the 

ECA. 

 

72. The level of interest and the expectations of Members with regards to the ECA, and 

how this could be enhanced, were probably the most frequent and recurrent discussion topics 

in the interviews for this assessment. The two questions were addressed separately in the 

questionnaire. 

73. The respondents to the survey and interview questionnaires were unequivocal in their 

interest in the ECA as a platform where agriculture-related issues in Europe and Central Asia 

could be discussed: 75.8 % of responses expressed an interest or a high interest in this. Box 4 

below shows how the different groups of countries responded: Programme Member Nations 

were the most interested, followed by Other Members. The few negative replies to the question 

were from representatives of Resource Partners and Other Members. 

 
Box 4. Interest in ECA as a platform to discuss agriculture-related issues 

 Not at all Low Mildly 

uninterested 

Mildly 

interested 

Interested Highly 

interested 

Programme Member 

Nations 

   4.6% 23.1% 32.4% 

Resource Partners 1.7% 1.7% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 5.2% 

Other Members  2.3% 1.1% 4.6% 5.7% 5.7% 

Total number 1 3 3 8 17 22 

Total % 1.7% 4.0% 4.6% 12.7% 32.4% 43.4% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

 

74. Open-ended comments and feedback in interviews from Resource Partners and Other 

Members, provided a few insights into the reasons for their lack of interest in the ECA. It was 

frequently stated that ministries of agriculture in their countries are responsible for ECA 

matters; and those that are either EU members or Western European countries with close 

agricultural commercial ties with the EU, intensively discuss agricultural issues within the 

framework of the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In their view, the discussions at the 

ECA have been: 

 Irrelevant when focused on FAO programmatic issues in Programme Member 

Nations;  

 Not useful, as an exchange of experience and knowledge across the membership did 

not happen, partly due to the formality of the sessions, and/or 

 Ineffective in terms of knowledge exchange, as the technical depth of the discussion 

was not sufficient.  

 

75. When answering the question about the overall degree of expectations met at the latest 

attended ECA session, the feedback from Programme Member Nations was also less positive. 
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Box 5 below shows how the ‘largely/fully’ responses at 44.9%, short of a majority, were close 

to the ‘mildly satisfactory/unsatisfactory’ options, at 39.4% of the responses.  

 
Box 5. Degree of overall expectations met in the latest ECA attended 

 Not at 

all 

Little Mildly 

unsatisfactory 

Mildly 

satisfactory 

Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Programme 

Member Nations 

2.5% 2.5% 10.0% 5.0% 30.0% 5.0% 5.0% 

Resource Partners 1.9%  1.9% 11.3% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 

Other Members  1.2% 2.5% 8.7% 5.0% 1.2%  

Total number 2 2 7 15 17 4 3 

Total % 4.4% 3.7% 14.4% 25.0% 36.8% 8.1% 6.9% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

 

76. When looking at the responses to both questions, on interest and expectations, what 

emerges is a strong interest of Members in the ECA as an important platform in principle. 

However, Members did not feel satisfied, at least according to expectations, in terms of the 

performance of the Commission. 

77. The appreciation of the ECA appeared to be linked to at least two main factors. First, 

responses to both survey and interview questionnaires were highly consistent in the positive 

feedback on the quality of background documents prepared by FAO for the ECA sessions: 

58.8% of respondents rated the quality of the documents as Good, and 22.2%, as Excellent, 

with Programme Member Nations being the most ‘largely and fully satisfied’ (53%). 

78. Second, virtually all technical topics discussed at the ECA sessions from 2010 onward 

were assessed as interesting or highly interesting by respondents, as shown in Box 6 below. 
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Box 6. Extent of the interest in technical topics discussed at the ECA sessions from 2010 to 

2015 

 
Source: responses to the survey questionnaire 

 

79. The interviews with stakeholders confirmed the trends that emerge from the data 

above: on the one hand, the ECA was perceived by many as a body that can play a strong role 

in enabling exchange of knowledge and experience, and in keeping the dialogue open across 

the region. On the other hand, many Other Members were rather sceptical that the ECA could 

ever regain its relevance and usefulness, as the debate and the decision-making process on 

agricultural and rural development for the majority of its Members takes place within the 

institutions of the European Union. At the same time, ECA supporters also acknowledged that 

the ECA must change significantly, in the focus of its debate and in the quality of its formats 

and results, so as not to lose significance and added value for an increasing number of Members. 

80. The questionnaire survey also included two questions on potential topics of interest 

for the future. One of these was an open-ended question that led to a list of priorities. With 67 

different responses, 10 main themes were identified when a related topic was suggested at least 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Innovation in family farming in Europe and Central

Asia

Combating land degradation for food security and 

provision of soil ecosystem services in Europe and 

Central Asia – International Year of Soil 2015

Mapping and Policy Response to Climate Change

Impacts On Agriculture And Rural Areas

Improvement of rural livelihoods in Central and

Eastern Europe and the CIS through sustainable

improvement in livestock production

Income diversification for sustainable development

of European and Central Asian rural areas - Role of

the Food and Agriculture Organization of the…

Agri- Food Systems for Better Nutrition in Europe

and Central Asia

Land reform and farm performance in Europe: a 20-

year perspective

Towards risk-based drought management in Europe

and Central Asia

Gender-sensitive analysis of social protection

programs for rural residents

Challenges of water scarcity in the Europe and

Central Asia region and recommendations for

adaptation

Agricultural Cooperatives in Eurasia

The Gender Gap in Agriculture in Eastern Europe -

Results of Recent Country Rural Gender

Assessments

Addressing social and economic burden of

malnutrition through nutrition-sensitive agricultural

and food policies in the region of Europe and…

Highly/interested Mildly un/interested Not interested



ECA 40/17/7 Web annex  29 

 

 

three times.39 The following four main themes included the larger number of suggested sub-

topics: 

i. Sustainable natural resource management, with 15 suggestions; 

ii. Social issues in agriculture, including youth and gender, with 10 suggestions; 

iii. Food and nutrition security, with seven suggestions;  

iv. Marketing, with five suggestions; 

 

81. The second question on potential topics of interest for discussion at the ECA, raised 

the possibility of using the Commission as a platform for reviewing FAO’s contribution to 

supporting Members in the region in their pursuit of the SDGs. Box 7 below shows the very 

high concentration of responses, 85.6%, in the Interested/Highly interested range.  

 
Box 7. Interest in discussing FAO's contribution to support Members in pursuing the SDGs at 

the ECA 

 Not at 

all 

Low Mildly 

uninterested 

Mildly 

interested 

Interested Highly 

interested 

Do not 

know 

Programme 

Member Nations 

   2.3% 20.8% 37.0%  

Resource Partners  1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 3.5% 10.4%  

Other Members   1.1% 4.6% 6.9% 6.9%  

Total number  1 2 6 17 28  

Total % 0.0% 1.7% 2.9% 8.6% 31.2% 54.4% 0.0% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

82. This is a very strong indication of where the interest of ECA membership lies. 

Undoubtedly, the theme is very broad and more analysis will be necessary to better define how 

to integrate the SDG framework into the remit of the ECA. Also, FAO has already aligned its 

Strategic Framework and Programmes with the many SDGs to which it is expected to 

contribute, by supporting its Member Nations in developing and implementing their national 

strategies and plans towards Agenda 2030. This means that discussions on FAO’s work in this 

respect will already be part of the Organization’s routine reporting to the Members through the 

Governing Bodies, including the ERC with respect to progress in Europe and Central Asia. 

83. Within the ECA, in line with its traditional advisory role, and the request of its 

Members that it moves towards a stronger enabling role for exchange of experiences and 

knowledge, a possible discussion area would be the experience of Members in developing and 

implementing their respective strategies and plans towards the relevant SDGs. The model 

foreseen by the High Level Political Forum for voluntary presentations on progress towards all 

the SDGs, could be suitably adapted to the more technical and focused debates of the ECA. 

84. Another suggestion for potentially interesting topics to include in the ECA, was 

proposed by a few Members. The gist of this was that ECA could also be a platform for dialogue 

between Programme Member Nations and Resource Partners, on cooperation through technical 

assistance, research and development projects and programmes in the areas discussed at the 

ECA sessions. This appeared to be an interesting and sensible idea, which could indeed be taken 

on board by ensuring two simple organizational aspects: one, that invitations to the ECA also 

include the ODA organizations of the Resource Partners that are active in the region; and two, 

that during the ECA sessions there is also some time for networking among participants. The 

Secretariat could also more actively facilitate this type of exchange, by preparing lists of 

Member representatives that are interested in this type of dialogue during the ECA and sharing 

these among participants. 

                                                 
39 See Annex 6 for the complete list of suggested topics. 
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4.2 Attendance of the ECA and ERC sessions 

Key message 

This section analyses in depth the patterns of attendance of both ECA and ERC. Combining the set 

of quantitative data available with the information canvassed through the interviews with 

stakeholders, a few observations can be drawn: 

 Attendance of ECA session appears to be a function of different factors, including among others, 

budgetary restrictions, broader relationship of FAO and responsibility for the ECA within national 

administrations; no clear patterns could be identified;  

 No correlation could be found between the timing of the ECA and ERC sessions and the number 

of delegations and participants attending; nevertheless, the percentage of participants attending 

both the ECA and ERC in 2015 and 2016, was significantly lower than in 2012 and 2014; 

 The share of representatives from ministries of agriculture and related organizations among 

participants, increased almost systematically from 2006 onward; 

 The number of ministers and vice-ministers attending the ECA does not appear to be a reliable 

indicator of the relevance and usefulness of the ECA itself. 

 

85. Attendance at ECA sessions was the only quantitative parameter available for 

comparing levels of attendance in recent sessions with an objective baseline in the past. The 

analysis of Members’ delegations and representatives attending the ECA sessions, and the ERC 

sessions for comparison purposes, was based on the Lists of Participants attached to the reports 

of the sessions of both Bodies, for the period 2002-2016. The size of delegations, the type of 

organizations represented and the attendance by Ministers, were also taken into consideration. 

86. Box 8 below indicates the number of Members’ delegations attending each session of 

the ECA and ERC between 2002 and 2016, expressed as a percentage of the entire membership 

at each point in time. 

 
Box 8. ECA and ERC Members as a percentage of total membership, attending sessions 

between 2002 and 2016 

 
Source: Lists of participants in ECA and ERC sessions from 2002 to 2016 

 

 

87. Box 9 below shows the average size of Members’ delegations in ECA and ERC, from 

2002 to 2016. 
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Box 9. Average size of Members’ delegations attending the ECA and ERC sessions between 

2002 and 2016 

 
Source: Lists of participants in ECA and ERC sessions from 2002 to 2016 

 

 

88. The total number of persons attending ECA and ERC sessions varied quite widely over 

time, also due to the participation in the ECA and ERC sessions of representatives of non-

Members as observers and of FAO staff. Two types of calculation were run in the search for 

trends: Box 10 indicates the total number of participants in the sessions of both Bodies, whereas 

Box 11 shows how the total number of Members’ representatives and the number of delegations 

changed in percentage terms over the previous session. 

 

 
Box 10. Number of participants in ECA and ERC sessions between 2002 and 2016 

 
Source: Lists of participants in ECA and ERC sessions from 2002 to 2016. Available information only allowed a 

tentative calculation of the number of FAO staff attending the ECA in 2012. 
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Box 11. Variations in the number of Members’ delegations and Members’ representatives 

attending the ECA and ERC sessions between 2002 and 2016 

Source: Lists of participants in ECA and ERC sessions from 2002 to 2016. 

 

89. Variations in attendance could be due to different reasons for Members and non-

Members. Although no information was provided by non-Members about their reasons for 

attending the ECA sessions (or not attending), the interviews with Permanent Representations 

pointed to the following reasons for not attending the ECA sessions: 

 Budgetary considerations; 

 Time availability; 

 Other priorities. 

 

90. Overall, the data above indicates the following: 

i. Attendance of Members’ delegations at the ECA was close to the quorum only in 2006, 

at 56% of the membership, while at all other sessions, attendance was above 60% of 

the membership; 

ii. Members’ attendance was constantly higher for the ERC, both in terms of delegations 

and representatives;  

iii. In terms of members’ delegations, attendance of both the ECA and ERC reached the 

highest level in 2006, and the lowest in 2010; in terms of the number of 

representatives, the ERC peaked in 2004 and was at its lowest in 2016; whereas the 

ECA had most participants in 2014, and the least in 2002; no explanations could be 

found for these variations in attendance; 

iv. Attendance at both the ECA and ERC varied quite significantly over time; in terms of 

the number of delegations, variability was higher for the ECA (24 percentage points 

against 17 for the ERC); 

v. Attendance of members’ delegations at the ECA and the ERC grew and shrank in 

parallel, with an exception to this in 2014, when attendance grew in the ECA and 

decreased in the ERC; 

vi. The average size of delegations also varied; delegations attending ERCs were 

systematically larger, though they became smaller over time; whereas delegations 

attending the ECA remained quite stable. 
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91. The available time-series is too short and uneven to prove reliable cause-effects for 

any of the variables analysed. Thus, no reliable correlation could be identified between the 

attendance of ECA and ERC under the back-to-back compared to the separate modality. Still, 

the percentage of representatives attending two subsequent sessions of ECA and ERC changed. 

In 2012, 53% of representatives in the 28th ERC had also attended the 37th ECA session; in 

2014, 64% of representatives in the 29th ERC had also attended the 38th ECA session; however, 

only approximately 15% of representatives in the 30th ERC in 2016 had also attended the 39th 

ECA in 2015.  

92. Lastly, several Members noted during the interviews that ministers’ and vice-

ministers’ presence at the ECA sessions had been diminishing over time. Whether this indicator 

is relevant in the context of a technical Subsidiary Body is debatable. In principle, Ministers are 

not expected to attend technical meetings. In any case, Box 12 below shows the number of 

political appointees attending ECA and ERC sessions between 2002 and 2016.  

 
Box 12. Number of ministers and vice-ministers participating in ECA and ERC sessions from 

2002 to 2016 

Source: List of Participants at each session 

 

93. As expected, the presence of ministers and vice-ministers was higher at ERC sessions 

and attendance at ECA sessions was clearly higher when the two bodies met back-to-back, 

although in 2015, two ministers attended the ECA. In general, however, the presence of 

ministers has varied over time and does not appear to be linked to the higher or lower attendance 

of delegations or representatives. 

4.3 Participation in the ECA 

Key message 

 Overall, responses to the questionnaire indicated a degree of dissatisfaction in terms of 

expectations met with respect to ECA enabling participation of its Members; 

 The process for setting the agenda for ECA sessions is transparent and thorough, but not 

sufficiently inclusive to ensure Members’ ownership; 

 Since 2006, Members’ representatives in the ECA have increasingly comprised staff from 

ministries of agriculture, which was in line with the desire of Members for the ECA to focus more 

on technical issues and seems to be in line with the national division of responsibilities with 

respect to the ECA;  

 A very large majority of participants in the ECA and ERC only attend one session of the two 

bodies, or at best one of each when held back-to-back; 

 The format of the ECA sessions when debating technical topics appears to be an important factor 

in enabling the participation of all Members, and Programme Member Nations in particular, to 

the debate. 
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94. Participation in the ECA was one of the issues identified during the preparatory phase 

of the assessment, and refers to the active contribution by Members’ representatives to the 

debates and discussions during the sessions of the Commission. Data on participation was 

mostly canvassed through analysis of the reports, interviewees’ comments and the survey 

questionnaire.  

95. The analysis of the ECA and ERC reports should be taken with some caution, as it is 

difficult to grasp the real flavour of a debate through a written report. Also, from 2010 onward, 

FAO applied a rule on focusing reports on the synthesis of the discussion, avoiding references 

to statements of single members, or groups of members. This led to some loss of the actual 

richness of comments made during the debates. Nevertheless, the level of discussion of the 

technical agenda items could still be scored from a qualitative point of view as follows:  

 The discussion was articulate in approximately 33% of the ERC agenda items, and in 

44% of the ECA agenda items;  

 Some discussion was reported in 28% of the ERC agenda items and in 41% of the 

ECA agenda items; 

 Other agenda items, 39% for the ERC and 15% for the ECA, were endorsed with very 

limited or no discussion. 

 

96. The scoring above would suggest a stronger level of debate at the ECA than at the 

ERC, which would fit the objective of a more technical focus at the ECA sessions. However, 

the responses to the question ‘Degree of expectations met in terms of ECA enabling 

participation’ included in both the survey and interview questionnaires suggested that there is 

significant room for improvement. As shown in Box 13 below, although positive responses 

represented 58.6% of the total, negative responses reached 35.1%, the highest negative rate 

across the entire questionnaire. 

 
Box 13. Degree of expectations met in terms of ECA enabling participation 

 Not at 

all 

Low Not 

sufficiently 

Sufficiently largely Fully Do not 

know 

Programme 

Member Nations 

5.1% 2.6% 5.1% 15.3% 17.9% 7.7% 5.1% 

Resource Partners  3.8% 9.6% 3.8% 1.9% 1.9%  

Other Members  3.8% 5.1% 5.1% 5.1%   

Total number 2 6 11 12 12 4 2 

Total % 5.1% 10.2% 19.8% 24.2% 24.8% 9.6% 5.1% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

97. Responses were also somewhat skewed according to the respondent’s Member 

category, with Resource Partners the most critical and Programme Countries the most positive. 

The assessment came to the conclusion that the direct feedback of participants deserves more 

weight than the analysis of the reports, also because the discussion may appear ‘articulate’ on 

paper, but in reality, it may have taken place involving only a few delegations. This pattern was 

indeed reported by several interviewees as being quite frequent. 

98. Three main factors were identified as affecting participation in the sessions; namely, 

the involvement in the preparation of the agenda for the ECA; the professional affiliation of 

participants; and the format of ECA sessions. These are discussed in detail in the following sub-

sections. 

4.3.1 Preparation of the agenda for the ECA 

99. The agenda for the ECA is developed and finalized by the Executive Committee upon 

proposals by, and in close consultation with the Secretariat. The latter, prior to the first draft, 



ECA 40/17/7 Web annex  35 

 

 

discusses the possible options with the FAO Representatives in the region, REU, SEC and the 

technical departments at Headquarters.  

100. The analysis of the Executive Committee’s agendas and minutes, and the direct 

observation of two meetings of the Executive Committee, indicated that the discussion on the 

ECA agenda is thorough, transparent, and involves several reiterations between the Executive 

Committee and the Secretariat. Various considerations are taken into account, in terms of 

relevance and interest for the membership at large. The draft agenda is also usually shared with 

the ERG and between 2006 and 2010, ECA reports made explicit reference to the contribution 

of the ERG in identifying some of its agenda items. The interviews suggested however, that at 

least in more recent times, the ECA agenda-setting process did not attract much attention in the 

ERG. In addition, in 2013 and 2015, the draft agenda was presented to the Informal 

Consultations held in Budapest, where all Member Nations could participate. 

101. Box 14 below shows the responses to the question on the participation of the 

respondent’s own country to setting the agenda. The middle range, not/sufficiently, was the 

most frequently chosen with 34.8%, whereas firm negative responses were 19.5%, slightly 

more frequent than firm positive responses, at 18.8%. This was the question where Government 

representatives from Programme Member Nations responded most negatively across the whole 

questionnaire (9 out of 16 negative responses). Moreover, 25.3% of respondents indicated that 

they did not know or feel competent in answering this question.40 

 
Box 14. Degree of ECA members’ participation in setting the ECA agenda 

 None Low Not 

sufficiently 

Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Programme 

Member Nations 

11.8%  9.4% 14.2% 7.1% 2.4% 2.4% 11.8% 

Resource Partners 3.5% 1.8% 1.8% 3.5% 1.8% 1.8% 5.3%  

Other Members  2.3% 1.2% 4.7% 2.3% 3.5% 2.3% 3.5% 

Total number 7 3 6 12 6 5 6 8 

Total % 15.3% 4.1% 12.4% 22.4% 11.2% 7.6% 10.0% 15.3% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

102. The data suggests that the process for setting the ECA agenda is not well known and 

possibly, not sufficiently inclusive with ECA participants working in the ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations. It should also not be forgotten that Programme Member 

Nations often have smaller Permanent Representations and cannot always follow up closely on 

everything that happens in the ERG. Lastly, this might also be linked to the low representation 

of Programme Member Nations in the Executive Committee of the ECA. 

103. In practice, to a large extent, the process remains somewhat circumscribed to the 

Executive Committee members and the Secretariat. Although consultation with the ministries 

of agriculture in the capitals may happen on the initiative of the Executive Committee and ERG 

members, such a step is not explicitly part of the process. As the responsibilities for the ECA 

seem to lie with the ministries of agriculture for a majority of Members, this lack of consultation 

may be an obstacle to a greater sense of ownership by Members towards the ECA.  

104. In this respect, although no precise quantitative information could be gathered on the 

actual institutional responsibility within Members’ organizations, ministries of agriculture seem 

to be the typical owners of ECA. If the assumption is correct, this would be an important factor 

to keep in mind in deciding which topics would be most interesting for discussion at the ECA.  

                                                 
40 The agenda for the 2017 ECA was being discussed at the time of the assessment. 
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4.3.2 Professional affiliation of participants 

105. Together with levels of attendance, the institutional affiliation of representatives 

attending the ECA and the ERC was also considered an important element in understanding the 

expectations and potential contributions of participants in the ECA. Boxes 15 and 16 below 

show, in different graphic formats, the different categories of participants in the ECA and ERC 

sessions between 2002 and 2016, as a percentage share of the total number of participants in 

each session. The categories of professional affiliation developed for this analysis were:  

 Representatives from Members’ Permanent Representations and Ministries of Foreign 

Affairs;  

 Representatives from Ministries of Agriculture and related governmental bodies; and 

 Other organizations, including universities, research organizations, NGOs and the 

private sector.  

 
Box 15. Number of participants in ECA and ERC sessions between 2002 and 2016, as a 

percentage share of the total number of participants at each session 

 
Source: List of Participants at each session. Totals do not reach 100% as the graph does not include: FAO staff; 

representatives from UN and other International Organizations; nor FAO Members from other regions for Council-

election purposes, attending the ERC as observers. 
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Box 16. Number of participants in ECA and ERC sessions between 2002 and 2016, as a 

percentage share of the total number of participants at each session 

 
Source: List of Participants at each session. Totals do not reach 100% as the graph does not include: FAO staff; 

representatives from UN and other International Organizations; nor FAO Members from other regions for Council-

election purposes, attending the ERC as observers. 

 

106. The data above indicates the following: 

i. Representatives from Members’ governmental organizations have systematically been 

the majority at all sessions of both the ECA and ERC, although with strong variations 

over time, in particular for the ERC; 

ii. At ECA sessions, the share and numbers of representatives of ministries of agriculture 

have grown over time almost systematically since 2006; this corresponded to a 

decrease in the share and numbers of staff from Permanent Representations and 

ministries of foreign affairs; 

iii. At ERC sessions, representatives of ministries of agriculture have systematically been 

the largest group, although over time an overall decreasing trend was registered;  

iv. Although in some sessions, there was a compensatory effect between the presence of 

staff from the two groups of organizations, Permanent Representations and ministries 

of foreign affairs on the one hand and ministries of agriculture and related bodies on 

the other, this has not been systematic. 

 

107. Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), 

organizations have systematically attended both ECA and ERC, with very variable levels of 

attendance. Their presence at ERC sessions has systematically been stronger than in ECA 

sessions and the two Bodies have followed the corporate modality for the participation of NGOs 

and CSOs in their sessions. One factor that may have played a role in the level of attendance is 

the overall number of such organizations located in the host country of the session. Their active 

participation should nevertheless be encouraged, because of the richness of their perspectives 

and experiences that could greatly enhance the depth of the debates. 

108. An additional element that emerged from the analysis of participants, that could have 

a bearing on their ability to engage in fruitful discussions and debates, is the continuity in 

attendance. Among the total number of individuals who attended the ECA and ERC sessions 

between 2002 and 2016; 10% only attended one or more ECA sessions, 53.4% only attended 

one or more ERC sessions, and 36.7% of these attended both one or more ECA and ERC 

sessions.  
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109. More specifically, the total number of individuals who attended any ECA session 

between 2002 and 2015 was 454; the corresponding figure for ERC sessions between 2002 and 

2016, was 876. When analysing their presence in the sessions of either ECA or ERC, it emerged 

that the large majority of them only ever attended one session of that Body. Box 17 shows this 

in detail. 

Box 17. Attendance by individual participants in one or more sessions of the ECA and the 

ERC, between 2002 and 2016 
 

ECA ERC  
N. % N. % 

More than 4 sessions 5 1.1% 12 1.4% 

3-4 sessions 24 5.3% 48 5.5% 

2 sessions 64 14.1% 101 11.5% 

1 session 361 79.5% 715 81.6% 

Total 454 
 

876 
 

Source: List of Participants at each session, excluding FAO staff; representatives from UN and other International 

Organizations; nor FAO Members from other regions for Council-election purposes, attending the ERC as 

observers. 

 

110. This data indicates that in every session, only slightly more than a third of 

representatives knew how the discussion during the ECA could and would feed into the 

discussion at the ERC; and that in every session, only a small minority of representatives had 

previous first-hand knowledge of the process. This confirms the Secretariat’s concern about the 

low compliance with Rule 1, paragraph 2 of the 2008 Rules of Procedure of the ECA, on the 

appointment of a representative to the Commission. Also, it could be argued that when there is 

limited perspective of a later involvement in the same event and/or process, people might be 

less committed to making something more useful and relevant of the event. 

4.3.3 Format of the ECA sessions 

111. A recurrent comment by interviewees was that ECA sessions were not sufficiently 

interesting, as participants tended to read formal statements rather than engage in active 

discussions, even when technical topics were on the agenda. This was perceived to be largely a 

result of the session formats, which were not conducive to real debate.  

112. However, responses to the questionnaires on the degree to which expectations had 

been met with regards to the format of ECA sessions were more positive than the feedback from 

interviewees, at 76.5% as shown in Box 18 below. Also, positive replies were quite uniform 

across all categories of Members. 

Box 18. Degree of expectations met in terms of ECA format 

 Not at all Low Not 

sufficiently 

Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Programme 

Member Nations 

  4.9% 17.2% 22.1% 9.8% 4.9% 

Resource Partners   7.4% 11.1%  1.8%  

Other Members 1.2%  2.4% 10.9% 3.6%  1.2% 

Total number 1  8 22 12 5 3 

Total % 1.2% 0.0% 14.7% 39.2% 25.7% 11.6% 6.1% 

 

113. At the same time, the open-ended comments to the questionnaire survey repeatedly 

stressed – as in the interviews also – the need to enable more participation and interaction 

among participants whenever discussing the technical agenda items. One possible obstacle may 

be a lack of information on the rules for debate and discussion at the ECA session; for example, 

in their open-ended comments in the questionnaire, a number of NGOs made reference to the 

model of interaction adopted by the World Committee for Food Security (CFS), where all 

participating organizations have a right to speak. In fact, as clarified by the Chair at the 
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beginning of each session, NGOs and CSOs have the same right to speak on each topic and at 

any time during the ECA, as per the rules of the CFS. 

114. Positive references were also made to the most recent case of panel discussion 

organized during the 2015 ECA on Innovation on Family Farming, although some respondents 

still considered that it had not enabled sufficient contributions from Members’ representatives.  

115. The most successful approach in the view of some, was the Working Group format 

adopted in some of the Informal Consultations held for discussing FAO priorities in the region. 

Specific mention was made of the need for both excellent facilitation skills in each group and 

translation support, to enable all participants to effectively contribute to the debate.  

116. Lastly, a possible factor that a number of members mentioned as having an impact on 

active participation in ECA discussions, is the number of EU members in the ECA and the 

‘Competence and Voting Rights of the European Union (EU) and its Member States’ when both 

the EU and its members have speaking rights in FAO. In the case of the ECA, the EU and its 

members frequently share competences on the technical issues being debated. This means that 

if the EU Group in FAO agrees on those issues beforehand, the Presidency of the EU “speaks 

on behalf of the EU and its 28 members”.41 Individual EU members can still contribute to the 

debate as long as their interventions do not steer away from the agreed statements. The 

immediate result is that debates are automatically shorter, as typically, only a few of the other 

25 ECA Members actively participate in the discussions. If this is highly positive for time-

saving purposes, the arrangement undoubtedly limits the boundaries of the discussion, as a new 

round of consensus-building among the EU members would be required should a non-EU 

member propose challenging or very divergent views. 

117. This would be a matter for the EU group in FAO to handle. It was suggested that the 

easily-achieved consensus among the 28 members reflects – to some extent at least – the limited 

interest of members of the informal EU Group in FAO, for ECA issues. This means that the 

debate would in any case be limited to the few interested Members and suggests that probably, 

the challenge of making ECA debates more interesting goes well beyond the obstacle 

represented by the EU competence and voting rights. 

4.4 The agendas of the ECA sessions  

Key message 

 The analysis of the agenda items of the ECA and ERC since 2002 shows a reasonable balance in 

the distribution of topics, although there is some room for improvement in being more 

systematic in assigning agenda items to the Body where the discussion is most appropriate and 

can generate most added value. 

 It is considered an absolute priority to enhance the technical focus of the ECA to make it more 

relevant and useful for its membership at large, by choosing one theme at a time and enable 

sharing and discussing, high quality knowledge and experience. 

 

118. The analysis of the agendas of the ECA sessions, and of the ERC sessions for 

comparison purposes, aimed at identifying the thrust of the discussion in the former and any 

possible overlap and/or link to the latter. The period under analysis was 2002-2016, in the effort 

to identify trends if any, by referring to a longer time-span. Two key events during this period 

had an effect on the agendas of both Bodies: in 2006 the introduction of the back-to-back pattern 

for the ECA and ERC sessions, and in 2010, FAO regional conferences became Governing 

Bodies of the Organization, with responsibility for: developing issues for regional policy 

coherence and regional perspectives on global policy and regulatory issues; and reviewing and 

                                                 
41 Since 2006, according to the records available, only in one occasion the EU, rather than the Presidency, 

spoke at the ECA ‘on behalf of the EU’. 
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advising on the FAO programme for the regions as well as on the overall FAO programme as 

it affects the regions.42 

119. With respect to the number of agenda items in ECA sessions, this was considered too 

high by a few interviewees and respondents to the survey questionnaire. Box 19 below shows 

the number of ‘substantive’ agenda items for each session, excluding the ‘routine’ agenda items 

such as elections, opening speeches and official statements. 

 
Box 19. Number of substantive agenda items in each session of the ECA and ERC from 2002 to 

2016 

 
Source: ECA and ERC agendas and reports on FAO Web site 

 

120. The trend over time has been that the number of agenda items in both ECA and ERC 

has increased, with the exception of the ECA session in 2012; this increase was made possible 

by the corresponding increase in the compounded length of the sessions of both the ECA and 

ERC, as shown in Box 3 earlier in the report.  

121. With respect to topics discussed, ECA sessions have typically included agenda items 

in the following categories:43 

 Regional policy and technical issues, in all sessions except 2008; 

 Global policy and technical issues, from a regional perspective, in 2008, 2010 and 

2012; 

 FAO regional programmatic issues, in all sessions held between 2008 and 2012;  

 Activities and issues related to the Working Party on Women and the Family in Rural 

Development (WPW), until 2014 when the body was abolished; since then, the ECA 

agenda has systematically included one item related to gender issues in agriculture in 

Europe and Central Asia. 

 

122. In addition, the ECA sessions in 2008 and 2015 included one agenda item each, on 

Rules of Procedure and the Costs Proposal for the Organization of Future Sessions of the FAO 

European Commission on Agriculture. Reports from ESCORENA were also reviewed in 2002 

                                                 
42 FAO Immediate Plan of Action (IPA) that became operational in 2010, made several provisions for adjusting 

the organization of the regional conferences to the new status. For a detailed analysis, see Section 12 of the 

‘Independent Review of FAO Governance Reforms’ at http://www.fao.org/3/a-ml749e.pdf 
43 Similar to data in Box 19, routine agenda items such as elections of the Chair and of the members of the ECA 

Executive Committee, speeches by FAO Director-General and by the Independent Chair of the Council, have 

not been included in the analysis. 
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and 2004. By comparison, the ERC agendas also included, in addition to regional policy, 

technical and programmatic issues, items on: Global issues of relevance to the region, FAO 

Global policy and programmatic issues, on FAO decentralizations, MYPOWS, governance. All 

ERC sessions in the period under analysis had the ECA report as a standing agenda item, with 

the exception of 2004 when the ECA was only referred to with respect to its reform process.  

123. Box 20 below shows the total number of agenda items in selected categories of topics, 

in all ECA and ERC sessions held between 2002 and 2016. 

Box 20. Total number of agenda items, by selected broad topic categories, in ECA and ERC 

sessions from 2002 to 2016 

 
Source: ECA and ERC agendas and reports on FAO Web site 

 

124. The ECA/ERC group brings together five agenda items that were first discussed in the 

ECA session, and in the immediately following ERC session; the approach in these cases was 

different from the treatment of ECA reports, as the ERC report did not make any explicit 

reference to the ECA discussion on those agenda items. Moreover, from 2012 onwards the 

inputs from CACFish, EFC, and EIFAAC, were included in the ERC agendas and reports. In 

total, agenda items on Statutory Bodies other than ECA, amounted to 17.5% of all the ERC 

agenda items since 2012. In most cases, the inputs or reports from the regional Statutory Bodies 

including ECA, were simply endorsed by the ERC.   

125. In general, the ECA’s focus on regional and technical issues was good, with one 

exception in 2008, when the discussion on FAO’s engagement in the UN system reform had no 

real place in ECA’s mandate. Admittedly, the discussion of some regional and technical issues 

in the ERC sessions also triggered articulate debates, but when the same topic was discussed in 

both sessions, the ECA debate appeared more relevant and constructive. Conversely, the ERC 

reports do not suggest that the inclusion of regional programmatic issues in the agendas of both 

the ECA and ERC – as happened in 2010 and 2014 with items on FAO Programme of Work 

and Budget and priorities in the region – added value to the final decisions made by the ERC. 

The view of the ERC Secretariat was that this arrangement helped keep the discussion at the 

ERC within the time-limits, but this may have been at the expense of a more focused approach 

in the ECA.  

126. The questionnaire included one question on the degree of expectations met in terms of 

the contents of discussion. Box 21 shows that responses in the Largely/Fully range were the 
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most frequent at 41.4%, and that replies in the middle range followed closely with 38.9%. 

Respondents from Programme Member Nations showed a stronger satisfaction than other 

groups, whereas respondents from Resource Partners were more negative than other groups, 

percentage-wise. 

Box 21. Degree of expectations met in terms of ECA contents of discussion 

 Not at 

all 

Little Mildly 

unsatisfactory 

Mildly 

satisfactory 

Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Programme 

Member Nations 

 7.7% 2.6% 12.8% 30.6% 2.6% 5.1% 

Resource Partners  3.8% 9.6% 3.8%  1.9%  

Other Members  2.5% 6.3% 3.8% 3.8% 2.5%  

Total number  7 11 10 15 4 2 

Total % 0.0% 14.0% 18.5% 20.4% 34.4% 7.0% 5.1% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

127. With respect to the range of topics discussed at each ECA session, most interviewees 

and some of the respondents to the questionnaire (through the open-ended questions) 

considered it to be too broad. A point that was raised several times was that delegations to the 

ECA can typically include one person only. When topics are very diverse – as was often the 

case in ECA sessions – only a generalist will attend, which is likely to limit the technical depth 

in the discussion. Thus, even if technical agenda items accounted for the majority over time, 

and the majority of participants were from ministries of agriculture and related bodies, the 

discussions and debates could not be sufficiently technical to bring worth-while added value to 

the knowledge and experience of participants.  

128. The fact that many positive responses to this specific question came from Programme 

Member Nations indicates that the topics were relevant to the Members in the region where 

FAO’s support is most needed. Nevertheless, there seem to be missed opportunities in making 

discussions more interesting and relevant for the entire membership, both in terms of the focus 

of the debate and of whom contributes to it. 

129. An often-repeated suggestion was that future ECA sessions should focus on one single 

theme within the remit of ‘Agriculture and rural development in the Europe and Central Asia 

region’, with the overall purpose of sharing experiences and knowledge. The theme should be 

of common interest to all Members and be related to on-going or upcoming FAO priorities in 

the region. This could be tackled from both technical and policy level; and renowned specialists 

or key-note speakers on the issue from the entire region should be invited to debate their views. 

The final product of the session should be the formulation of relevant recommendations to both 

Members and FAO, each within respective responsibility, to be endorsed by the ERC. 

130. In this respect, it is also important to note that the FAO Conference at its 40th session 

in July 2017 is expected to endorse a decision by the Council,44 to adopt one technical theme 

each biennium to be debated by all Governing Bodies in the organization, including the 

Regional Conferences; the results of each and every debate will eventually feed into a 

Resolution endorsed by the following Conference. This means that the ERC will have to debate 

the common theme, and that it would be appropriate for the ECA, as well as all other regional 

technical commissions reporting to the ERC, to focus on the same theme from their sectoral 

perspective.45 

                                                 
44 This Council decision implements one recommendation of the Independent Review of FAO Governance 

reforms, December 2014. 
45 The first selected theme will be Climate Change, which will be discussed by the ERC in 2018; accordingly, 

the main theme for the 40th session of the ECA in September 2017 will be Transboundary Animal Diseases 

and Climate Change. 



ECA 40/17/7 Web annex  43 

 

 

4.5 The link between the ECA and the ERC 

Key message 

 For more than a decade the ECA has been considered a preparatory body for the ERC, also largely 

due to the enabling role that the ECA Executive Committee played with respect to the preparation 

of the ERC. This led to weakening the depth of its technical discussions and relevance.  

 The experience in the latest round of ECA and ERC, which have been held several months apart, 

shows that it’s possible to maintain the link between the two Bodies, if the selection of the agenda 

items at the ECA is made with an eye to the decision-making needs of the ERC.  

 If the ECA Executive Committee has to adjust to the enhanced technical role of the ECA, it will 

no longer be ‘fit-for-purpose’ to play the role of bureau for the ERC. An ERG-plus might need to 

be established, to be the main interlocutor on ERC-related matters during the inter-sessional 

period. 

 

131. As mentioned earlier in the report, all ERC sessions since its establishment have made 

some reference to the work or functioning of the ECA. In 2000, the decision was made to align 

the ECA sessions with those of the ERC and to enable the ECA to service the Regional 

Conference for Europe as a technical preparation meeting. All ECA deliberations would be 

directly reported to the Regional Conference. 

132. In 2006, Members at the ECA stated that ‘the ECA should undertake the technical 

preparation and submit results of the debate and recommendations for endorsement by the 25th 

FAO Regional Conference for Europe meeting the following day’.46 In the following sessions, 

the role of the ECA as a technical preparatory meeting to the FAO Regional Conference for 

Europe was reiterated and stressed; and the first MYPOW of the ERC in 2012 clarified more 

in detail the close links between the ECA and the ERC, with the ECA as a preparatory body for 

the ERC.  

133. However, with the scheduling of the ECA and the ERC back-to-back, the goal of the 

former to act as a forum for discussion on technical issues, which in turn would provide inputs 

for policy decisions at the ERC, became less effective due to the lack of time between the two 

meetings for actually inform decisions made at the ERC from a technical point of view. As a 

consequence, over between 2010 and 2014 the ECA largely played the same role that the Senior 

Officers’ Meeting prior to the Ministerial Round-Table plays in all other FAO regional 

conferences.  

134. In the 2015/16 round, the view of the Executive Committee at its July 2015 meeting 

was that the link between the ECA topics and the ERC in the separate modality would be 

established through the priority-setting process, with the discussion at the ECA contributing to 

FAO’s programmes and work-planning in the region. This approach was partly captured in the 

2016-2018 MYPOW approved by the ERC at its 30th session in May 2016, which, as already 

mentioned, clearly grants the ECA an advisory role on technical issues, together with the EFC 

and the EIFAAC. Some interviewees also stated that a clear link must exist between the 

technical discussion at the ECA and the decision-making process at the ERC. Moreover, the 

ECA’s recommendations must be sufficiently specific for Members to endorse and follow-up 

on implementation in practice. 

135. In practice, the 2015 ECA report was presented and endorsed with almost no 

discussion at the ERC. This should be perceived as a good achievement, reflecting an efficient 

and effective division of roles and responsibilities between the two Bodies. Furthermore, the 

debates at the ECA on two technical topics, namely “Innovation in family farming in Europe 

and Central Asia” and “Addressing social and economic burden of malnutrition through 

nutrition-sensitive agricultural and food policies in the region of Europe and Central Asia” have 

contributed to informing, respectively, Regional Initiative 1 on smallholders and family 

farming, and Strategic Programme 1, confirmed a priority for 2018-2019. However, the 

                                                 
46 34th ECA report, 2006. 
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perception of interviewees was that the contribution of the technical discussion at the ECA to 

the decision-making process at the ERC was very limited, if any at all. 

136. Replies to the question on the usefulness of the discussion in the ECA for the decision-

making process at the ERC are shown in Box 22 below.47 The high number of Do Not Know 

and Not Applicable call for some caution in interpreting the responses.48 Nevertheless, positive 

replies were a majority at 57.1%, with very few negative replies. Programme Member Nations 

were more positive than other groups. In general, the responses suggest that Members’ 

perception of the contribution of the discussion at the 2015 ECA to the 2016 ERC was positive 

overall. 

Box 22. Usefulness of discussion in the latest attended ECA sessions with a view to the decision-

making process in ERC 

 None Low Not 

sufficiently 

Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Programme Member 

Nations 

  4,7% 14,2% 16,5% 7,1% 2,4% 14,2% 

Resource Partners 1,8%  3,5% 7,1% 1,8%  5,3%  

Other Members  3,5% 1,2% 4,7% 3,5% 2,3% 3,5% 1,2% 

Total number 1 3 5 14 11 5 7 7 

Total % 1,8% 3,5% 9,4% 25,9% 21,8% 9,4% 11,2% 15,3% 

Source: responses to the survey and the interviews questionnaire 

 

137. The difference in feedback from interviewees, mostly Permanent Representations 

from Resource Partners and Other Members, and questionnaires, largely ministries of 

agriculture of Programme Member Nations and Resource Partners, might suggest a different 

degree of attention among groups of stakeholders to the technical elements of FAO programmes 

in the region. Also, there may be a gap in communication between the Secretariat and the 

Permanent Representations on the substantive follow-up to the ECA debate and 

recommendations. Nevertheless, without contradicting the positive assessment of Members, 

there seems to be ample room for strengthening the ECA’s contribution to the ERC through an 

accurate selection of the theme to be discussed at the ECA from among the priorities on which 

the ERC will need to make decisions. 

138. At another level, the strong link between the ECA and the ERC has also been embodied 

for many years in the work of the ECA Executive Committee which, as discussed earlier, is the 

only body representative of the entire membership active during the inter-sessional period. The 

tasks of the Committee with respect to the ERC have typically included contribution to the 

definition of the agenda for the ERC and the liaison on this, between the ERC Secretariat and 

the ERG. Although the FAO Basic Texts do not foresee any inter-sessional entity for the 

Regional Conferences, the MYPOWS of all other FAO regional conferences delegate these 

tasks to a Bureau within the informal Regional Groups at Headquarters. In practice, each 

Regional Group follows its own internal arrangements, with some differences among them as 

discussed earlier in the report.  

139. Should the Executive Committee of the ECA move towards a more technical 

composition, it might no longer be the best ‘bureau’ for the ERC. In this case, the task of liaising 

between the Secretariat and the members with respect to the ERC would naturally fall in the 

remit of the ERG, to avoid the legal complexity of electing an Executive Bureau for the ERC.49 

The main obstacle for the ERG to taking on responsibility for the ERC, is its ‘incomplete’ 

                                                 
47 The questionnaires developed for this assessment included four questions on the link between the ECA and 

the ERC; due to high rates of Do Not Know or Not Applicable replies to three of these questions, no reliable 

information could be drawn from them. 
48 Excluding respondents in the Do Not Know and Not Applicable categories, almost 70% of the respondents to 

this question had taken part in both ECA 2015 and ERC 2016. 
49 This option was explored by the ECA and ERC secretariats in 2013, but was discarded following the advice 

of FAO Legal Office. 
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membership with respect to the membership of the ERC. A possible solution would be to 

establish an informal ‘ERG Plus’ Regional Group at FAO headquarters,50 which would include 

all ERG Members and the five Member Nations, namely Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, 

Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, which are members of the ERC and ECA but not of the Europe 

Group for Council-election purposes. Alternatively, the ERC itself could establish a voluntary 

ad-hoc Working Group with the mandate to be the interlocutor to the FAO Secretariat during 

the inter-sessional period, for the organization and follow-up to the Regional Conference and, 

possibly, the Informal Consultations. 

140. Under these circumstances, the link between the ERC and the ECA would have to be 

re-defined. This should happen within the same process of defining new roles and 

communication lines between the ERC and other regional statutory bodies, as already foreseen 

by the inclusion of the reports of both EFC and EIFAAC as standing agenda items of the ERC.  

 

5 The way forward: conclusions and suggestions for the future of the ECA 

5.1 Conclusions 

141. The overarching question for the assessment was defined as “To what extent is ECA 

providing relevant and useful inputs to FAO European Regional Conference on agriculture-

related issues in Europe and Central Asia, and what is its added value in this task?”  

142. As is often the case in this type of assessment, the available evidence led to mixed 

results: the performance of the ECA in carrying out its tasks was assessed as good or high with 

respect to some parameters, including its potential relevance as a platform for debating 

agriculture and rural development issues at regional level and the quality of its background 

documents. No significant issues emerged on efficiency, in terms of process – which was 

simplified with the separation of the ECA from the ERC sessions – or in terms of costs. 

143. Nevertheless, there was a strong difference between the stated interest by a significant 

share of its Members, for an ECA that is a platform for exchange and knowledge management 

on agriculture and rural development in Europe and Central Asia, and their assessment of the 

weaknesses in ECA’s performance. ECA Members who contributed to the assessment stated 

that ECA is not fulfilling their expectations with respect to: its focus, the depth of the technical 

debate, the environment it provides for experience and knowledge exchange, and the value of 

its technical recommendations to FAO and the Members through the ERC. Although the 

dissatisfaction was stronger among the Other Members group, Programme Member Nations 

and Resource Partners as well, and staff from ministries of agriculture and related organizations 

and Permanent Representations alike, requested change and improvement.  

144. The diversity of ECA membership on key issues within ECA’s own mandate and remit 

– for example the models and policies for agricultural and rural development and expectations 

vis-à-vis FAO as a specialized agency of the United Nations, with both a normative and 

operational mandate – is particularly strong. This is a well-recognized feature that has affected 

its relevance and perceived added-value and will not be solved for many years to come.  

145. Additional elements of complication are the uneven FAO membership across 

governance institutions in the region and the stretching of roles and functions, whereby the 

change in one of the elements of the institutional set-up requires adjustments at different levels 

to ensure proper access to and inclusion of all Members in all consultations and discussions.  

146. The assessment has shown how the relevance, effectiveness and added value of the 

ECA are closely linked to the opportunity for high-quality exchange on themes considered 

                                                 
50 Among the informal regional groups comprising Permanent Representatives at FAO headquarters, are also 

active an OECD Group Plus and a G-77 Plus. 
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relevant for a majority of Members; in other words, the agenda and the format of the sessions 

of the ECA play a major role in its potential usefulness. Achieving this depends in turn, among 

other factors, on a clearer understanding and definition of who the institutional ‘owners’ of the 

ECA are. Like the profile of the members of other regional technical statutory bodies, the 

majority of the ECA’s owners are the technical ministries of agriculture and related 

organizations of Member Nations in Europe and Central Asia. This entails that ECA has to be 

relevant and attractive to them, first and foremost. 

147. The gradual loss of the ECA’s identity as a relevant body for technical discussions on 

agriculture, due to the political, social and economic changes in the region over time, probably 

led the ministries of agriculture, to progressively hand over the management of the Commission 

to the Permanent Representations at FAO headquarters, this without relinquishing institutional 

responsibility. At the same time, the need for REU to have a headquarters-based standing 

interlocutor representing the membership during the inter-sessional period may have reinforced 

the push towards a more headquarters-managed Executive Committee, and possibly 

Commission. In turn, these two elements have contributed to diluting the technical edge of the 

ECA, while enhancing its preparatory role for the ERC, also for want of other suitable 

institutions that could and would take on this role.  

148. The ECA reform process launched at the end of the 1990s, and since then, the slow 

trend towards a stronger participation in ECA sessions of representatives from its ‘institutional 

owners’ may be an indicator of some degree of renewed interest. However, the stronger 

presence of representatives from ministries of agriculture and related bodies since 2006 was 

possibly somewhat stifled by the inclusion of a few FAO programmatic items in ECA agendas. 

Somehow, the perception is that sessions increasingly tilted towards the ECA preparatory role 

for the ERC, at the cost of the more technical nature of the debate. The decision in 2014 to 

accept the recommendation of the REU evaluation led to a stronger technical presence in 2015 

which bodes well for the future although it is a fragile growth that can collapse soon in the 

absence of significant improvements as suggested by this assessment.  

149. Strong diversity among members and diverging, albeit legitimate, interests in what it 

can represent, risk weakening the ECA for good. The purpose of this assessment was not to 

make decisions, of course, but rather to identify possible options and scenarios for the 

membership to consider, debate and eventually decide on. It is important to note here that the 

current FAO Senior Management, wisely considers that freezing or abolishing those Statutory 

Bodies that are unable to provide any added value to their members, is acceptable. The 

assessment indirectly shows that a majority of Members would likely miss the ECA, should it 

not exist any longer, despite its current shortcomings. And the request from the ERC for 

including the EFC and EIFAAC among the bodies that report to it on technical matters, suggest 

that Members across all Groups, want more, and not less technical advice and 

recommendations.  

150. In conclusion, on the basis of the evidence canvassed and its analysis, the simple 

answer to the overarching question is that the ECA can potentially provide useful and relevant 

inputs to its Members on agriculture and rural development issues in Europe and Central Asia. 

It can also have an added value in this task, thanks to its broad and diverse membership, the 

traditionally strong convening and neutral role of FAO, and its easy access to the wealth of 

knowledge that FAO represents.  

151. Nevertheless, the findings of the assessment suggest that improvements are necessary 

on a number of features of the ECA, if Members and FAO want to have a more effective 

Commission among their joint instruments of collaboration. The key features where change 

was considered necessary, are the focus of the agendas and formats of the ECA sessions, the 

profile of ECA delegates, the composition and role of the Executive Committee. Other aspects 

of the ECA, namely timing, duration and location, could be subsequently adjusted by the 

Members, if and when useful. 
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Focus of the agendas and formats of the ECA sessions 

152. The agendas and the formats of the ECA play a strong role in defining the relevance 

and usefulness of the Commission. There was a systematic request for more technical agendas 

and more inclusive and informal sessions, that would enable more participation. Stakeholders 

suggested several improvements in this area, as follows: 

 Each session should focus on one technical theme, of interest to the entire membership, 

and which could be tackled from different perspectives, e.g. on-going initiatives, 

innovation, technologies, policies, management capacity development needs and 

opportunities, etc.;  

 Whenever relevant and appropriate, the ECA theme should align with the biennial 

theme selected by the FAO Conference, by addressing it from the perspective of its 

mandate to meet the specific needs and interests of ECA member and avoiding 

duplication of debates; the fine-tuning of the theme, to ensure stronger ownership for 

ECA by the members, would require a robust consultation process with all institutional 

owners of the ECA at the national level;  

 The ECA sessions should bring additional knowledge and information while enabling 

active participation of delegates and observer. Possible formats would be: plenary 

discussions supported by key-note presentations on the main theme of the ECA 

session, working groups, dialogues with expert panels, case-study discussions on 

national experiences; 

 In line with current trends, as was the case in the Informal Consultation for Europe and 

Central Asia held in Budapest in May 2017, the participation and contributions from 

NGOs, Civil Society Organizations, and the private sector, to the debates should be 

encouraged and possibly enhanced, as found appropriate by Members;  

 The links between the ECA discussions and recommendations, and the decision-

making process in the ERC, should be made more visible, and ERC reports should 

explicitly refer to inputs from the ECA; 

 The ECA sessions should include space for dialogue between participants on relevant 

ODA and joint research initiatives, on the basis of the experience garnered in this 

respect during the Informal Consultation for Europe and Central Asia held in Budapest 

in May 2017. 

 

153. Members also found highly interesting the possibility of including the SDGs in the 

ECA debate, because of their importance as a framework of reference for all the Members and 

for FAO also in this region. It is likely that the focus of the discussion on the SDGs will change 

over time, from the identification of relevant national and regional indicators and targets, to 

sharing experiences on planning and implementing for their pursuit, to discussion about results. 

Although the SDG Global Indicator Framework developed by the United Nations Inter-Agency 

and Expert Group (IAEG-SDGs) may not include specific indicators for all the technical themes 

that the ECA will discuss over the next 13 years, proxies may be identified in the Framework, 

or new specific indicators could be developed and adopted by ECA Members, as appropriate 

and relevant, and directly used for their national reporting to the High Level Political Forum, 

or through FAO in its capacity as custodian of several of the SDGs. 

154. Furthermore, in line with the current pattern, the ECA agenda should continue to 

include as a standing agenda item, a discussion on gender equality in the context of the main 

theme of the session, as will be the case with the agenda item on Gender and Social Inclusion 

in relation to Transboundary Animal Diseases and Climate Change at the 40th ECA session in 

September 2017.51 

                                                 
51 In fact, gender equality and social inclusion/protection in the respective technical areas should be included in 

the discussion and work of all Regional Technical Commissions, whereas the ERC might consider including 

the overview of FAO’s work in the region on this theme as one of its standing agenda items. 
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Profile of the ECA delegates 

155. The professional profile of Members’ delegates to the ECA sessions has changed over 

time, with a progressive increase in the participation of senior officers from ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations. This was found to be in line with the desired stronger 

technical focus of the ECA. However, in practice the assessment found high rotation among 

participants and a discrepancy between the national institutional ownership of the ECA and the 

actual participation in the sessions, which undermined the commitment to an effective and 

relevant Commission. 

156. In 2008, the desirable profile and sustained commitment of delegates were also 

specified through Rule 1, paragraph 2 of the ECA Rules of Procedure, and are still highly 

relevant today. Additional evidence available suggests that enhanced participation, ownership 

and commitment to the ECA, could be triggered through the appointment by each Member of 

a Representative to the ECA, from the respective ministry of agriculture or related organization, 

or from the Permanent Representation to FAO, who would be responsible for all ECA matters 

within his/her country for a reasonable time-span. This would enhance Members’ commitment 

to the ECA and could lead to a significant improvement in its relevance and effectiveness. 

Should this role be assigned within the ministry of agriculture or related organization, rather 

than to a staff member of the Permanent Representation to FAO, the appropriate profile would 

be of senior officers who have an in-depth understanding through their work of the regional 

trends and issues in the agriculture and rural development sector, who can contribute to select 

themes of discussion of interest for the entire membership and who can call upon specialists in 

their countries to contribute to the actual ECA sessions and work, as appropriate. 

Role of the Executive Committee  

157. The Executive Committee of the ECA currently plays a multi-tasking role, by 

servicing the ERC, the ECA and the FAO Informal Consultations. The work is efficiently and 

effectively expedited through three to four annual meetings and informal communication 

between these. 

158. Following the decision by the ERC in 2016 that EFC, EIFAAC and possibly other 

regional statutory bodies together with the ECA, should systematically report to the ERC itself, 

the need for some coordination among the concerned regional commissions emerged. This 

would require that all willing and interested FAO Regional Technical Commissions in Europe 

and Central Asia, engage among themselves with the aim of jointly identifying common areas 

of focus for their respective contributions to the ERC, of harmonizing their reporting modality 

and of seeking opportunities for joint debates, presentations and work on themes of common 

interest.  

159. The most appropriate mechanism would appear to be that the ERC assigns the 

coordination of this process to an informal Working Group of the ERC comprising the chairs 

and secretaries of all the participating regional commissions, under a rotating chairpersonship 

among the chairs of the regional commissions themselves. 

160. A stronger technical focus of the ECA, that would make it more similar to the other 

regional technical commissions, might also require that the Executive Committee should 

exclusively focus on the ECA and no longer be involved in the organization and follow-up of 

the ERC and of the Informal Consultations. Should this be the decision of the Members, 

considering that the ERG cannot substitute for the Executive Committee as it does not include 

the Central Asian Republics, new modalities for discussions on Regional Conference matters 

should be discussed. Two possible options emerged: 

i. The establishment of an ERG Plus informal regional group, with the specific aim of 

the inclusive preparation of the Regional Conference and possibly of the Informal 

Consultations. The ERG Plus could work as a plenary body for this purpose, similarly 
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to the approach of the Latin American and Caribbean Group to the organization of its 

Regional Conference.  

ii. The ERC would establish a voluntary ad-hoc working group comprising some of its 

Members, that would dedicate to the preparation and follow-up on the ERC. This 

Working Group could also include among its tasks, the coordination and 

harmonization of the contributions from all the regional Statutory Bodies that are 

asked to systematically report to the ERC, described above. 

Composition of the Executive Committee 

161. The Executive Committee is the only body in the regional governance system, elected 

and representative of the entire membership of both ERC and ECA. The large majority of its 

members have typically been Permanent Representatives from Resources Partners and Other 

Countries.  

162. The breadth of technical topics in the mandate of the ECA will always require an 

understanding of both FAO and the regional and global trends and issues at stake, which 

typically falls within the expertise of Members’ Permanent Representations. Thus, the ECA 

Executive Committee should draw at least half of its members from among the Permanent 

Representatives, as well as its chairperson, to ensure the Committee comprises a variety of 

views and avoids becoming too narrowly sectorial.52 Most importantly, more diversity in terms 

of sub-region and relationship to FAO among the members of the Executive Committee would 

contribute to better integrate the views and perspective of Programme Countries in the agendas 

and format of the ECA.  

163. Moreover, the Members’ request for a stronger focus of the ECA on technical issues, 

would require more variety in the professional affiliation of the members of the Executive 

Committee, to bring to the ECA a stronger technical edge. This could be achieved by opening 

the membership of the Executive Committee to the Representative to the ECA mentioned 

above, from the Member’s ministry of agriculture or related organization, or other senior staff 

who can similarly contribute to the work of the ECA. 

5.2 Potential scenarios for the ECA 

164. The adoption of all or only a few of the changes discussed above, would lead to 

different ECAs, which would meet to different degrees the needs and expectations of its 

membership. Three main scenarios have been identified: a Business as Usual ECA (BAU-

ECA), an Improved ECA (I-ECA) and a strong Technical ECA (T-ECA).  

165. For the sake of transparency, it is worth mentioning that a few Members also suggested 

during the interviews, splitting the Europe and Central Asia region in two and abolishing the 

ECA as it currently exists. The EU members and any other Member willing to follow, likely 

among those that have mostly an interest in FAO as a normative organization and as ODA 

partner in other regions of the world, would constitute a new regional group and meet through 

an informal Regional Conference on the model of the informal Regional Conference for North 

America. All other Members in the region would maintain their membership in the ERC, would 

constitute a new informal Regional Group in headquarters and regularly meet and discuss issues 

of interest for their programmes and development. Whether this change would have 

consequences for the membership of regional groups for Council-election purposes as well, 

would remain to be seen.  

166. This suggestion was shared with a few other Members, and was met with some doubts 

and disconcert. Also, such an approach is perceived as militating against the basic principles of 

FAO and running against the broader interest of the membership in terms of knowledge sharing 

and enhancing the relevance of the Organization’s work to meet the needs and expectations of 

                                                 
52 The Executive Committee should have an even number of members, plus the chairperson.  
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its entire membership. In the light of this, the proposal was not included among the scenarios 

for the way forward. 

Business as Usual ECA 

167. This scenario would entail no change of the current ECA model, which would continue 

to be managed and organized as in 2015 as also in this format, the ECA provides an opportunity 

for some exchange of experience and knowledge on themes related to agriculture and rural 

development among participants. In theory, the modality of holding the ECA back-to-back with 

the ERC could also be re-instated. 

168. The Executive Committee would maintain its current composition, largely comprising 

of Permanent Representatives; and its multi-tasking role servicing both the ERC and the ECA, 

also providing inputs to the organization of the Informal Consultations.  

169. The major risk attached to this scenario would be that the institutional owners of the 

ECA could grow increasingly disaffected because the attractiveness of the ECA would not 

improve, and at one point, there will be no sufficient quorum that justifies holding the sessions. 

This is unlikely to happen in the immediate future and most probably, ECA would ‘limp along’ 

for a number of sessions to come yet. 

170. Box 23 below synthesis the key features of this scenario. 

Box 23. Characteristics of Business as Usual ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Technical and programmatic 

Format of sessions Presentations to plenary followed by questions and answers 

Profile of Delegates Mix of Permanent Representations and ministries of agriculture and 

related organizations, with no significant effort to ensure continuity 

Role of Executive Committee Coordination and support to the ECA, ERC and Informal consultation 

Composition of Executive Committee Mostly Permanent Representations 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC or back-to-back 

Duration 2 days 

 

Improved ECA 

171. The Improved ECA scenario would entail adjusting most of the key features along the 

identified options. This would result in a more technical ECA, through an agenda and format 

that better meet the requests for more focused and specialised debate and exchange and enables 

more participation, and with a stronger degree of ownership and commitment by delegates.  

172. In this scenario, the Executive Committee would not change in composition and it 

would continue to be the interlocutor to FAO Secretariat during the inter-sessional periods, for 

ECA, ERC and the Informal Consultations.  

173. Box 24 below synthesis the key features of this scenario. 

Box 24. Characteristics of Improved ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Largely technical, programmatic agenda items only exceptional 

Format of sessions Mix of plenary presentations from key-note speakers, panel debates, 

working groups for sharing experience 

Profile of Delegates Efforts to ensure long-term continuity in attendance from ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations 

Role of Executive Committee Coordination and support to the ECA, ERC and Informal consultation 

Composition of Executive Committee Largely Permanent Representations, with a stronger and more 

systematic participation from Programme Countries 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC  

Duration 2-3 days 

 

Technical ECA 
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174. This scenario foresees that ECA transforms into a fully technical regional Statutory 

Body – on par with EFC, EIFAAC and others – which provides its technical advice and 

recommendations to the ERC but has no other link to the ERC. In this scenario, also the 

Executive Committee should exclusively focus on technical regional issues and preparation of 

the ECA sessions.  

175. As discussed above, an ERG Plus, or a Working Group of the ERC, should be 

established to ensure dialogue with REU and FAO on the ERC, and possibly on the Informal 

Consultations, during the intersessional period. 

176. Box 25 below synthesis the key features of this scenario. 

Box 25. Characteristics of Technical ECA 

Feature Description 

Agenda of sessions Largely technical, programmatic agenda items only exceptional; strong 

consultative process with Members for the selection of the main theme 

of each session 

Format of sessions Mix of plenary presentations from key-note speakers, panel debates, 

working groups for sharing experience; virtual community of practice 

among delegates for inter-sessional debate 

Profile of Delegates Senior officers from ministries of agriculture and related organizations, 

committed to long-term engagement in the ECA 

Role of Executive Committee ECA oversight and management 

Composition of Executive Committee Mixed membership, aiming at 50% of members from Permanent 

Representations, plus the chairperson, and 50% from ministries of 

agriculture and related organizations 

Timing of session Alternate year from ERC  

Duration 2-3 days 
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Annex 1, Terms of Reference 

Introduction 

1. The FAO European Commission on Agriculture (ECA) is one of the FAO statutory bodies 

for the Europe and Central Asia Region. It comprises all FAO members in the region; its 

Executive Committee (Ex Com) meets at FAO Headquarters and its Secretariat is hosted 

by the FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia, located in Budapest. In 2014, 

FAO Member Nations agreed to modify the timing of the ECA sessions, to enhance its 

technical guidance role in the FAO Regional Conference for Europe (ERC) and better 

contribute to FAO’s work in the region. Members also requested that an early assessment 

be conducted, of the results stemming from the change in ECA timing and focus. The first 

session of the ECA under the new model took place in September 2015.   

2. This document proposes the detailed Terms of Reference for such an assessment, 

which draw on: interviews with the Acting Chair and members of the ECA Ex Com, the chair 

of the European Regional Group (ERG); senior management of REU and SEC; and a 

preliminary analysis of relevant documents. The document also includes the methodology and 

time-schedule for the exercise. The draft ToRs  were shared with all the above key stakeholders 

and with the whole of ERG, for their comments and suggestions, before finalizing.53 

Background 

3. The FAO European Commission on Agriculture (ECA) was established in 1949 under 

Article VI of the Constitution of the Organization. Over time, the ECA has taken several turns 

in terms of mandate, set-up, and name.54 Its current purpose is ‘To assist Member Governments 

to undertake joint action and to cooperate in technological agricultural problems, including 

research, education, extension, review of all nutrition questions, questions relating to 

agricultural economy not under the purview of the Committee on Commodity Problems, and 

related activities in or by Member Governments in Europe, as well as to encourage and 

facilitate cooperation between international governmental and non-governmental 

organizations concerned with agriculture in Europe; and to make recommendations on all 

matters within its geographical and technical competence.’55 

4. The Commission is open to all Members of the FAO Europe and Central Asia Region. 

As of 2016, its membership has the same composition as the ERC, with 53 Member Countries 

plus the European Union (EU) as a Member Organization and Faroe Islands as an Associate 

Member. Both the ERC and the ECA differ from the European Regional Group (ERG), which 

was created by FAO for balanced representation at Council for voting purposes. The latter is 

comprised of the Permanent Representatives of 48 Member Nations, one Member Organization 

and an Associate Member. The five ERC Member Nations that do not participate in ERG are: 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, which are members of the Asian Regional Group; and 

Tajikistan and Turkmenistan, which are members of the Near East Group. 

5. The difference in membership between the ERC and the ERG is that that the ERG, 

unlike all other FAO regional groups, cannot be the only body involved in making decisions, 

among others, about the agenda for the ERC, regional priority setting and the Region’s position 

on specific topics. 

6. The ECA is steered by an Executive Committee (Ex Com) composed of a Chairperson, 

a Vice-Chair person and six members elected in their personal capacity by the Commission 

                                                 
53 For full disclosure, the document was prepared by a senior consultant recruited by REU with the double task 

of preparing the ToRs and conducting the assessment itself. 
54 ECA was known as the European Committee on Agricultural Technology from 1949 to 1952 and as the 

European Committee on Agriculture until 1956. 
55 FAO Governing and Statutory Bodies Web site, http://www.fao.org/unfao/govbodies/gsb-subject-

matter/statutory-bodies-details/en/c/76/?no_cache=1. 
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from among the Permanent Representatives or senior officers from Permanent Representations. 

The Ex Com is the only body elected by the Membership of the Region, but since 1999, it is no 

longer a statutory body of the Organization.  

7. The Commission also monitors the activities of the European System of Cooperative 

Research Networks in Agriculture (ESCORENA), and it used to oversee the work of the 

Working Party on Women and the Family in Rural Development (WPW), a statutory body that 

was abolished in 2014. 

8. The first session of the ECA was convened in Rome in September 1949. Until 1959, 

the ECA was held every year, usually in Rome. Between 1961 and 1967, and 1987 and 1999, 

its sessions took place every two years, alternating with the ERC. Between 1968 and 1984, the 

ECA and the ERC were held in the same year, but in different locations and most frequently, a 

few months apart.  

9. The 31st session of the ECA in October 1999 and the 22nd FAO Regional Conference 

for Europe in 2000, after lengthy discussions on the role, mandate and timing of the former, 

delegated decision-making in this respect to the ERG. By its 32nd Session in March 2002, the 

ECA’s mandate had been revised and was ‘geared towards reviewing technical aspects of 

importance to European agriculture and rural development, and to submit the outcome of 

discussions and recommendations to the FAO European Regional Conference’56 for policy 

discussion and adoption. With regards to timing, the ECA convened two months before the 

ERC in 2002 and 2004, and back-to-back with the Regional Conference from 2006 onward. 

10. As of mid-2012, the ECA had three functions: 

i. It acted as a regional technical statutory body which identified and discussed key 

technical issues related to agriculture and rural development with the objective of 

making conclusions and recommendations to the ERC on proposed agenda items; 

ii. It was directly linked to the ERC, and the results of discussions and recommendations 

stemming from the ECA were submitted to the ERC for policy discussion and 

adoption; 

iii. The ECA Ex Com, acting as an intersession body, was involved in the preparation of 

the agenda of the ERC and facilitated the communication with the ERG.57 

 

11. In 2013, the ‘Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices for Europe and 

Central Asia’58 recommended, among other things, to “reinvigorate the technical role of the 

ECA by focusing on the pressing issues of interest to the Region as a whole. In order to best do 

this, the sessions of the ECA should be held in alternate years to the ERC.” This was accepted 

by FAO Senior Management and Governing Bodies, as well as by the 38th Session of the ECA 

and the 29th Session of the ERC in Bucharest in 2014, which added the provision that ‘ECA 

(should be) held at least six months in advance of the ERC in order to enhance the ECA 

preparatory activities and technical support in preparation for the ERC.’ 

12. The 2014 ECA and ERC could not agree on a permanent location for future ECA 

sessions and decided that each Session should choose the location for the following one. The 

39th Session of the ECA, the first to be held separately from the ERC since 2006, convened in 

September 2015 in Budapest. The same location was retained for the 40th session to be held in 

September 2017. 

13. The 29th session of the ERC also agreed to review whether the objective of revitalizing 

the ECA had been achieved after the first separate session in 2015. The 39th session of the ECA 

                                                 
56 Report of the Thirty-second Session of the European Commission on Agriculture (ECA), Rome, Italy, 7-8 

March 2002, at http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Europe/documents/ECA/Eca32_1.pdf. 
57 Point iii) was the only one that had not been formalized. 
58 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mf581e.pdf, January 2013.  

http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mf581e.pdf
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in 2015 and the 30th Session of the ERC in May 2016, confirmed this recommendation and 

expanded the scope of the assessment to include ECA’s contribution to FAO’s work.  

14. Finally, the 30th session of the ERC held in Antalya, Turkey in May 2016, agreed to 

the proposal that the reports from two other FAO Technical Commissions for Europe, namely 

the European Forestry Commission (EFC) and the European Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Advisory Commission (EIFAAC), become an integral part of the ERC as of 2018. This was 

approved with the understanding that the three Technical Commissions should, to some extent, 

coordinate their agendas and discussions, to provide relevant inputs to the ERC. 

Purpose and scope of the assessment 

15. The main purpose of the assessment is to provide an analysis of the relevance, 

efficiency and effectiveness of the ECA, with a focus on the initial results of the reform process 

approved in 2014. Should it be appropriate, the assessment will also formulate suggestions for 

the way forward, for consideration by ECA and ERC members and the FAO Secretariat, to 

enhance the quality of the contribution of the ECA to the discussion and decision-making 

process of the ERC: In this perspective, the assessment will also take into account the 

commitment of FAO and its membership to implement Agenda 2030 and pursue the 

achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

16. The assessment will analyse the evolution of the mandate and role of the ECA since 

2006, when the pattern of the ECA held back-to-back with ERC first became operational. 

Within this period, attention will mostly concentrate on ECA’s role and function since 2010, 

when FAO Regional Conferences became Governing Bodies of the Organization through the 

reform process linked to the approval of the Immediate Plan of Action. Whenever considered 

necessary to strengthen any of the planned quantitative analysis, information from previous 

sessions will also be sought. 

Overarching questions, criteria and issues for the assessment 

17. The overarching question for the assessment has been defined as follows: “To what 

extent is ECA providing relevant and useful inputs to FAO European Regional Conference on 

agriculture-related issues in Europe and Central Asia, and what is its added value in this task?”  

18. The assessment of the ECA and its reform process will be conducted based on the 

following criteria:  

 Relevance: this will entail analysing to what extent ECA meets a need of FAO 

Membership in the Europe and Central Asia region, as a platform to discuss regional 

agriculture-related issues; 

 Efficiency: this will entail analysing the extent to which the FAO governance 

machinery in Europe and Central Asia has been streamlined with the ECA reform, the 

clarity and simplification of current communication flow and timeliness of decision-

making based on meetings’ discussions and reports; 

 Effectiveness: this will entail analysing the overall usefulness of ECA, especially since 

its reform, focusing on its role of technical discussion and guidance for ERC and for 

the whole of FAO Membership in the region. 

 

19. A sub-set of key issues, listed below, emerged from the first round of consultations. 

More may emerge during the work, and these will be given due consideration in line with the 

purpose, scope and criteria for the assessment, depending on the resources available. 

i. The function, agenda and format of the ECA within the reformed governance 

mechanism, with particular attention to inclusiveness and potential for participation; 

ii. The link between the ECA and the ERC, and consequences for the timing of the ECA 

within the FAO governance cycle; 
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iii. The role and function of the ECA Executive Committee within the reformed 

governance mechanism; 

iv. The potential for coordination among the ECA, the EFC and EIFAAC and possible 

mechanisms to enable a smooth process in this respect;  

v. The role of the Ex Com in the preparation of the Informal Consultations within the 

reformed governance mechanism; 

vi. The link between the ECA and the FAO Committee on Agriculture (CoAG). 

Stakeholders, approach and methodology 

20. The primary stakeholders for the assessment are: 

 Representatives to FAO from Europe and Central Asia Member Nations, who are 

members of the ECA, the ERC and the ERG; 

 FAO Regional and Sub-regional Offices for Europe and Central Asia, in their double 

capacity as Secretaries of all the Governing Bodies and Statutory Bodies of the 

Organization and first ports-of-call for the Member Nations in the region, with respect 

to direct assistance from FAO. 

 

21. Additional stakeholders and key informants include: 

 Other participants from Member Nations who attend FAO technical and governance 

meetings for the region, including Civil Society representatives; 

 FAO staff who support the technical and programmatic debate in ECA and ERC with 

technical inputs; 

 The Chairs and Secretaries of the European Forestry Commission (EFC) and of the 

European Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Advisory Commission (EIFAAC), in 

consideration of their new reporting line to ERC; 

 Chairs and secretaries of other FAO Technical Committees that are relevant to the 

assessment, such as the Central Asian and Caucasus Regional Fisheries and 

Aquaculture Commission (CACFish), the General Fisheries Commission for the 

Mediterranean (GFCM) and CoAG. 

 

22. The assessment will follow a consultative and transparent approach that will include 

frequent interaction with all key stakeholders listed above. Comments and suggestions on the 

draft versions of the Terms of Reference and of the Report will also be shared.  

23. The assessment will be formative, forward-looking and based on the triangulation of 

the information, data and evidence gathered on the key issues and against the agreed criteria. 

These will be used to draw conclusions, identify gaps and/or needs for remedial action and 

formulate relevant suggestions for the way forward. The assessment will mostly be based on 

qualitative information, supported by quantitative analysis whenever possible, and collected 

through a variety of tools including:  

 In-depth desk-review of documents and reports, including independent and internal 

reviews and evaluations, by: FAO Governing Bodies and Member Nations; FAO 

Senior Management, Secretariat and Office of Evaluation; this will include: 

 Analysis of patterns of attendance of ECA and ERC sessions between 1999 and 

2016; 

 Analysis of ECA and ERC agendas, reports, technical documents;  

 Identification of Best Practices and experiences from ECA and ERC past sessions, 

and other FAO Governing Bodies sessions as applicable and relevant, with 

particular attention to the format of meetings and the opportunities offered for 

participation;  
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 Comparison of ECA agendas, formats and attendance with those of other technical 

committees, based on interviews with respective Secretaries and Chairs; 

 Semi-structured interviews, face-to-face or by phone/skype, with the Permanent 

Representations of all available ECA and ERC members, supported by check lists and 

quantitative scoring exercises; 

 Group discussions with Representatives of Member Nations, on the occasion of 

regional and sub-regional informal groups’ coordination meetings, at various points 

along the assessment process; 

 A questionnaire for other ECA participants and observers, if necessary, supported by 

semi-structured interviews with a selected sample of recipients; 

 Observation of selected sessions of the ERG and ECA Executive Committees. 

 

24. A foreseeable limitation in the assessment will be the absence of a baseline for 

comparison of the current ECA performance, due to the limited number of stakeholders who 

have the institutional memory of ECA functioning and performance over time because of the 

high turn-over of Permanent Representations’ staff. Mitigation measures will include the in-

depth analysis of ECA and ERC agendas and reports and interviews with FAO senior staff who 

are knowledgeable about the functioning of ECA over the period under analysis. 

Organization and time-table 

25. The assessment will be conducted by a senior consultant, recruited by REU, based on 

separate ToRs. Senior Management in EU and SEC, ECA and ERC Secretaries, and REU and 

SEC staff, will support the assessment with information, documents and time for interviews 

and discussions, throughout the process. This will also include facilitating access to key 

stakeholders and informants in those Member Nations that do not have Permanent 

Representations in Rome. 

26. The Permanent Representations of ECA members will support the process, by making 

time available for interviews with the senior consultant, and by facilitating access to relevant 

documents as well as to other stakeholders and key informants in their respective countries. 

27. Box 1 below proposes a timetable for the assignment. Adjustments may be necessary, 

according to the availability of key stakeholders for interviews. 

 
Box 1. Indicative Timetable for the Assessment  

Activity Responsibility Period/deadline 
Preparatory phase interviews Consultant 17-24 October 2016 

Draft Terms of Reference for the Assessment Consultant 31 October 2016 

REU comments REU 7 November 2016 

Circulation draft ToR to Ex Com ECA Secretary 9 November 2016 

Discussion of draft ToRs at ExCom meeting Ex Com, REU, consultant 21 November 2016 

Final version ToRs circulated Consultant, ECA 

secretariat 

24 November 2016 

Desk-review of documents, interviews  Consultant December 2016-January 

2017 

Questionnaire (if any) Consultant January 2017 

Circulation of draft report to REU Consultant 25 February 2017 

Comments to consultant REU 17 March 2017 

Integration of comments and circulation of 

revised draft to Executive Committee 

Consultant 24 March 2017 

Comments to consultant Executive Committee 10 April 2017 

Integration of comments and circulation of 

revised draft to ERG 

Consultant 18 April 2017 

Comments to consultant ERG members 5 May 2017 

Integration of comments  Consultant 10 May 2017 
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Circulation of final report to all stakeholders ECA Secretary 15 May 2017 

Presentation of final report to ECA  ECA Secretary/ Consultant September 2017 

 

Tentative outline for the report 

28. The outline below is fairly accurate in terms of contents of the report, but still rather 

tentative regarding section titles and structure. 

I. Introduction 

II. Purpose, scope and methodology 

III. Brief history of ECA 

IV. Analysis of the role and profile of ECA and its Executive Committee over the period 

2002-2016: contents of the agenda, its relevance, attendance, calendar, links to ERC, etc. 

V. Stakeholders’ views on the key issues: synthesis of the views of FAO Member Nations 

in Europe and Central Asia, including both Permanent Representations and other 

participants and observers; and of FAO Secretariat.  

VI. The way forward: conclusions and suggestions for the future of ECA. 

 

29. Annexes will include at least: Terms of Reference for the assessment, tables 

synthesising data on attendance of ECA sessions and analysis of the agendas and people 

interviewed. 
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Annex 3, Stakeholders met during the ECA assessment 
 

Title First name Surname Role Organization Location 

Mr Francisco-

Javier 

Alcazar-Sirvent Principal Administrator Directorate-General For Agriculture, European Commission, 

European Union 

Belgium 

Ms Cristina Amaral Former Deputy Regional 

Representative 

FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Mr Mario Arvelo Ambassador, Permanent 

Representative; Dean of Latin America 

and the Caribbean to the UN in Rome 

Permanent Representation of the Dominican Republic to the UN 

agencies in Rome 

Italy 

Mr Davide Bradanini Counsellor Permanent Representation of Italy to the UN agencies  Italy 

Ms Eve Crowley Deputy Regional Representative FAO Regional Office for Latin America and the Caribbean Chile 

Mr David Dawe Senior Economist, Secretary of the 

FAO Regional Conference for Asia and 

the Pacific 

FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific Thailand 

Mr Hilmi Ergin Dedeoğlu Agricultural Counsellor Office of the Counsellor for Agricultural Affairs, Embassy of the 

Republic of Turkey 

Italy 

Mr Tito  Diaz Sub-Regional Coordinator FAO Sub-Regional Office for Central America Panama 

Mr Aleksandar Drljevic First Counsellor Embassy of Montenegro Rome 

Ms Eleonora Dupouy Food Safety and Consumer Protection 

Officer 

FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Mr Spyridon Ellinas Alternate Permanent Representative Permanent Representation of Republic of Cyprus to UN 

Organisations in Rome 

Italy 

Mr Nicola Ferri Legal and Institutional Officer General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Italy 

Mr Cathal Gallagher Chairperson European Inland Fisheries And Aquaculture Advisory Commission 

(EIFAAC) 

Ireland 

Ms Fernanda Guerrieri Former Assistant Director-General/ 

Regional Representative 

FAO Italy 

Ms Fatima Hachem Former Secretary of the FAO Regional 

Conference for the Near East 

FAO Italy 

Dr Hans Hoogeveen Ambassador, Permanent Representative Permanent Representation of the Kingdom of the Netherlands Italy 

Mr Raimund Jehle ECA Secretary FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Mr Zoltan  Kalman Permanent Representative to FAO Embassy of Hungary Italy 
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Title First name Surname Role Organization Location 

Mr Damien Kelly Deputy Irish Permanent Representative 

to FAO 

Embassy of Ireland Italy 

Ms Eva Kovács International Consultant on Fish 

Production 

FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Ms Elisabetta Lanzellotto Officer Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies, Directorate 

General for International Policies and the European Union 

Italy 

Mr Hans-Jörg Lehman Former Permanent Representative Permanent Representation of Switzerland to FAO, IFAD, WFP Switzerland 

Mr  Victor Léon Strategy and planning officer FAO Regional Office for Latin America and the Caribbean Chile 

Mr Marios Lyberopoulos Minister Counsellor Embassy of Greece in Rome Italy 

Ms Elizabeth Nasskau Deputy Permanent Representative to 

FAO and IFAD  

United Kingdom Permanent Representation to the United Nations 

Food and Agriculture Agencies in Rome 

Italy 

Mr Inge Nordang Ambassador Norwegian mission to the UN agencies in Rome  Italy 

Ms Marieta Okenkova Permanent Representative of the Slovak 

Republic to FAO and WFP 

Embassy of the Slovak Republic in Italy Italy 

Mr Willem  Olthof First Counsellor, Development 

Counsellor 

Delegation of the European Union to the Holy See, to the Order of 

Malta and to the UN Organisations in Rome 

Italy 

Ms Emanuela  Politi Coordination politique internationale Ministère de l'Agriculture, de la Viticulture et de la Protection des 

consommateurs  

Luxembourg 

Mr François Pythoud Permanent Representative  Permanent Representation of Switzerland to FAO, IFAD, WFP Italy 

Mr  Adnan  Quereshi Senior Administrative Officer FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific Thailand 

Mr Vladimir  Rakhmanin Assistant Director-General/ Regional 

Representative 

FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Ms Graziella Romito Director Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies, Directorate 

General for International Policies and the European Union 

Italy 

Ms Daniela Rotondaro Ambassador Embassy of San Marino in Italy Italy 

Ms Terri Sarch Ambassador, Permanent Representative United Kingdom Permanent Representation to the United Nations 

Food and Agriculture Agencies in Rome 

Italy 

Mr Frank Schmit Coordination politique internationale Ministère de l'Agriculture, de la Viticulture et de la Protection des 

consommateurs  

Luxembourg 

Mr Reuben Sessa ECA Secretary FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Ms Yuriko Shoji Sub-Regional Coordinator FAO Sub-regional Office for Central Asia Turkey 

Mr Abdellah Srour Executive Secretary General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean Italy 



62  ECA/40/17/7 Web annex  

 

Title First name Surname Role Organization Location 

Mr Goran Stavrik ERC Secretary FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia Hungary 

Mr Siim Tiidemann Permanent Representative of Estonia to 

FAO 

Embassy of the Republic of Estonia Italy 

Mr Raymon van Anrooy Fishery and Aquaculture Officer FAO Subregional Office for the Caribbean (FAO-SLC) Barbados 

Mr Klas Pieter van der Veen Junior Professional Officer Permanent Representation of the Kingdom of the Netherlands Italy 

Dr Hedwig Wögerbauer Former Director Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water 

Management 

Austria 

Mr Ekrem Yazici Deputy Chief Joint Forestry and Timber Section, UN Economic Commission for 

Europe (ECE), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 

Switzerland 
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Annex 4, Information on FAO Members in Europe and Central Asia, as of February 2017 
 
Country  Region for 

Council 

elections  

Regional 

Office 

Regional 

Group 

Regional 

Conference and 

ECA membership 

Permanent 

Representation 

Date membership 

FAO 

Year of RC 

membership 

Programme 

countries (x); 

Only regional 

projects (O) 

Resource 

Partners for 

the region 

FAO 

network 

Albania Europe REU ERG ERC x 1973, November 1974 x   Multiple 

Accreditation 

Andorra Europe   ERG ERC   2007, November 2008 
     

Armenia Europe REU ERG ERC x 1993, November 1994 x   Multiple 

Accreditation 

Austria Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1947, August  1960 
 x   

Azerbaijan Europe REU ERG/NERG 

Obs 

ERC; NERC x 1995, October 1997 x   Fully-fledged 

FAOR 

Belarus Europe REU ERG ERC x  2005, November 2006 x     

Belgium Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1945, October 1960 
     

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

Europe REU ERG/G77 ERC x 1993, November 1994 x     

Bulgaria Europe REU ERG ERC x 1967, November 1968 
     

Croatia Europe REU ERG ERC x 1993, November 1994 O     

Cyprus Europe   ERG/NERG 

Obs 

ERC; NERC x 1960, September 1970 

     
Czech Republic 

(formerly 

Czechoslovakia) 

Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1993, November 1970; 1994 

 

x   

Denmark Europe   ERG/OECD/NG ERC x 1945, October 1960 
     

Estonia Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1991, November 1992 
 

    

European Union 

(Member 

Organization) 

    ERG/OECD ERC x 1991, November 1992 

 

x   

Faroe Islands 

(Associate 

Member) 

      ERC   2007, November 2008 

     
Finland Europe   ERG/OECD/NG ERC x 1947, August 1960 

 x   
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Country  Region for 

Council 

elections  

Regional 

Office 

Regional 

Group 

Regional 

Conference and 

ECA membership 

Permanent 

Representation 

Date membership 

FAO 

Year of RC 

membership 

Programme 

countries (x); 

Only regional 

projects (O) 

Resource 

Partners for 

the region 

FAO 

network 

France Europe   ERG/OECD ERC; APRC x 1945, October 1960 
     

Georgia Europe REU ERG ERC x 1995, October 1995 x   Multiple 

Accreditation 

Germany Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1950, November 1960 
     

Greece Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1945, October 1960 
 

    
Hungary Europe REU ERG/OECD ERC x 1967, November 1968 

 x   

Iceland Europe   ERG/OECD/NG ERC x 1945, October 1982 
     

Ireland Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1946, September 1960 
     

Israel Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1949, November 1960 
     

Italy Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1946, September 1960 
 

x   

Kazakhstan Asia REU Asia group ERC; APRC x 1997, November 2006 x   Fully-fledged 

FAOR 

Kyrgyzstan Near East REU Asia/Near East 

group nr 

ERC; NERC   1993, November 2006 x   Fully-fledged 

FAOR 

Latvia Europe   ERG ERC x 1991, November 1992 
     

Lithuania Europe   ERG ERC x 1991, November 1992 
     

Luxembourg Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1945, October 1960 
     

Malta Europe   ERG ERC; NERC x 1964, October 1964 O     

Monaco Europe   ERG ERC x 2001, November 2002 
     

Montenegro 

(formerly 

Yugoslavia and 

Serbia/Montenegro) 

Europe REU ERG ERC x 2007, November 2008 x     

Netherlands Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1945, October 1960 
     

Norway Europe   ERG/OECD/NG ERC x 1945, October 1960 
 x   

Poland Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1957, November 1960 
     

Portugal Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1946, September 1960 
     

Republic of 

Moldova 

Europe REU ERG ERC x 1995, October 1995 x   Multiple 

Accreditation 
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Country  Region for 

Council 

elections  

Regional 

Office 

Regional 

Group 

Regional 

Conference and 

ECA membership 

Permanent 

Representation 

Date membership 

FAO 

Year of RC 

membership 

Programme 

countries (x); 

Only regional 

projects (O) 

Resource 

Partners for 

the region 

FAO 

network 

Romania Europe REU ERG ERC x 1961, November 1966 
     

Russian Federation Europe REU ERG ERC; APRC x 2006, April 2006 O x   

San Marino Europe   ERG ERC x 1999, November 2000 
     

Serbia (formerly 

Yugoslavia and 

Serbia/Montenegro) 

Europe REU ERG ERC x 2001, November 2002 x     

Slovakia Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1993, November 1995 
     

Slovenia Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1993, November 1995 
 

    

Spain Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1951, April 1960 
 

    

Sweden Europe   ERG/OECD/NG ERC x 1950, February 1960 
     

Switzerland Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1946, September 1960 
 x   

Tajikistan Near East REU   ERC; NERC   1995, October 2006 x   Fully-fledged 

FAOR 

The former 

Yugoslav Republic 

of Macedonia 

(formerly 

Yugoslavia) 

Europe REU ERG ERC x 1993, November 1960; 1995 x     

Turkey Europe REU ERG/NERG 

Obs/OECD 

ERC; NERC x 1948, April 1960 x x Fully-fledged 

FAOR 

Turkmenistan Near East REU Near East Group  ERC; NERC x 1995, October 2008 O     

Ukraine Europe REU ERG ERC x 2003, November 2004 x     

United Kingdom Europe   ERG/OECD ERC x 1945, October 1960 
 

    

Uzbekistan Asia REU Asia group ERC; APRC x 2001, November 2006 x   Multiple 

Accreditation 
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Annex 5, Questionnaire for ECA and ERC participants 
 

Introduction 

 

Following the recommendations stemming from the 38th and 39th sessions of the European Commission on Agriculture (ECA), and the 30th 

Session of the Regional Conference for Europe (ERC), the Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia of FAO (REU) is carrying out the 

Assessment of the ECA, which will be discussed at the 40th ECA session in September 2017. 

The main purpose of the assessment is to provide an analysis of the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of the ECA, with a focus on the 

initial results of the reform process approved in 2014. The assessment will be based on both analysis of documents and the views and opinions 

of ECA members. 

We are contacting you now in your capacity as representative of your organization in ECA and/or ERC sessions in the period 2010-2016 and 

kindly ask you to contribute to the assessment by responding to this survey. We consider it should take about 15 minutes to respond to it. 

 

The deadline for responses is Friday 27 January 2017. 

All responses and information provided will be treated with the utmost confidentiality. 

 

Your views are very important to the overall conduct of the Assessment and will constitute an important part of the evidence base for the 

analysis of the performance of the ECA. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at tullia.aiazzi@gmail.com should you have any query about the questionnaire or problem in accessing the 

web-based version. 

 

We warmly thank you in advance for your collaboration in this important step in the Assessment of the ECA. 

 

  

mailto:tullia.aiazzi@gmail.com
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Information on the respondent to the questionnaire 

 
Question 1. Country where the organization of the respondent is located 

 

 
Question 2. Type of organization for which the respondent works 

Government Academy and research organization NGO Other 

    

 
Question 3. Name of the organization for which the respondent works  

 

 
Question 4. Role of respondent in the organization 

 

 
Question 5. Respondent attended sessions of the FAO European Commission on Agriculture in: 

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2015 None 

       

 
Question 6. Respondent attended sessions of the FAO Regional Conference for Europe in: 

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 None 

       

 
Question 7. Respondent attended sessions of the FAO Informal Consultation for Europe and Central Asia in: 

2012 2013 2015 None 
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Opinion on the focus of discussion in ECA 

Question 8. Please assess to what extent your organization was interested in the topics that were discussed at the most recent ECA sessions. 

N. Topics Not at all 

interested 

Not 

much 

interes

ted 

Slightly 

un-

interested 

Slightly 

interested 

Interested Highly 

interested 

Do not 

know 

8.1 Mapping and Policy Response to Climate Change Impacts On 

Agriculture And Rural Areas 
       

8.2 Challenges of water scarcity in the Europe and Central Asia 

region and recommendations for adaptation 
       

8.3 Improvement of rural livelihoods in Central and Eastern 

Europe and the CIS through sustainable improvement in 

livestock production 

       

8.4 Income diversification for sustainable development of 

European and Central Asian rural areas - Role of the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

       

8.5 Land reform and farm performance in Europe: a 20-year 

perspective 
       

8.6 Agricultural Cooperatives in Eurasia        

8.7 Agri- Food Systems for Better Nutrition in Europe and Central 

Asia 
       

8.8 Towards risk-based drought management in Europe and 

Central Asia 
       

8.9 The Gender Gap in Agriculture in Eastern Europe - Results of 

Recent Country Rural Gender Assessments 
       

8.10 Innovation in family farming in Europe and Central Asia        

8.11 Combating land degradation for food security and provision of 

soil ecosystem services in Europe and Central Asia – 

International Year of Soil 2015 

       

8.12 Gender-sensitive analysis of social protection programs for 

rural residents 
       

8.13 Addressing social and economic burden of malnutrition 

through nutrition-sensitive agricultural and food policies in the 

region of Europe and Central Asia 
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Question 9. Please assess to what extent your organization is interested in ECA as a platform to discuss agriculture- related issues in Europe 

and Central Asia. 

Not at all interested Not much interested Slightly un-

interested 

Slightly interested Interested Highly interested Do not know 

       

 
Question 10. Please assess to what extent your organization is interested in discussing during ECA, the contribution of FAO to support its 

Members in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals and Agenda 2030. 

Not at all interested Not much interested Slightly un-

interested 

Slightly interested Interested Highly interested Do not know 

       

 
Question 11. Please list other priority topics you would like to see discussed during ECA sessions in future. 

 
Question 12. Please assess the quality of the technical papers made available for discussion at the latest ECA session you attended. 

 
Very poor Poor Slightly un-

satisfactory 

Slightly satisfactory Good Excellent Do not know 

       

 
Question 13. Please provide any explanation and comment to any of the above assessments, if you wish to do so. 

 
Question 14. Please provide any suggestion you may have for improving the relevance and interest of discussions at ECA. Please provide any 

example of Best Practice you may know from other meetings. 
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Performance of ECA sessions 

 
Question 15. Please assess to what extent your country contributed to setting the agenda of the latest ECA session you attended. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 16. Please assess to what extent your overall expectations were met at the latest ECA session you attended. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 17. Please assess to what extent your expectations were met in terms of contents of the discussion, at the latest ECA session you 

attended. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 18. Please assess to what extent your expectations were met in terms of format of the session, at the latest ECA session you attended. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 19. Please assess to what extent your expectations were met in terms of enabling the active contribution of participants, at the latest 

ECA session you attended. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 20. Please provide any explanation and comment to any of the above assessments, if you wish to do so. 

 
Question 21. Please provide any suggestion you may have for improving ECA agenda, format, and participation of delegates. Please provide any 

example of Best Practice you may know from other meetings 
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The link between the ECA and the ERC 

 
Question 22. In 2015, the ECA was held six months before the ERC. Please assess to what extent this change in timing contributed to make the 

ECA a more interesting meeting. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 23. Please assess the contribution of the discussion in the latest ECA session you attended, to the decision-making process in ERC. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 24. Please assess to what extent the discussion in ECA contributed to the discussion in ERC, until 2014. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 25. Please assess to what extent the discussion in the 2015 ECA contributed to the discussion in the 2016 ERC. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 26. Please assess to what extent your expectations were met with respect to the link and flow of information between the 2015 ECA and 

the 2016 ERC. 

Not at all Little Not sufficiently Sufficiently Largely Fully Do not know Not applicable 

        

 
Question 27. Please provide any explanation and comment to any of the above assessments, if you wish to do so. 

 
Question 28. Please provide any suggestion you may have for improving the timing of the ECA with respect to the ERC and the flow of 

communication between the two meetings. Please provide any example of Best Practice you may know from other meetings. 
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Annex 6, List of topics for ECA sessions suggested by respondents to the 

questionnaire 
 

Innovation 

 Innovation 

 Innovation in family farming in Europe and Central Asia 

Natural disasters management 

 Methods of combating natural disasters to prevent or reduce actual damage from 

hazards (especially anti-hail protection) 

 Management of natural disasters 

Climate Change 

 Climate Smart Agriculture 

 Climate change solutions 

Climate change 

Potential for agroecological transition in Europe and Central Asia – with focus on the 

role of agroecology in climate change mitigation and adaptation 

Land Management 

 Land Management in general 

 Land reform 

 Land reforms (mainly in CIS countries) born necessity for land consolidation. How to 

avoid oligarchic purchasing of land. 

Trade 

 Sustainable Food Systems and elimination of unfair trade practices in the food supply 

chain 

 Trade regulation in the Region in a food security (sovereignty) perspective Impact of 

free trade policies on the Region 

Marketing 

 Marketing of good food of poor farmers 

 Branding and Marketing in Agriculture 

 Labelling and Quality Schemes 

 Value Chain Development as a means of eradication of rural poverty in Caucasus 

Region   

 Potential of labelling products (organic, GI and others) in creating job opportunities in 

the region 

Social issues in agriculture, including youth and gender 

 The influence of migration on food security 

 Migration and promoting investments of remittances into agriculture related businesses 

 The role and importance of employees and their conditions 

 Improving agricultural education sector in Central Asia 

 Youth in Agriculture 

Women and youth within challenges of climate change and migration 

 Impact of young farmers’ activities on rural development for Europe and Central Asia 



ECA 40/17/7 Web annex  73 

 

 

Sustainable Development Goals 

 SDGs follow up, indicators 

 Challenges and Opportunities of SDG agenda in countries policy planning process 

Sustainable natural resources management 

 Agroecology  

 Conservation and diversification of animal and plant genetic resources in agriculture. 

Biodiversity conservation 

 Sustainable forest management 

 Sustainable agriculture (organic farming, agroecology) 

Soil management 

Agroecology and organic farming 

Development of Agro-ecology and Organic farming in Europe and Central Asia 

 Biodiversity (genetic resources on agriculture and food) 

 Sustainable Agriculture  

 Sustainable productivity improvement 

Reusing of bio-products 

 Sustainable management of soil and water resources 

Combating land degradation for food security and provision of soil ecosystem services 

in Europe and Central Asia – International Year of Soil 2015 

 Improvement of rural livelihoods in Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS through 

sustainable improvement in livestock production 

Irrigation and drainage 

 Water Efficiency in agriculture 

Land degradation as a real factor on food security 

 Use of agricultural and 

Transboundary animal and plant diseases 

 Plant and Livestock trans-boundary diseases  

Animal Health issues 

 Pests and diseases 

 Anti-Microbial Resistance 

European policies 

 Result of FAO regional Initiative on Empowering smallholders and family farms for 

improved rural livelihoods and poverty reduction 

 European policies and actions regarding to the implementation of the Sustainable 

Development Goals 

EU's external assistance supporting the EU enlargement process in the region 

Food and nutrition security 

 Nutrition 

 Agricultural reforms in the world 

 Food security 

 Small size farms respond to challenges 

 Cooperation points with other FAO Countries. 

 Contribution of nutrient-dense foods to the diet. 

 Agri-Food Systems for Better Nutrition in Europe and Central Asia 
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 Responsible production and consumption in the context of Community Supported 

Agriculture, food sovereignty and solidarity economy 

 National and Regional Agricultural and Food policies to reinforce agricultural (social 

and environmental) sustainability in the Region 

 Food safety 

Others 

 Reduction of Food Loss and Waste 

 Income diversification for sustainable development of European and Central Asian 

rural areas  

 Aquaculture and Fishery  

 Resilience questions 


