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AMPA Review Framework - Final Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The executive summary for the final report on the
review framework of AMPA is divided into five
sections.

¢ [Introduction;

*  Methodology;

¢ Observations;

*  Findings and Recommendations; and

e Implementation Plan.

Introduction

The Agricultural Marketing Programs Act
(AMPA) -- which includes the Advance Payments
Program (APP), the Price Pooling Program (PPP),
and the Government Purchases Program (GPP) --
received Royal Assent by Parliament in April,
1997. According to the Act, the Minister of
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), in
consultation with the Minister of Finance, “must
review the provisions and operations’
(Agricultural Marketing Programs Act, at 41) of
AMPA duringitsfifth year, and subsequently table
a report to Parliament on his or her findings.
Given this legidative requirement, the purpose of
this report is to assist the review process that
culminates in a report to Parliament before April,
2002.

In June 1998, AAFC's Review Branch was
requested by Market and | ndustry Services Branch
(MISB) to creste areview framework for

the Program®. Due to this request, the framework
was developed and based upon to the four
attributes of performance measurement that were
approved by the Departmental Management
Committee (DMC). The four attributes are:

*  Acceptance/Relevance;

 Cod/Benefit;
*  Management Effectiveness; and
e Reaults.

M ethodology

The methodology used in this report was divided
intothreeparts. Firstly, conceptualizing thereview
framework involved situating AMPA into AAFC’s
performance measurement framework by linking
up the expected impacts of the Program with the
key result areas of the business lines relevant to
AMPA (see Figure 1). Secondly, gathering data
for the purpose of creating theframework consisted
of twotechniques: Reviewing numerousdocuments
related to AMPA, and/or its precursor or
component programs; and interviewing 23 persons
within and outside the Department. Thirdly,
planning for implementation of the review
framework entailed identifying appropriate
indicatorsand corresponding datasourcesto match
the review questions for AMPA that had been
formulated from the data gathering processes.
Once this information was prepared, the review
guestions -- with respective indicators and data
sources-- were presented to AMPA’ s management
who then

The word program may be confusing because it
can be used to refer to AMPA or its three
component programs. In this document,
“Program” is utilized to mean AMPA, and
“program” to refer to a program in a generic
sense or to refer to the APP, PPP, and/or GPP.
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ranked each question according to its relative
importance for the upcoming review process.

Observations

Three recurring themes related to AMPA that

emerged from the data gathering are:

* A clear rationale for the Program and its
component programs must be established;

*  Theimpact of AMPA must be identified; and

»  Bvidencefor the necessity of interest-freecash
advances in furthering the objective of AMPA
should be collected.

Severa other important issues also were

highlighted are, and they are:

*  Put more emphasis on orderly marketing;

» Determineif cash advances provide additional
financing to producers,

* Bring in measures to evauate AMPA’s
effectiveness;

» Achievegreater transparency onissuesrelated
to AMPA by introducing mechanisms which
alow more information exchange between
management and stakeholders insde and
outside AAFC;

« Establish the reevance of AMPA;

* Identify the corporate risks associated with
AMPA -- contingency liability> (PPP) and
default rates (APP) were mentioned in the
interviews -- and regularly monitor them;

» Balance client satisfaction on the timeliness of
PPP price guarantees with caution to avoid
contingency liability;

The contingent liability of the PPP refers to any
monetary loss incurred due to the differencein

set price guarantees derived by the Department
and actual commaodity prices.

* Explore the feashbility of dternatives to
AMPA; and

*  Recognize and understand the popularity and
support that theinterest-free aspect of the APP
haswithin the agriculture and agri-food sector.

Findings and Recommendations

In order to address the observations presented
above, four recommendations have been made to
the Department; they are:

1) Develop aset of program indicators so that it
can regularly monitor the Program and, from
this process, develop a semi-annua status
report on AMPA for distribution to AAFC
managers and other key stakeholders;

2) Develop a policy paper, to be distributed to
stakeholders, clarifying the objective and
impact(s) of AMPA and its component
programs within the overall agriculture and
agri-food policy framework;

3) Initiate four activities to prepare for the
upcoming evauation, including a complete a
legal assessment of AMPA’s vulnerability to
litigation and the creation of targets for
defaults and loss-ratios for the APP; and

4) Conduct afull evaluation of AMPA.
The recommendations are to be addressed by a

number of review strategieswhich are summarized
in Figure 2.
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Implementation Plan

An implementation plan for AMPA addresses the
resource and time requirements for the review
strategies (see Figure 3).

The implementation plan was devised in such a

way as to identify who is responsible for each
review strategy and to estimate how long each
strategy would take. Briefly,

1

2)

3)

4)

i

In developing key program indicators for the
Program, AMPA’s management should
organize a one-day session with program
managers to identify the indicators. Review
Branch can be relied upon to facilitate this
meeting.

In developing the policy paper on AMPA, a
Policy Branch/MISB joint initiative should be
undertaken to situate the Program within the
overal agriculture and agri-food policy
framework.

In carrying out the review strategies related to
managing the Program, AMPA’ s management
should assign responsibility to program
managers for each strategy. In ng
AMPA’s vulnerability to litigation, Legad
Services has indicated that the process would
take their office between 1 and 2 days.

With respect to the evauation of AMPA,
Review Branch should lead this process.
Estimates of the human resource, travel, and

consultants costs associated with the

Agriculture and

evaluation are presented in Figure 3. The six

elements of afull evaluation of AMPA are®.

* Interviewing stakeholders;

e Assessing the Program’s management
systems;

»  Conducting an economic analysis study;

»  Completing an access to credit study;

* Carrying out case study analyses;

*  Surveying producers.

The total resource alocation for the evaluation of
AMPA is estimated at 210 FTDs", $50,000 in
consultants' fees, and a $30,000 travel budget.

3

Because all six of the evaluation elements may be
considered resource-intensive for the Department,
they are presented in an order that represents
their priority in relation to each other.

FTD represents Full-Time Days for one Review
Branch employee. While this represents a best
estimate of the time taken to complete the
evaluation element, the days may not be
consecutive.

Agri-Food Canada
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INTRODUCTION

Also known as Bill C-34, the Agricultural
Marketing Programs Act (AMPA) -- which
includes the Advance Payments Program (APP),
the Price Pooling Program (PPP), and the
Government Purchases Program (GPP) -- received
Royal Assent by Parliament in April, 1997.
Importantly, the Act specifies that the Minister of
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), in
consultation with the Minister of Finance, “must
review the provisions and operations’
(Agricultural Marketing Programs Act, at 41) of
AMPA duringitsfifth year, and subsequently table
areport to Parliament on their findings. Inlight of
thelegidative requirement for areview of AMPA,
the purpose of this project wasto outline areview
framework for the Program that would culminate
in a report to be tabled in Parliament by April,
2002. Thisreport isdivided into six sections; they
are

1) A brief introduction to the review framework
project>;

2) The objectives and scope of the project;

3) Methodology;

4) Observations;

5) Findings and recommendations; and

6) An implementation plan for the review
strategies contained in this report.

The next section begins with the objectives and
scope of the review framework for AMPA.

5 Background information on AMPA appearsin

Annex 2.

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

In June 1998, AAFC's Review Branch was

requested by Market and | ndustry Services Branch

(MISB) to develop an evaluation framework® for

AMPA. The purpose of this framework was to

“set the stage” for a subsequent evauation of

AMPA by providing program management with

key issues and questions relevant to future

decision-making on the Program. According tothe

terms of reference’ for the framework, the

objectives of the project are to:

» Clarify AMPA’s objective(s) and that of its
component programs;

»  Ouitlinetheactivitiesand outputsof AMPA, as
well asits expected results (i.e., impacts);

» Providealist of issuesand questionsfor future
studies of AMPA;

» ldentify performance indicators for program
effectiveness and efficiency; and

» Address future information needs, including
data collection requirements.

To understand the performance of programswithin
AAFC, the Departmental Management Committee
(DMC) has requested that senior management be
provided with comprehensive information to
determine: whether or not a program’s results are
being achieved, the program continues to be

Originally, an evaluation framework was
planned. However, throughout the project it was
realized that an expansion of the scope of the
framework to include other review actions for
AMPA was both necessary and possible.
Hereafter in this report, the term review
framework will be used to describe the project
envisioned in the terms of reference.

The terms of reference for this project appear in
Annex 3.
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relevant and acceptable, as well as the costs of
achieving program results and the effectiveness of
management in delivering aprogram. Based upon
thisrequest, the review framework for AMPA was
developed to provide information according to the
following four attributes:

» Acceptance/Relevance (i.e., Isa programand
itsactivitiesrelevant, appropriately designed
and implemented, and perceived as
acceptable by clients and stakeholder s?);

» Cost/Benefit (i.e., Are the costs of a program
in line with its benefits?);

*  Management Effectiveness (i.e., Howwell isa
program being managed?); and

* Reaults(i.e., Areaprogram sobjectivesbeing
achieved and are there any secondary
impacts?).

It is Review Branch’s belief that these goals have
been accomplished without creating too complex an
infrastructure for AMPA’ s management to be able
to proceed, in a practical fashion, with the
necessary review of AMPA. How the findings of
the review framework were identified appears in
the upcoming methodology section.

METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this report has been divided
into three parts

»  Conceptualizing the review framework;

»  Gathering data; and

*  Planning for implementation.

Part 1: Conceptualizing the Review
Framework

Early on in the process for developing the review
framework for AMPA, it was decided that it was
necessary to link the Program to the AAFC
performance framework and the business line
activities of AAFC. The two business lines
relevant to the AMPA’s impacts are Expanding
Marketsand Strong Foundation for the Sector and
Rural Communities®. (The key result areas
[KRAS] of these two businesslines are outlined in
theMain Estimates Report on Plansand Priorities
for 1998-99 [AAFC, 19984)]).

Figure 1 was created to show this link between
AMPA and AAFC’s business line activities. On
theleft-hand side of the figure, asummarized logic
modd for the Program isrepresented. One can see
that the purpose of AMPA and its component
programs, as well as the primary and secondary
impacts of the Program, isdepicted. On the right-
hand side of Figure 1, thetwo businesslinesrelated
to AMPA and their respective KRAsare shown. It
is hoped that by following the recommendations
contained in this report, a further solidification of
the link between AMPA and AAFC's dtrategic
direction will result.

Part 2. Data Gathering
Once the review framework for AMPA was

conceptualized, the next step was to identify
specificreview actionsby collectinginformationon

8 gtrictly speaking, AMPA falls within the
Expanding Markets business line. Secondary
impacts of the Program, however, may carry
over into Srong Foundation for the Sector and
Rural Communities, so it isincluded here.
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the Program. The two main methods of gathering
data in this project were consulting extant
documentsand conducting interviewswith persons
both within and outside of AAFC. Each of these
methods is considered in more detail below.

Document Review. Many documents have been
written on the programs which preceded AMPA.
Any report, evaluation, memoranda, or executive
summary that allowed for abetter understanding of
AMPA and/or itscomponent programswas used to
gather information about the Program and is cited
in the bibliography that follows this report.
Documents of particular interest were ones that
addressed the history, objective, and/or current
activities and impacts of AMPA. The documents
which were found to provide the most insight into
AMPA arelisted in chronological order:

Ernst & Young (1992), Evaluation of APCMA,

PGAPA, APCA & CFEP;

* AgricultureCanada(1993), APCMA, PGAPA,
APCA, CFEP: Executive Report [of Ernst &
Young's (1992) Evaluation];

*  Andersen (1994), Evaluation of APCA and
PGAPA,

e Cash Advance Working Group (1994),
“Marketing Impacts’ Report [on PGAPA &
APCA];

* Riddell (1996), Collection of Memoranda and
Documents Related to the 1995 Nation-wide
Consultations on APCMA, PGAPA, APCA &
APBA;

» Officeof the Auditor General (1998), Chapter
11: Audit of Cash Advance Program[APP].

The second type of data gathering used in this
project, conducting interviews, is considered next.

Interviews. In conjunction with the a review of
existing documentation related to AMPA, 23
interviews were conducted in July and August of
1998 with individuals’ who were familiar with
either the Program, its component program(s), or
both. The names for potentia interviewees were
obtained from a list compiled by program
managersand Review Branch, and approved by the
Director General of Agriculture Industry Services
Directorate.  The response to requests for
interviews was overwhelmingly postive. All
persons who were contacted, except for two
academics who believed AMPA to be outside their
area of expertise, agreed to be interviewed™. The
majority of interviewees (19) worked for AAFC,
but 2 individuals with the Department of Finance
as well as 2 academics, also were interviewed.
Two interviewers conducted the interviews which
ranged from 30-90 minutes, and interviewees
received a copy of the interview guide and a
program profilein advance of theinterview. A list
of interviewees according to their area of expertise
isasfollows:
Within AAFC

* 3 Program managers

» 3 Strategic Business Planning

* 3 Farm Income Policy

e 2 Senior managers

* 2Finance

e 1 Co-Op Secretariat

e 1 Market Analysis

Except on one occasion where two persons were
interviewed together, all interviews were carried
out with one individual at atime.

10 Two potential interviewees referred to
colleagues as replacements; in both cases, the
colleagues agreed to be interviewed.

' Theinterview guide appearsin Appendix 4.

I * Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada

6 Review Branch



AMPA Review Framework - Final Report

* 1lega Services
* 1Grains& Oilseeds
e 1 International Trade & Policy
Development
Within the Department of Finance:
* 2Finance
Outside Government:
* 2 Subject-matter expertsin Academia

The results of the document review and interviews
were compiled and analysed with the purpose of
alowing this information to guide the
recommendations outlined later in the final report.
Before turning to the observations which came out
of this project, a few words on planning for the
implementation of the AMPA review framework
are presented.

Part 3: Planning for | mplementation

After determining critical review questions for
AMPA from existing documentsand theinterviews
as described in the preceding two subsections, it
was necessary to develop appropriate indicators
and corresponding data sources to match the
review questions for the Program. Once this
information was prepared, the review questions,
with their respective indicators and data sources,
were presented to program managers who ranked
each question according to its relative importance
for the upcoming review process”. Given that
nearly al of the issues were ranked to be of high
importance by AMPA'’s program managers, only
two issues which received a low ranking were
discarded from the review framework. The first
issue, stakeholders' perception of AMPA’s ahility
to facilitate orderly marketing, was believed to be

12" Thisinformation can be seen in Annex 5.

something that already was known from previous
studies (e.g., OAG, 1998; Agriculture Canada,
1993). The second issue, Canadian import rates of
AMPA-digible products, was believed to be too
complex a phenomenon to be attributable to one
program (AMPA) in a meaningful manner.

In the next section, observations made during the
data gathering processes are presented and
described in detail.

OBSERVATIONS

Before citing the observations that were made out
of the document review and the interviews, afew
words specific to compiling the themes from the
document review and interviews are in order.

After reviewing the documents for this project, it
became clear that while some of theissues® related
to AMPA’s precursor programs have been
addressed, thereareissueswhich have persisted
even after earlier programs were consolidated
into AMPA.

Inanalysing theinterviewees remarks, threepoints
must be raised regarding the interview process.
Firstly, it was revealed that there was not a lot of
smilarity in interviewees responses to the
interview guide. One reason for this lack of
agreement may be that interviewees held various
positions within or outside the Department, and
consequently they cameto their interview equipped
with different areas expertise (e.g., finance, trade,

13 These issues include creating control mechanisms
with the purpose of reducing default and non-
compliance rates, and introducing one Act to
decrease confusion, regional inequity, and costs.
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policy, program management). Secondly, at times
interviewees expressed conflicting views on the
Program. For instance, whereas one individua
suggested that agiven alternativeto the APPwould
be an excedlent avenue for the Department to
explore, asecondindividual indicated that the same
alternative would not be feasible. Thirdly, many
of the comments that were made in the interviews
were evauative in nature rather than being
relevant to creating a review process (i.e, the
expressed purpose of the interviews). Only
interviewees comments which addressed the
task of facilitating a review of AMPA are
represented in the observations.

Major Observations Out of the Document
Review and Interviews

From both data gathering techniques, three

recurring themes emerged:

» A clear rationale for the Program and its
component programs must be established;

» Theimpact of AMPA must be identified; and

»  Evidencefor the necessity of interest-free cash
advances in furthering the objective of AMPA
should be collected.

Each of these themesis explained below.

Clear Rationale. As a result of the document
review and theinterview processes, it was possible
to observe that arationale for AMPA -- aswell as
raisons d'etre for the APP, PPP, and GPP --
needed to be clarified as they were not clearly
understood.

14" Comments such as “Better overall marketing and
market stabilization results because of AMPA”,
“Thereis an ‘element of compulsion’ to AMPA”
were recognized as being evaluative.

Impact(s) of AMPA. Out of the document
review process, it wasdiscovered that theimpact of
AMPA needs to be identified. More specificaly,
whether the Program provides orderly marketing to
the sector and/or income support to individual
producers must be resolved. For example,
interviewees were confused in terms of which of
these two possible impacts they thought was
attributable to AMPA. Somewhat related to the
first observation abovewasthat, despitebeing very
different impacts, these two potential effects of the
Program have been confused in the past.

Interest-Free Cash Advances. A third
observation was that the Department needs to
establish evidencewhich showswhy cash advances
to producers should be interest-free. Some of the
interviewees argued that the APPinclusion criteria
wereinequitable because not all commoditieswere
eligible.  Further, some question the policy of
interest-free  advances given today’s fisca
environment and the fact that interest-free
programs are not available to other industries.

Other Observations Out of the Document
Review and I nterviews

Apart from the magor observations identified

above, issues other than the three main themes

arose out of the document review and interview

processes. They are:

»  Put more emphasis on orderly marketing;

» Determine if cash advances provide
additional financing to producers;

» Bring in measures to evaluate AMPA’s
effectiveness;

» Achievegresater transparency on issuesrelated
to AMPA by introducing mechanisms which
alow more information exchange between

I * Agriculture and
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management and stakeholders inside and
outside AAFC;

» Establish the relevance of AMPA;

» ldentify the corporate risks associated with
AMPA -- contingency liability*®> (PPP) and
default rates (APP) were mentioned in the
interviews -- and regularly monitor them;

»  Baance client satisfaction on the timeliness of
PPP price guarantees with being cautious to
avoid contingency liability;

» Explore the feashbility of alternatives to
AMPA; and

» Recognize and understand the popularity and
support that theinterest-free aspect of the APP
haswithin the agriculture and agri-food sector.

Inthe subsequent section, review recommendations
for AMPA that take into account the main
observations, and many of the other issues
described in this section, are presented.

FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

During the document review and interview
processes, issues were identified and categorized
based upon the following performance
measurement attributes agreed to by AAFC's
DMC:

* Relevance/Acceptance;

 Cod/Benefit;
*  Management Effectiveness; and
e Reaults.

1 The contingent liability of the PPP refersto any
monetary loss incurred due to the differencein
set price guarantees derived by the Department
and actual commaodity prices.

Annex 5 provides a thorough listing of the issues
which includes the indicators to be used to address
the issues, the data sources for indicators, and the
level of importance of each issue as determined by
program managers.

From this detailed list of pertinent issuesrelated to
AMPA, aframework to review the Program was
developed. All the review drategies in the
framework are shown in Figure 2.

There are three main elements to the review
framework for AMPA, each with corresponding
recommendations: M onitoring program indicators,
management actions, and Program evaluation.
Each element outlinesthe specific work that should
be undertaken over the next three years such that
appropriate review information is available to
preparethereport to Parliament by April, 2002. A
summary of thefour recommendationscontainedin
thisreport is featured in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Recommendations

» Develop aset of program indicators for AMPA
and distribute a semi-annual status report to
stakeholders

» Develop apolicy paper clarifying AMPA’s
objectives and impacts and distribute this
information to stakeholders

» Undertake a number or management activities
in support of the Deputy Minister’s vision
»  Conduct afull evaluation of AMPA

The recommendations will be described in this
section. Thefirst dement in thereview framework
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to be considered is monitoring program indicators
for AMPA.

Monitoring Program Indicators

Monitoring a key set of program indicators on a
regular basis provides periodic updates on the
program’s performance. The purpose of ongoing
monitoring is three-fold; monitoring:

» ldentifies areas where the Program may be
vulnerable and where further analysis may be
required,

» Enables AMPA’s management to convey
performanceinformation to stakehol ders'®; and

»  Provides a base of information that would be
used for the annual report for AMPA, as set
out in Section 41 of the Act.

Thus,

1) Itisrecommended that the Department
develop a set of program indicators so
that it can regularly monitor the
Program and, from this process, develop
a semi-annual status report on AMPA
for distribution to AAFC managers and
other key stakeholders.

Some suggested indicators for the ongoing
monitoring of AMPA are posited in Exhibit 2.

18" The term stakeholders is defined herein the
broadest sense to include representatives of the
CWB, producer organizations, regional (cf.
centralized) financial institutions, AMPA
program managers, and AAFC management.

Exhibit 2: Key Program Indicators
APP, PPP, & GPP
» Annual administration costs

»  Number of agreements per year
» Volume of product covered
A

v

Number of participating producers per year

» Annual interest costs & impact of interest rate
fluctuations on future program costs

» Annual advances (total for program and average
per producer)

» Annual defaultrate(total outstanding: recoverable
vs. unrecoverable, and collection costs)

» Number of participating producers per year
» Annual contingent liability rate

» Theimpact of price fluctuations in commodities
on future program costs

In developing program indicators, management

should consider the following questions:

» Which stakeholders should receive a semi-
annua monitoring report?

»  What should be the level of analysis for the
indicators (e.g., by region, commodity,
producer organization)?

» How frequently should the information be
collected?

»  Whoisresponsiblefor collecting and reporting
the information?

» What are the resource levels and systems
required for monitoring AMPA’s indicators?

Management Actions

Oneof the common themesthat emerged from both
the document review and interview processes
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conducted for this project was that the impact of
AMPA was not clear . Some of the individuals
interviewed were of the opinion that supporting
producers income is the overal impact of the
Program, while others believed that facilitating the
orderly marketing of agriculture and agri-food
products was the more likely result of AMPA. In
the analysis done for this report, it was concluded
that determining the impact of AMPA was not an
either/or task. Thefedera government, viaAAFC,
isusing AMPA to support the marketing systems
of agriculture and agri-food products and one
impact out of this activity would be optimizing
producers returns. However, to ensure that
AMPA’s objective and impacts are understood
clearly,

2) It is recommended that the Department
develop a policy paper clarifying the
objective and impacts of AMPA and its
component programswithin itsoverall policy
framework. The paper should bedistributed
to stakeholders.

The Deputy Minister of AAFC recently has
outlined hisvision for the Department. Exhibit 3
summarizes this vision as a 7-point plan. Each
manager and management team in the Department
isexpected to dotheir part in bringing thisvision to
reality and making AAFC one of the best-managed
organizations in Canada

" To bring some clarity to the objective of AMPA,
the Agricultural Marketing Programs Act states
that the Program is to “provide support for the
marketing of agricultural products’ (at
Summary). The purpose of the APP and PPP are
identified in Sections 4 and 26 of the Act,
respectively. Section 31 deals with the GPP, but
does not include a statement of its purpose per se.

Exhibit 3: Deputy Minister’s Vision
for the Department
» Hearing all stakeholders
» Managers as |leaders

» Readinessfor the future

» Information that supports excellence
» High performance workforce

» Responsiveness

» Results: Performance Excellence
Source: Claydon (1998)

In support of the Deputy’s vision, AMPA’s
management (see AAFC, 1998b) has undertaken a
number of initiatives. Namely:

» Conducting regular program audits of
producer compliance and the effectiveness of
third-party program delivery; and

»  Working on AMPA’s Business Plan a human
resources plan, and annual operationa plans.

With respect to management actionsto beinitiated,

3) It is recommended that the Department
initiate the following:

o Edtablish targets for acceptable default
rates'® and loss target ratios;

o AssessAMPA’svulnerability tolitigation;

* Review and consolidate information in the
AMPA database and files to ensure that
necessary information is available for
future review use and other requests (see
Exhibit 4); and

» Discuss the review framework and
proposed review process with an advisory

8 Two starting points for benchmarking defauit
rates may be Riding (1997) and Norton (1998).
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group made up of clients and other
stakeholders.

Exhibit 4: Information Required from AMPA’s
Files & Database

» Annual crop volumes supported by APP & PPP

»  GPP applications and implementation details

» Decisions for implementing & not implementing
GPP

» Cost of AMPA compared to pre-AMPA programs

»  Proportion of defaults on advances under & over
$50k

» Number of defaults within the CWB and each
producer organization

» Actua selling prices obtained by producers (APP
& PPP)

The last point requires further elaboration. One
element of the Deputy Minister’ svisionisto “hear
our stakeholders’. It is important that AMPA’s
stakeholders are well aware of the overall review
process at an early stage relative to the time when
the report is tabled to Parliament. The reason for
early involvement is two-fold.  Firstly, by
consulting representatives of the agriculture and
agri-food sector, AMPA’s management can gain
valuable feedback on its review strategies as well
as attain stakeholders acceptance of the review
process. Secondly, given that the Minister of
AAFC “must review the provisions and operation
of [AMPA] in consultation with the Minister of
Finance” (Agricultural Marketing Programs Act,
at 42), itisessentia to confer with the Department
of Finance throughout the review process to
incorporate Finance' s suggestions well in advance
of preparing the report.

Program Evaluation

Taken with the ongoing monitoring of program
indicators and management actions, an evaluation
of AMPA will offer a rounded review of the
Program. Specifically, the evaluation process will
need to collect evidence for demonstrating the
impact of AMPA and the benefits of the APP
interest-free cash advances, aswell the other issues
outlined in the Observations section of this report.
However, because there is no one indicator which
can easly measure the impact of AMPA, the
method of triangulation™ is proposed

0 that the evaluation contains a number of
different review strategies®.

4) 1t is recommended that the Department
commit to a full evaluation which consists
of:

* Surveying producers and interviewing
other stakeholders of AMPA* to

9 Triangulation is a strategy that uses different
techniques to measure the same phenomenon.
2 Toinvestigate the extent to which AMPA
influences orderly marketing, for example, six
different data sources have been specified (see
Annex 5). However, making attributions on
global phenomena -- such as the marketing of
agriculture and agri-food products -- to one
program, is not always possible much less
warranted.
2L From the interviews already conducted, it was
suggested that the selected survey sample for the
evaluation of AMPA consist of large and small
producers, and be representative of commodities
and regions which participate in the Program.
For interviews, it was recommended that
interviewer(s) be knowledgeable with the
Program and the agriculture and agri-food sector.
Finally, afocus group of subject matter experts
(i.e., academics) was suggested as a good way to
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determine their perceptions on various
issues summarized in Exhibit 5;

* Assessing AMPA's management systems
to ensure that they are efficient and
effective;

e Carrying out an economic analysis of
AMPA to track the Program’s impact on
the sector in comparison to a variety of
aternatives and to gauge the Program’s
impact on individual farms;

»  Assessing producers accessto creditand
repayment terms; and

e Conducting case study analyses with
select quantitative and qualitative data to
make Program comparisons based upon
factors such as commodity type, region,
producer characteristics, and farm size.

Exhibit 5: A Summary of Survey and I nterview
| ssues

»  Stakeholders perceptionsontheimpact of AMPA
» Relevance of AMPA intoday’ s environment

»  Profileof producerswho participateinthe APP &
PPP

» Client satisfaction on the appropriateness of
program design and delivery

» Stakeholders' perceptions of policy alternatives
» Appropriateness of the APP's crop dligibility
criteria

» Benefitsof interest-free provision (APP) and price
guarantees (PPP)

» Extent of post-AMPA reduction in inequities,
inconsistencies, and Program costs

bring together persons who are familiar with AMPA
and the agriculture and agri-food sector to have a
meaningful discussion for the evaluation.

It is anticipated that the recommendations
described in this report will provide AMPA’s
management with valuable information about the
Program and facilitate the preparation of thereport
to Parliament in 2002. For each element discussed
in this section, an implementation and action plan
— including the timeline, resources, and
responsibilities for al review actions -- has been
prepared. The implementation plan for AMPA is
the subject of the last section of this report.

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Animplementation plan has been devel oped for the
review framework of AMPA in order to gain an
understanding of the timeline and resource
commitmentsassoci ated with therecommendations
and their respective review strategies that were
outlined in the previous section. It isexpected that
all the strategieswill be completed six monthsprior
to the report deadline for Parliament which is
April, 2002. This six-month period will alow
AMPA’s management sufficient time to prepare
the Parliamentary report.

Responsihility for each review strategy, aswell as
detalled resource and time requirements, is
summarized in Figure 3%,

Implementing Recommendations 1, 2, & 3:
Monitoring and Managing AMPA

Astoimplementing thefirst threerecommendations
contained in thisreport, thefollowing is suggested:

22 Figure 3 features FTD which indicates the best
estimate of the Full-Time Days required for one
employee. It should be recognized, however, that
FTDs may not be consecutive working days.
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1) In developing key program indicators for
AMPA,, itsmanagement should organizeaone-
day session with program managerstoidentify
indicators. Review Branch can berelied upon
to facilitate this meeting.

2) In developing the policy paper on AMPA, a
Policy Branch/MISB joint initiative should be
undertaken, with AMPA’ s management being
responsible for creating a stakeholder list and
distributing the paper to interested
stakeholders.

3) Incarrying out the review strategies related to
managing the Program, AMPA’ s management
should assign responsibility to program
managers for each strategy. In assessing
AMPA’s vulnerability to litigation, Legad
Services has indicated that the process would
take their office between 1 and 2 days.

Implementing Recommendation 4:
The Evaluation of AMPA

It isanticipated that Review Branch will be ableto
takethelead for the evaluation of AMPA, actingin
conjunction with outsde consultant(s) and
branches within the Department where necessary.
Six elements® are proposed for the evauation of
the Program; they are?*:

» Interviewing stakeholders;

2 Included in the elements would be an evaluation
report prepared by Review Branch which
summarizes the elements but is separate from the
report to Parliament.

24 Annex 5 lists the review issues which comprise
each evaluation element, as well as the data
sources and indicators for each issue.

» Assessing AMPA’s management systems;
»  Conducting an economic analysis study;

» Completing an access to credit study;

» Carrying out case study analyses; and

»  Surveying producers.

Because al of the e ements taken together may be
considered resource-intensive for the Department,
they are presented bel ow in an order that represents
their priority in relation to each other.

1) Interviewing Stakeholders. Itisexpected that
approximately 50 stakeholders® -- representative
of all stakeholders, regionsand types of commodity
-- will provide feedback on the Program by
participating in face-to-face interviews.

In addition to interviewing stakeholders, this
element of the evaluation obvioudy will include a
review of key documents, creation of a list of
potential interviewees, development of aninterview
guide, and analysis of the interviewer’'s® notes.
Finally, it was recommended during the review
framework process that a tour of the CWB in
Winnipeg would be essential for evauators to
understand AMPA’s*largest client”.

% gakeholders s used broadly in this context to
include: Producers; representatives of the
Canadian Wheat Board (CWB) and
approximately 50 producer organizations; co-
operatives, processors, grain delivery companies,
(regional) financial ingtitutions; as well as the
four program managers of AMPA, and senior
AAFC managers.

% |t was suggested in the interviews for the review

framework that the interviewer(s) for the

evaluation of AMPA be familiar with both the

Program and the agriculture and agri-food sector.
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2) Assessing AMPA’s Management Systems.
The assessment of management systems should
include a review of AMPA’s Business Plan and
Human Resources Plan; address the adequacy of
filesand data base; and determine the suitability of
the review and management control frameworks
that have been developed for the Program.

3) Conducting an Economic Analysis Study. In
co-operation with EPAD?, the Economic and
Policy Analysis Directorate of AAFC, it may be
possible to utilize some pre-existing data relevant
to AMPA including information on producerswho
do not currently participate in the Program for
comparison with producers who do participate.

4) Completing an Access to Credit Study. The
access to credit study is envisioned as interviews?®
with (regional) representatives of financia
institutions, other suppliers of credit to the sector,
and a number of producers. It likely would be
done for two or three different commodities, and
would require approximately 20 interviews. Like
the interviewing of stakeholders described above,
interviews would be face-to-face and conducted
acrossthe country. Given that different issuesare
to be addressed in this study, a separate interview
guide would be required.

2" The commitment made by EPAD to assist Review
Branch with this element is dependent upon the
availability of EPAD’s"“in-house” resources
when the request for the economic analysis study
ismade. If the services of an outside consultant
were reguired, the estimated cost is $20,000.

% Given that the focus of the study is different from

the interviews with stakeholders, it is described

here as a separate element of the evaluation.

5) Carrying Out Case Study Analysis. With the
data gathered during the interview phase of the
evaluation, a case study analysis of the data is
planned. Case studiesallow datato beviewedina
more in-depth manner, say with a focus on
commodity type, region, and/or producer
characteristics. The number of case studies to be
carried out is dependent upon resource allocation
(i.e., the estimate in Figure 3 is based upon one
case study which involves no travel).

6) Surveying Producers. Thesurvey phase of the
proposed evaluation for AMPA involves various
taskswhich include: Constructing aquestionnaire,
surveying producers, and analyzing the survey
data. Importantly, to attain a sample size that is
sufficient to make generalizations to the 50,000 or
so producers who participate in the APP and PPP,
it is anticipated that 1,000 randomly selected
producers who use either programs would be
required. Given that Review Branch does not have
the staff resources to phone 1,000 producers, an
outside consultant’ s services would be required to
carry out the surveying and to develop a list of
potential respondents.

Such aproposed eval uation el ement, though useful,
iscost-intensive. Given that many of the studies of
AMPAZ or its precursor programs aready have
used self-report measures to gauge the agriculture
and agri-food sector’'s view of the Program,
surveying producers for their attitudes is the least
effective evaluative element for reviewing AMPA.

2 The OAG's Chapter on the APP provides the
most recent view. See aso Agriculture Canada's
(1993) evaluation for evidence of the sector’s
support of the Program.
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The total resource alocation including all of the
evaluation el ementsdescribed aboveispresentedin
the following subsection.

Total Resource Allocation

In looking a each of the evauation elements
outlined above, thetotal resource allocation for the
evaluation of AMPA may be estimated at 210
FTDs®, at least $50,000 in consultants fees, and
aminimum of $20,000 in travel budget. By using
theinformation provided inthe previoussubsection
asaquide, it is expected that the Department will
allocate the human and financial resourcesto meet
the review drategies required to gain valuable
information about AMPA.

%0 FTD represents Full-Time Days for one Review
Branch employee. While this represents a best
estimate of the time taken to complete the
evaluation element, the days may not be
consecutive.
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ANNEX 1
LIST OF ACRONYMSUSED IN FINAL REPORT

AAFC -- Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

APBA -- Agricultural Products Board Act

APCA — Advance Payments for Crops Act

APCMA -- Agricultural Products Co-operative Marketing Act
AMPA -- Agricultural Marketing Programs Act

APP -- Advance Payments Program

CFEP -- Cash Flow Enhancement Program

CWB -- Canadian Wheat Board

DM C — Departmental Management Committee (of AAFC)
EPAD — Economic and Policy Anaysis Directorate (of AAFC)
FTD — Full-Time Days (For One Employee)

GPP -- Government Purchases Program

KRA —Key Result Area

MI1SB -- Market and Industry Services Branch (of AAFC)
OAG — Office of the Auditor Genera of Canada

PGAPA — Prairie Grain Advance Payments Act

PPP -- Price Pooling Program
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ANNEX 2
BACKGROUND ON AMPA

In developing a review framework, a clear
understanding of the program at hand is essential
so that questions about the program can be
identified and ultimately answered. Accordingly,
appreciating how AMPA evolved wasapriority in
setting up the Program’s review framework. The
background information on AMPA presented in
this section is divided into two areas: History and
Component Programs.

AMPA’sHistory

Four separate Acts — the Agricultural Products
Co-Operative Marketing Act (APCMA), Advance
Payment for Crops Act (APCA), Prairie Grain
Advance Payments Act (PGAPA), and
Agricultural Products Board Act (APBA) —
preceded AMPA. Additionaly, the Cash Flow
Enhancement Program (CFEP) was introduced to
augment the two advance payments programs that
preceded AMPA.

Thefive programs prior to AMPA were essentially
marketing-related activities designed to encourage
the orderly marketing of agricultura and agri-food
products. The programs were based upon the
premisethat by providing acash advance, aninitia
payment, or having the government purchase a
farm product at harvest time, one of three parties
(the producer, producer organization, or
government) could sell the product asthe crop year
progressed and in a manner which increases
revenues. Thus, the programs worked on a
common approach of minimizing the financia and
cash flow pressures of producers at harvest time

and to assist a more orderly marketing approach
throughout the crop year.

The APCMA, the precursor to the current price
pooling program, dates back to 1939 and was
originally put in place to assist producers who
wished to process and market their products in a
co-operative manner. The APCMA authorized the
Minister of AAFC to provide a price guarantee to
organizations that pooled product and provided
producers with equitable returns. The
organizations then used the price guarantee to
obtain financing to fund initia payments to
producersupon product delivery, aswell asto fund
the processing, storage, and selling costs of the
organization.

Introduced in 1957, the PGAPA wasfor producers
who grew Canadian Wheat Board (CWB) dligible
crops. Itsoriginal rationale related to the limited
capacity of thetransportation and storagefacilities
in the CWB area, and the need for short-term
capital to aleviate the financial pressures caused
by this limited capacity.

The APCA wasintroducedin 1977. Another early
cash advance program, it addressed a much
broader spectrum of products than the PGAPA.
The rationale for the APCA was to encourage
orderly marketing by helping producers avoid
harvest-time selling pressures due to financia
constraints.
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Cash advances™ under both the PGAPA and
APCA wereinterest-free until 1989. The interest-
free advance was a popular feature of the
programs. In 1989, however, the federa
government included in its budget various
reductions in government spending, one of which
wastheelimination of theinterest-free aspect of the
two cash advance programs. The loan guarantee
feature of both programs was maintained so that
producers still could obtain financing as needed to
carry crops from harvest time to delivery. The
removal of the interest-free featurein the PGAPA
and APCA programs was not well received by the
agriculture and agri-food sector, and it resulted in
significantly reduced demand for thetwo programs.
In response, the federal government introduced the
CFEP for the 1990 crop year to reinstate the
interest-free provision for the first $50,000 of a
cash advance. The CFEP was extended each year
in an ad hoc manner until interest-free advances
became permanent under AMPA in 1997.

Finally, under the APBA, the Agricultura Products
Board could buy, sell, or import agricultural and
agri-food products as well as administer food
contracts and other operations. The program
provided producers with stable incomes and
ensured the availability of a ready supply of
agricultural and agri-food products.

One of the main reasons for taking four separate
Acts and enacting one piece of legidation (i.e,
AMPA) was to reduce the confusion and some of
the concerns about the pre-existing programs such
as overlap in program administration costs.
Perhaps to ensure that these initial concerns are

31 Cash advances is used interchangeably with loan
guarantees in this report.

ultimately addressed, a legidative requirement
within the Agricultural Marketing Programs Act
is that a review report of the Program must be
reported to Parliament by April, 2002. Thisreport,
by necessity, will include an examination of
AMPA’scomponent programswhich isthe subject
of the following subsection.

AMPA’s Component Programs

In 1997, the programs that preceded AMPA were
consolidated into one Act with the purpose of
“[providing] support for the marketing of
agricultural products’ (Agricultural Marketing
Programs Act, at Summary). Three individua
programswerewritten into the Act to assist it inits
purpose; they are:

*  Advance Payments Program (APP);

*  Price Pooling Program (PPP); and

*  Government Purchases Program (GPP).

The Advance Payments Program (APP). The
purpose of the APP is to improve producers
marketing of eigible cropsby providing them with
cash advances of up to $250,000 to store their
crops after harvest and thereby allowing them to
market their crops later in the season when market
conditions result in better prices. Cash advances
up to $50,000 are interest-free. Producers access
cash advancesthrough their producer organization
or the Canadian Wheat Board (CWB), and AAFC
provides loan guarantees to the respective
organization. Producersare dligiblefor advances
of up to 50% of the expected market price on the
volume of the crop that they have in storage.
Advancesarerepaid by producersto their producer
organization or the CWB at the time the crop is
sold. The organization or CWB then repays the
loan a a financia institution on behalf of
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participating producers. Inthe APP sfirst year of
operation (1997-98), 45 |oan guarantee agreements
worth $770 million and representing approximately
37,000 producerswere approved. Interest coststo
the AAFC for the first year amounted to
$18 million while the default rate was just under
$17 million (AAFC, 1998b).

Price Pooling Program (PPP). The PPP is a
market devel opment program designed to assist and
encourage co-operative marketing of eligible
agricultural  products (including processed
products), and to provide equal returns to
producers for products of like grade and quality.
The program provides a price guarantee to
marketing organizations which protects them
against unanticipated declines in the market price
of products. Under the PPP, producer
organizations are required to complete amarketing
plan which describes the markets they will service
and how the marketing plan will be implemented.
The administrative capability and financial means
to implement marketing plans aso must be
demonstrated. If the actual average wholesale
pricereceived by the marketing organizationisless
than the price guarantee, the program allows for
payment of the shortfall. If the actual price is
greater, by contrast, the surplus is retained by the
pool for future use or is distributed to producers
according to the quality or grade of the produce
that they delivered to the pool. I1nthe 1997-8 crop
year, 21,025 producers received initial price
guarantees, which totalled $161 million, from 5
marketing agencies (AAFC, 1998b).

Government Purchases Program (GPP). Under
the GPP, the Minister of AAFC is provided with
the authority to purchase and sell agricultural and
agri-food products. The GPP authority would be

used during unusual market conditions whereby
intervening in the market, the Minister is able to
influence some degree of market stability. Before
the Minister exercises this authority, however,
financing for the GPP must be secured from the
Treasury Board. Sincethe AMPA legidation was
enacted in 1997, the Minister has not used the
authority granted under the GPP, thus it is not a
program that is offered to the agriculture and
agri-food sector on an ongoing basis.
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ANNEX 3

AMPA REVIEW FRAMEWORK: TERM S OF REFERENCE

1. Introduction

Marketing and Industry Services Branch (MISB)
has requested Review Branch (RB) assistance in
developing an evaluation framework for the
Agriculture Marketing ProgramsAct (AMPA). An
evaluation framework is amanagement tool which
identifies the key issues and questions for future
decison making. It isintended to give managers
direction for the key areas to monitor throughout
the program, including performance, cost of
achieving desired results, relevance and
management effectiveness. The purpose of this
framework isto provide assistanceto managershby:
reviewing the context in which the initiative will
operate (including obj ectivesand expected results);
establishing issues and indicators of performance
for the initiative; and identifying the information
and data needs for the purposes of monitoring,
evaluation, reporting and accountability.

The Agricultura Marketing Programs Act
(AMPA) received Royal Assent on April 25, 1997.
It consolidated the activities previoudy provided
under the Advance Payments for Crops Act, the
Prairie Grain Advance Payments Act, the
Agricultural Products Co-operativeMarketing Act
and the Agricultural Products Board Act. The
legidation aso reintroduced the interest-free
benefit for cash advances. The new streamlined
legidation resulted from a
consultation process and includes three main
components. Advance Payments Program; Price

nation-wide

Pooling Program; and the Government Purchases
Program.

Advance Payments Program provides cash
advances with an interest-free feature on the first
$50,000 to producers to store crops after harvest.
This alows them to market the crops later in the
season when the market conditions may result in
better prices, thereby, encouraging the orderly
marketing of the crop. The program benefits
include;

+ Provides cash flow after harvest to help
producers meet their short term financia
commitments,

»  Providesproducerswith theflexibility to store
eligible crop immediately after harvest thus
encouraging orderly marketing of thecrop, and

« Improves the producer's farm income by
allowing them to market their crop over an
extended season when the marketing conditions
are better.

Price Pooling Program is a market development
program designed to assst and encourage
cooperative marketing of agricultural products
including processed products and to provide equal
returnsto producersfor products of like grade and
quality. The program provides a price guarantee to
theorganizationsfrom unanticipated declinesinthe
market price of their products and assists the
marketing agency in obtaining financing at
atractive rates. The program benefits include:

I * Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada

22 Review Branch



AMPA Review Framework - Final Report

+ Assstsintheorderly marketing of agricultural
products,

» Establishes a minimum price guarantee to
producers and the cooperative marketing
organization,

+  Providesequitable paymentsamong producers,
and

« Improves cash flow position of producers
through the provisions of an initial payment,
and through better returns for the product
resulting from the more professional marketing
approach possible in a cooperative marketing
situation.

Under the Government Purchases Program the
Minister may arrangeto sall or deliver agricultura
productsto agovernment or government agency of
any country under an agreement with the
government or agency, and for that purpose may
purchase agricultural products and make any
necessary arrangements for their purchase, sale or
delivery.

2. Project Objective

The objective of this project is to develop an
evaluationframework for the Agriculture Programs
Marketing Act (AMPA) which:

» clarifies the objectives of the AMPA and the
specific objectives of its component parts,

+ outlinesthe activities and expected results (ie:
outputs, intended impacts and effects) of
AMPA,

« provides a list of issues and questions for
future considerations,

+ identifies performance indicators for both
efficiency and effectiveness, and

+ identifies future information needs and
data/information collection reguirements.

3. Scope

The evauation framework will cover al three
AMPA components; Advance Payments Program,
Price Pooling Program, and the Government
Purchases Program.

In evaluating departmental performance, the
Departmental Management Committee(DMC) has
requested that senior management be provided with
comprehensive information on whether results are
being achieved, whether programs continue to be
relevant and acceptable, the costs of achieving the
results, and the effectiveness of management in
ddivering the program. Based on this guidance,
the evaluation framework for the AMPA will be
developed to provide information based on the
following context:

+  ResultgSecondary Impacts - The extent to
which program objectives are being achieved
and are there any secondary impacts?

+ Acceptance/Relevance- Areall the programs
and activities relevant, appropriately
designed/implemented and deemed to be
acceptable to clients and stakeholders?

+ Costs- Arethe costsin line with the benefits?

+ Management Effectiveness - How well isthe
program managed?

As the framework is being developed, it is
important that we keep abreast of the review being
done by the Office of the Auditor Genera (OAG)
S0 issues raised by the OAG would be addressed
through the framework.

In order to ensure that the future information needs
identified in the AMPA evauation framework
becomes available to managers, a plan to
implement the evaluation framework will be
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developed and included as part of the report. The
challenge for this project will be to have
meaningful indicators without requiring acomplex
infrastructure for collecting the information.

4. Project Plan and Methodology

This project will entail three main tasks:

1. Review documents and files

2. Conduct interviews to identify evauation
issues, questions and indicators

3. Anayse information and report findings

Review Branch will managethe overall project and
take the lead in writing up the final report - The
Evaluation Framework for AMPA. It will be
necessary to have considerable input from MISB
personnel throughout this project. Their input on
the evauation issues/questions, indicators and
information sourceswill beacritical successfactor
for the project since ultimately, they will be the
ones responsible for monitoring performance and
collecting information.

In terms on collecting the information for this
project, two methodologies will be used:

Documentation and Data Review: A document
and file review is ainformation collection method
aimed at discovering what secondary information
exists that could be used in developing the
evaluation framework. It isan economical way to
collect information and can reduce the need, time
and resources for new primary information.
Document/file reviews can provide invauable
background information on the program: the
rationade for AMPA, the purpose, scope and
objectives, expected results, and indicators. Gaps
inavailableinformation can beidentified as part of

the process and primary collection methods (ie:
interviews) would be used to fill the gaps. A list of
documentsand filesthat will bereviewed as part of
this project is attached as Annex I.

Interviews: Interviews with MISB managers will
be undertaken to address the information gaps
identify as a result of the document/file review.
Also, the interview sessions will focus on the
devel opment of i ssuesand questionsmanagersneed
to consder for future decison making and
information requirements to assist in addressing
them.

Following theinterview sessions, ameeting will be
held with program management to validate the
evaluation issues and questions, and to develop the
process to source, monitor and report information.
It is a this stage that discussion on the
implementation plan commences.

5. Resources

A summary of the resource needs is as follows:
+ Review Branch personnel/Consultant63 days
+ MISB personnel 13 days

It should be noted that there is a significant
commitment of time to this project by both
Branches. Asthework will be donein-house, out
of pocket costs for this project will be limited to
travel, and other sundry costs. All out of pocket
costs incurred by Review Branch on this project
will be reimbursed by MI1SB.

6. Timing
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It is planned that the project would commence as
soon as these terms of reference are agreed to and
the target date for a draft fina report is
August 21, 1998.

[Terms of Reference:] Annex |

Review List - Documents and Files

Consultation files preceding the AMPA legidation

Deliotte & Touche Draft Report

Evaluation of the Advance Payments Program, 1992

Evaluation of the APCMA, 1992

Program Manuals: Administration Guidelines

OAG reports and Terms of Reference

Memorandum to Cabinet for the new legidation

Program files - need to identify which ones

Treasury Board submissions - for the new Price Pooling and Advance Payments Programs
. Neilsen Task Force Report
. Program Review documents
. Department Studies - Comparing returns on public expenditures based by program type
. Agricultural Marketing Programs Act
. Report from the Cash Advance Working Group - 1994
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ANNEX 4

INTERVIEW GUIDE

What we want to know

Question

I. Acceptance and Relevance I. Acceptance and Relevance
IA. Strategic Goals IA. Strategic Goals

AMPA'’s Strategic Objectives & .
Fitting AMPA into AAFC's Performance
Framework

What can you tell us about AMPA and its
objectives? What about APP, PPP, and
GPP ?

How do you see the 3 programs of AMPA
relating to each other?

Isthe AMPA | egidlation sufficient to meet
its objectives?

How do theinterest-free provisionsin the
APP relate to what AMPA is trying to
achieve?

How does AMPA (and the APP, PPP,
GPP) fit in with the overall strategic
objectives of AAFC?

Do you view AMPA primarily as a risk
management program, a market
development program, or both?

IB. Client Focus IB. Client Focus

Relevance/Acceptance of AMPA to .
stakeholders

Who are AMPA's (APP, PPP, GPP)
clients?

What do AMPA’'s (APP, PPP, GPP)
clients like about the program?

What are clients concerns regarding
AMPA (APP, PPP, GPP)?

What is the best method(s) of inquiry to
investigate clients perceptions of the
program(s)?
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Il. CostyBenefits

I1l. Management Effectiveness

IV. Results/Impacts
Fitting AMPA into AAFC Performance
Framework

Il. CostyBenefits

What are the benefits of AMPA (APP,
PPP, GPP)?

How canwequantitativelyrelate AMPA’'s
(APP, PPP, GPP) program costs to its
benefits (i.e., orderly marketing,
increased producer returns)?

How will AMPA reduce overall program
administration costs?

What are program alter natives to AMPA
(APP, PPP, GPP)?

Management Effectiveness

Which factors contribute to good
management of AMPA and its three
component programs?

What are some key measures that would
help AAFC judge the management
effectiveness of APP and PPP (eg.,
default rates, loan contingency)?
Recognizing that the GPP has not been
used, when and how should the
government usethis particular program?
Who isresponsible for the GPP?

What are some administrative options to
managing AMPA?

What are the corporate risks of AMPA
(APP, PPP, GPP)?

IV. Results/Impacts

In your mind, what are the key activities
and outputs of AMPA (APP, PPP, GPP)?
How do you see AMPA (APP, PPP, GPP)
influencing rural communities? Co-
operatives?

Do you see AMPA affecting the self-
reliance of the agriculture and agri-food
sector?
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ANNEX 5

UNDERSTANDING AMPA’'S PERFORMANCE:
RELEVANCE/ACCEPTANCE, COST/BENEFIT, MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS,

AND RESULTS

REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
RELEVANCE/ACCEPTANCE
Relevance
1) Do conditionsin the sector exist which +Stakeholders' response regarding the need for cash advances, | 4+Survey Lo Med Hi
show the need for AMPA (APP, PPP, price pooling, and the AAFC Minister's power to purchase/sell <>Producers
& GPP)? agricultural products (any overlapping programs also should +Interview
be identified) <-CWB
<>Producer organizations
<>Government officials
<>Farm leaders
2) Isthe GPPrelevant in today’s context? | 4Past implementation of GPP (i.e., # of requests vs. # of times | ¢+ AMPA database Lo Med Hi
GPP implemented)
4+ Stakeholders' response on the relevance of the GPP +Interview Lo Med Hi
<>Government officials
4+Content analysis of the rationale for implementing & not 4+Review of AMPA files Lo Med Hi

implementing GPP
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
Acceptance
3) What isthe profile of producers who 4 Characteristics of producers who participate in APP and/or +Survey Lo Med Hi
participate in APP & PPP? PPP <-Producers
4) Areclientsof the APP & PPP 4+Producers satisfaction with program delivery +Survey Lo Med Hi
(producers, CWB, & producer <Producers
organizations) satisfied with the
program(s)? 4+CWB & producer organizations' satisfaction with program +Interview Lo Med Hi
management <CWB
<>Producer organizations
Alternatives
5) What are theimplications of changing | +Stakeholders response to potential changes to the APP +Survey Lo Med Hi
or eliminating the interest-free or the <Producers
loan guarantee conditions of the APP? +Interview
<>CWB
<>Producer organizations
<>Government officials
<>Farm leaders
+Proportion of defaults on advances under & over $50,000 +AMPA database
Lo Med Hi
+Feasbility of APP alternatives
4+Economic analysis study
Lo Med Hi
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
6) What are the implications of: 4+ Stakeholders' response to potential changes to the PPP +Interview Lo Med Hi
a) Eliminating the PPP or <Co-ops
b) Providing aloan guaranteein <Financia ingtitutions
addition to the PPP price guarantee? <-Government officias
<>Farm leaders
+Feasibility of PPP aternatives
4Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi
7) What isthe feasibility of other 4+ Stakeholders' response to alternatives to AMPA +Interview Lo Med Hi
aternativesto AMPA (eg., tax <Co-ops
deferrass, cheque directly to producers, <Financia ingtitutions
NISA contributions)? <-Government officias
<>Farm leaders
+Feasbility of AMPA aternatives 4+Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi
8) Could private sector marketing tools 4+Producers current use of private sector marketing tools 4Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi
(e.g., forward contracting, options,
hedging) be as effective as AMPA in 4+Producers acceptance of & ability to use private sector +Survey
supporting the marketing of agricultural | marketing tools <Producers Lo Med Hi
products?
4+Expected costs & benefits of forward contracting, hedging, 4Economic analysis study
options, and other self-marketing strategies Lo Med Hi
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
9) Arefinancia institutionsin a better 4+ Stakeholders' response to financial ingtitutions' delivering +Survey Lo Med Hi
position to deliver APP? APP <Producers
+Interview
<-CWB
<>Producer organizations
<>Financia institutions
+AMPA database
4+Current program delivery costs vs. costs of proposed change <Current program costs Depends on above
4Economic analysis study
Appropriateness
10) IsAMPA’sdligibility criteria 4+ Stakeholders' response to appropriateness of AMPA’s +Interview Lo Med Hi

appropriate (e.g., inclusion of farm-fed
grain, use of forward contracting with
potatoes?

eligibility criteria

<-CWB
<>Producer organizations
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
COSTS/BENEFITS
11) What isthe economic impact of AMPA | +Cost/benefit ratio with comparison to other agricultural 4+Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi
in relation to its costs? programs
+Vaue of AMPA to specific commodities 4+Case study analysis Lo Med Hi
12) What istheinterest saving to producer | 4#Actual financing rate with APP vs. financing rate without 4+ Access to credit study Lo Med Hi
organizations generated by the APP APP
loan guarantees?
13) What benefit does the PPP price 4+ Stakeholders' response on PPP's benefits +Interview Lo Med Hi
guarantee provide to co-operative <>Producer organizations
marketing associations? <Financia ingtitutions
14) What are the benefits of the APP's 4+ Stakeholders' response on the interest-free provision +Survey Lo Med Hi
interest-free provision? <Producers
+Implications to sector & government of eliminating the +Interview Lo Med Hi
interest-free provision <-CWB

<>Producer organizations
<Financia ingtitutions
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS
Program Management & Delivery
15) How satisfied are the CWB & producer | ¢-CWB and organizations' satisfaction with program +Interview Lo Med Hi
organizations with AMPA’s program management and delivery (e.g., timeliness of application review <-CWB
management? & payment system; managers awareness of, & ability to meet, <>Producer organizations
clients' expectations)
16) How satisfied are producers with the 4+Producers satisfaction with program management and +Survey Lo Med Hi
program delivery of AMPA by the ddivery <Producers
CWB and producer organizations ?
17) Isthe program database adequate to 4+ Frequency of successful information requests (i.e., can the +Management’sassessment | Lo Med Hi
meet the ongoing needs of program database provide the information requested?) of AMPA’sfiles & database
staff and management?
18) Are APP and PPP program managers 4+Leve of stakeholder awareness of AMPA’ s performance +Interview Lo Med Hi
adequately informing the Department <>Stakeholders
and stakeholders about the effectiveness
of AMPA?
19) Does AMPA management have agood | 4Human resource plan (which includes an examination of staff | 4Assessment of Human Lo Med Hi
understanding of its human resource training and accomplishments) Resources Plan
needs (e.g., training)?
20) Do program staff have aclear senseof | #Staff’s perception of their roles and responsibilities +Interview Lo Med Hi
purpose and know what is expected <AMPA staff
from them?
21) How effectiveis AMPA’s business 4+AMPA Business Plan 4+Assessment of the Lo Med Hi
planning process in preparing for the effectiveness of AMPA’s
future? business plan
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
22) How effectiveis AMPA’s measurement | ¢AMPA Review framework 4+Assessment of AMPA’s Lo Med Hi
strategy? review framework
23) Compared to pre-AMPA programs, 4+Comparisons of pre- and post-AMPA +Interview Lo Med Hi
how effective has AMPA beenin <>Program costs <All stakeholders
reducing current crop and regional <>Regional and commodity analysis on access, participation, | +AMPA database
inequities, inconsistencies in program etc. 4Document review
administration, and overall program <>Program administration
costs?
24) How effective is the management +AMPA Management control framework 4+Assessment of AMPA’s Lo Med Hi

control framework for AMPA?

management control
framework
+Interview

<-AAFC senior managers
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
Corporate Risks
25) How effective are the financial and 40Ongoing audit and monitoring of CWB and producer 4+ Assessment of program Lo Med Hi
administrative procedures of the CWB | organizations audit reports
and producer organizationsin
delivering the APP and PPP? +# of defaults within CWB and each producer organization +AMPA database Lo Med Hi
4+Establish default & loss-
ratio targets
4+Risk profiles of producers who are in default, by +Accesstocredit study (i.e, | Lo Med Hi
organization (& region) review credit rating of
producers who defaulted)
26) What are the risks of the PPP +Professional marketers' experience in marketing agricultural | 4+Survey Lo Med Hi
marketing agencies' ability to market crops <Producers
agricultural crops? +AMPA files
<>Producer organizations
annual marketing strategy
27) 1sAMPA vulnerable to legal action? +AMPA’s vulnerability to legal action 4+Assessment by Legal Lo Med Hi

Services

I * Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada

35 Review Branch




AMPA Review Framework - Final Report

REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
RESULTS
Primary I mpacts of AMPA
28) Does AMPA enhance orderly 4+ Stakeholders' response on AMPA and stability in the sector | 4+Interview Lo Med Hi
marketing? <>Stakeholders

4+Producers  confidence in the co-operative marketing +Survey Lo Med Hi
organizations used in the PPP? <Producers
4+Annua crop volumes supported by APP & PPP +AMPA database Lo Med Hi
4 Seasonal price variations & volumes for AMPA crops 4 Statistics Canada Lo Med Hi
(harvest & post-harvest)
4+ Assessment of AMPA’s contribution to individual 4+Case study analysis Lo Med Hi
agricultural commodities
4+Comparison with producersin the U.S. 4Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
29) Does AMPA improve producers 4+Lending practices of banks and other suppliers of credit (e.g., | 4+Accessto credit study Lo Med Hi
access to short-term capital ? How do practices change over time, are they different for
different commodities, how does AMPA impact lending
practices?)
4+ Terms and conditions by commaodity for producers operating | 4+Survey Lo Med Hi
lines of credit and credit availability from other suppliers (e.g., <Producers
financial pressures at harvest, repayment terms, need for cash | 4+Interview
flow) <Financia ingtitutions
<-Other suppliers of credit
4+Producers’ response of whether or not AMPA provides +Survey
additional credit in light of program-related costs (e.g., storage, <Producers Lo Med Hi
program fees)
4+How producers use their APP cash advances (e.g., paying off | 4Document review
debts, purchasing seeds, pesticides, &/or farm equipment; Lo Med Hi
NISA contributions)
30) Does AMPA optimize producers 4+Comparison of actual selling prices obtained by APP & PPP | +Document review Lo Med Hi
returns? participants at harvest
4+Assessment of AMPA’simpact on producers farm income 4+Economic analysis study Lo Med Hi

including storage, carrying, and other related costs
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REVIEW QUESTION INDICATOR/MEASURE DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE
31) Does AMPA encourage co-operatives? | 4Stakeholders' response on how effective the PPP has been +Interview Lo Med Hi
for co-operatives <>Stakeholders
Secondary I mpacts of AMPA
32) Has AMPA strengthened producer By commodity comparison over time of membership rates +Interview Lo Med Hi
organizations? <-CWB & producer
Producer organizations response on the importance of AMPA | organizations Lo Med Hi
to their viability (e.g., perceived vishility among producers,
and increased membership & administrative experience)
33) Does AMPA promote the visibility of 4+ Stakeholders' reaction to CFEP 4+Document Review Lo Med Hi
the federal government within the
sector? 4+Assessment of interest-free provision to government’s +Interview Lo Med Hi
goodwill (i.e., federal government visibility) <>Stakeholders
34) Does AMPA help producers manage 4+Producers response regarding participating in AMPA and +Survey Lo Med Hi
their own risks? managing their own risks <Producers

4Economic analysis study

Agriculture and

I+

Agri-Food Canada

38 Review Branch




