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Abstract

Development initiatives based on geographical indications can foster an origin-linked quality 
virtuous circle (FAO-SINERGI, 2009). They help producer communities improve their livelihoods 
by allowing producers to capture higher shares of the added value of their products. At the same 
time, they help preserve natural and cultural resources such as landscapes and biodiversity, 
cultural heritage and local traditions, and promote food diversity and sociocultural development.

This guide specifically deals with the evaluation of initiatives carried out by local communities of 
producers and other stakeholders. The guide aims at enhancing initiatives based on origin-linked 
products by setting clear rules for the protection and use of geographical indications (GI), to foster 
the development of sustainable food systems. The guide adopts a practical, operational approach 
aimed at helping local stakeholders implement a participatory evaluation process. It provides a 
step-by-step roadmap, methodological tools and practical examples. The guide envisages two 
different types of evaluation, depending on whether the evaluation is carried out prior to or after 
the launch of an initiative. Prospective evaluation helps producers and other stakeholders decide 
whether or not to launch an initiative and how to design it to meet expectations, maximize benefits 
and avoid drawbacks. Once an initiative has been launched, retrospective evaluation helps assess 
an initiative�s effectiveness with respect to the purposes stated at the beginning. Retrospective 
evaluation checks for undesired and unexpected effects, thus identifying areas for improvement.

By providing practical guidance for the evaluation of GI initiatives, this guide helps leverage 
the contribution of such initiatives to the building of sustainable food systems and sustainable 
development. The guide is aimed at:

local stakeholders who want to initiate an evaluation to establish or adjust a GI system (such as 
producers associations, public bodies or NGOs), by explaining key concepts and steps forward 
for a participatory approach; and
evaluation teams (composed of GI practitioners and experts from academia or the research 
community), by providing specific tools and examples to define and implement the evaluation 
framework.

Table 1 presents the various sections of this guide and their aims.

�.

�.
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SECTION                                     AIMS

1. Introduction
This section introduces the evaluation of GI initiatives as a way to 
improve the functioning of the origin-linked quality virtuous circle. It 
presents the structure of the guide and shows how to use it. 

2. The complexity of 
evaluating the effects 
of GI initiatives

The aim of this section is twofold. First, the section aims at helping 
stakeholders understand what GI initiatives are, and how complex 
their effects can be. It also explains what evaluating GI initiatives 
means, why evaluating is important, and what the basic principles 
and methodological issues are.

3. Mapping the 
potential effects
of GI initiatives 

GI initiatives may have many different effects on producers� businesses, 
the local economy and society, and the environment. This section presents 
a systematic mapping of the potential categories of effects. The maps of 
effects will provide a reference for the implementation of the evaluation.

4. Planning the 
evaluation process

This section explains how to plan the evaluation process and identify 
aims, actors, responsibilities and resources. It describes the key 
steps in the preparation of the evaluation plan and the terms of 
reference (ToR) of the evaluation. These two documents serve as the 
main references throughout the evaluation process.

5. Prospective 
evaluation: whether 
and how to launch a GI 
initiative

This section is dedicated to prospective (or ex ante) evaluation, where 
stakeholders have to decide whether and how to launch a GI initiative. 
Stakeholders are in the process of designing the GI initiative and deciding 
which rules to include in the CoP. 

6. Retrospective 
evaluation: what are 
the effects of the GI 
initiative?

This section deals with the ex post situation, when actors have 
to reflect on the results the GI initiative has produced on all the 
dimensions covered by the evaluation, and make according decisions 
to improve the performance of the GI initiative.

7. Conclusion
This section presents the main conclusions regarding the evaluation 
of GI initiatives.

Bibliography and 
further reading 

This section lists interesting books, articles and websites on the 
theory and practice of evaluation.

Glossary This section provides definitions for the main concepts used in the guide.

Table 1 The various sections of this guide and their aims
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Foreword 

The major improvements in agricultural productivity that have been recorded over recent decades 
help satisfy the food demands of a growing global population. However, this evolution is having 
evergrowing negative social and environmental impacts, while the economic viability of food and 
agricultural systems is often unstable. Globally, 690 million people are still hungry today (FAO 
et al., 2020); at the same time, unhealthy diets are causing modern diseases such as diabetes, 
obesity and cardiovascular diseases, which are spreading at an alarming rate. This situation 
demonstrates that our food system is out of balance. 
	
The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) acknowledges the need for a 
transformation of the agricultural and food system to achieve the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. In 2014, the FAO/World Health Organization (WHO) Second International Conference 
on Nutrition (ICN2) acknowledged that:
Current food systems are being increasingly challenged to provide adequate, safe, diversified and 
nutrient-rich food for all that contribute to healthy diets due to, inter alia, constraints posed by resource 
scarcity and environmental degradation, as well as by unsustainable production and consumption 
patterns (FAO and WHO, 2014, p. 2). 

To address these challenges, the UN Decade of Action on Nutrition 2016�2025 puts a specific focus 
on the transformation of food systems to promote healthy diets that are sustainably produced and 
improve nutrition, to achieve the global nutrition- and diet-related non-communicable diseases 
(NCD) targets in line with commitments of ICN2 and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Among the many strategies to improve the sustainability of food systems, local initiatives that aim 
at promoting quality food products while preserving natural and cultural resources are particularly 
relevant. These initiatives may offer a comprehensive approach by building on local governance to 
integrate social and environmental aspects into their economic objectives, and reaching consumers 
through labelling and diet diversification. Territorial initiatives to valorize and market food products 
with geographical indications have demonstrated to have the potential to deliver important economic 
and social benefits while contributing to the preservation of the natural environment, including its 
biodiversity. To unlock this potential, it is crucial to adapt GI initiatives to local conditions, formulate 
clear and concrete objectives, and adjust the process over the course of time, if necessary.

The main objective of these guidelines is to provide practical step-by-step guidance and give concrete 
examples to facilitate the evaluation of GI initiatives; their overall aim is to boost the contribution that 
GI initiatives may provide to sustainable food systems. 

This publication benefits from long-standing work by experts at the University of Florence, Italy, to 
develop tools for sustainable GIs. It is the fruit of the combination of specific academic knowledge 
on the evaluation of GI initiatives on the one hand, and practical experience as to the formulation 
of successful GI initiatives gained in field projects in various countries on the other. I am therefore 
confident that this guide will help local initiatives to better contribute to the development of sustainable 
food systems and to the attainment of the SDGs. 

Anna Lartey
Former Director
Food and Nutrition Division
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
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Preface

The preservation and promotion of origin-linked products through geographical indications (GIs) 
can contribute to the building of more sustainable food systems through territorial approaches. 
Indeed, agro-territorial approaches are amongst the major approaches that contribute to the 
achievement of the 2030 Agenda through inclusive rural transformation. 

To become the pivot of origin-linked quality virtuous circles, GI initiatives need to be discussed 
locally among producer communities. In addition, their impacts must be monitored regularly to 
ensure the preservation of local resources; if the actual effects no longer correspond to those 
that were expected, GI initiatives must be adjusted (FAO and SINER-GI, 2009). To maximize the 
economic, social and environmental benefits of GI initiatives, it is crucial to provide specific tools 
and methodologies to local stakeholders. 

FAO and the University of Florence have jointly developed this guide, to support the definition and 
implementation of practical approaches to evaluate GI initiatives. The guide has been conceived in 
such a way as to improve the evaluation of the real impacts of GI initiatives, as well as their initial 
formulation by evaluating potential impacts before their launch.

This guide has been tested in different contexts and for different products (madd fruits in Senegal, 
coffee in Honduras and chayote in Costa Rica). It has demonstrated its effectiveness in supporting 
local valorization initiatives and enhance their positive economic, environmental and social 
impacts.

We hope that these guidelines will foster appropriate and sound evaluation at the local level by 
various stakeholders, including those outside of the academic world.
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INTRODUCTION
This section introduces the evaluation of GI initiatives as a 
way to improve the functioning of the origin-linked quality 
virtuous circle. It presents the structure of the guide and 
shows how to use it. 
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1.1. Why this guide? 

Economic globalization and heightened competition on international markets have increased 
both producers� and consumers� interest in product differentiation. Indeed, competition between 
undifferentiated commodities (standardized goods of homogeneous quality) based solely on price 
may have serious negative impacts upon weaker market participants, especially farmers and small 
and medium enterprises (SMAEs) in developing countries. Producers are increasingly trying to 
step away from price competition in mass markets in order to reply to consumers� needs in terms 
of food quality and address concerns about the economic, social and environmental impacts of 
production processes. Thus, producers increasingly strive to reduce their substitutability by other 
suppliers and capture a larger share of the added value of their products.  

Origin Product
A product in which a specific quality is essentially 
attributable to its geographical origin, as a result 
of a combination of unique climatic conditions, 
soil characteristics, local plant varieties or 
breeds, local know-how, historical or cultural 
practices, and traditional knowledge concerning 
the production and processing of certain products. 
The interaction among these elements (which 
constitute what is known as a terroir) confers 
specific characteristics that allow the product to 
be differentiated from other products in the same 
category.

Evaluation
Evaluation is a systematic assessment, based on 
objective evidence, of an ongoing or completed 
initiative (or a project or wider policy), its design, 
implementation and results. The evaluation 
assesses the relevance and attainment of the 
expected objectives of the initiative and of its 
developmental efficiency, effectiveness, impact 
and sustainability. An evaluation should provide 
credible and useful information that enables 
the incorporation of lessons learned into the 
decision-making process of the initiative. 
Sources: OECD, s.d.; FAO, 2010.

BOX 1 � DEFINITIONS

BOX 2 � DEFINITIONS

Origin products or origin-linked products 
(OPs), the quality and identity of which are 
the expression of the specificities of the 
human and natural resources of a place 
(see Box 1), offer interesting opportunities 
for product differentiation. Indeed, as 
highlighted in the guide �Linking people, 
places and products� developed in the 
framework of FAO�s Quality and Origin 
Program, an origin-linked product can 
become the pivotal point of a quality 
virtuous circle under a territorial approach (see 
www.fao.org/food-quality-origin/home/en/). Origin 
products are identified on the market 
by geographical indications (GIs), which 
offer a means to differentiate these products and communicate their specific quality. The use 
of a GI should be reserved to producers in a particular territory whose product is the result of 
local traditions and production methods requiring specific resources that define the product�s 
specificities and reputation. Therefore, concrete rules as to the use of GIs safeguard the reputation 
of OPs to the benefit of producers, consumers and society as a whole.

This guide specifically addresses the 
evaluation (see Box 2) of initiatives carried 
out by local communities of producers and 
other stakeholders; its aim is to strengthen 
GI initiatives by laying down clear rules for 
the evaluation of geographical indications. 
This guide refers to these initiatives as 
geographical indications initiatives or GI 
initiatives (see Box 3). These initiatives are 
designed to help producer communities 
improve their positioning on both local 
and global markets. The use of GIs allows 
producers to capture a higher share of 
their products� added value while helping 
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Introduction

to preserve local resources, thus fostering 
an origin-linked quality virtuous circle. This 
virtuous circle is a four-step process aimed 
at reproducing the human and physical local 
resources involved in the production of an 
OP through the identification of these local 
resources and the qualification of the product 
as a GI.

GI initiative
An initiative by local communities of producers 
aimed at regulating and valorizing an origin 
product (OP) through rules (and control and 
guarantee systems) for the use of the name 
and label of the geographical indication. 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development
As the main connection between people and our planet, sustainable food and agriculture can fuel 
positive change, from ending poverty and hunger to responding to climate change and preserving 
natural resources. FAO has highlighted the importance of territorial approaches in achieving 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and its interlinked and multiple Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) through rural transformation. Amongst different approaches, GI 
valorization is recognized as a tool that may boost employment and value addition in food systems, 
protect and enhance natural resources, improve livelihoods and foster inclusive economic growth, 
and enhance the resilience of both communities and ecosystems. 

The below figure highlights the SDGs to which GI valorization may contribute. 

Contribution of GI valorization to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

BOX 3 � DEFINITIONS

BOX 4 � DEFINITIONS

GI initiatives may contribute to the achievement of objectives for economic development, social 
progress and sustainability established by political agendas at international, national and local 
levels. In particular, the enhancement of the use of OPs may contribute towards the attainment 
of the UN�s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (see Box 4). The Agenda establishes 17 goals 
addressing global challenges including poverty, inequality, climate, environmental degradation, 
prosperity, and peace and justice. Evaluation is important to improve the functioning of the origin-
linked quality virtuous circle and maximize its positive economic, social and environmental 
impacts, while reducing potential negative ones. Many GI initiatives focus on the registration 
and legal protection of GIs as intellectual property rights, using the legal tools available under a 
country�s normative framework.

Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. https://sdgs.un.org/goals
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Collective geographical trademarks and protected denominations of origin are the most frequently 
used type of GIs. This guide primarily deals with agricultural and food products. However, its 
contents can be applied to non-food products, too, as long as their quality is linked to a specific 
territorial origin.

1.2. Why is the evaluation of geographical indication initiatives important?

GI initiatives are projects of a community of actors who pursue certain goals through these 
projects. The goals reflect a certain vision as to the origin of the product, which is sometimes 
extended to an entire territory, and support the mission statement. This guide intends to help 
improve the strategic planning of GI initiatives to ensure they achieve their goals, in line with the 
actors� vision. 

GI initiatives can contribute to the development of sustainable food systems and healthy diets 
in numerous ways. First, from an economic point of view, GI initiatives bolster local producers� 
livelihoods by helping them achieve success in the marketplace and earn higher incomes. They 
offer opportunities to reinforce local agrifood systems and support local development processes. 
Producers involved in a GI initiative may be less exposed to unfair competition due to abuses 
or misuses of the GI. They can differentiate their products on the market, thus selling more, at 
higher prices and/or through different marketing channels. Second, GI initiatives affect collective 
well-being at different geographical scales (local and global) through their contribution to 
landscape and biodiversity preservation, the protection of cultural heritage and local traditions, 
sociocultural development, the inclusion of small farmers in value chains and rural poverty 
reduction. In addition, origin products, which are often linked to traditional production methods 
and local biodiversity, may contribute to healthy and diversified diets and boost the supply of more 
nutritious food.

However, GI initiatives may also result in failures or exert unintended negative effects, as evidenced 
by numerous cases. Despite the growing enthusiasm about the potential of GI initiatives, their 
actual effects can be deceiving or different from what was expected. In addition, the setting in 
motion and functioning of the origin-linked quality virtuous circle may prove problematic.

Therefore, all possible effects of a GI initiative in various dimensions should be assessed before the 
initiative is launched (see Box 5). In addition, its actual effects should be evaluated over the course 
of its implementation. This guide aims at helping producers and other interested stakeholders 
to evaluate the effects of GI initiatives on the economy, the society and the environment, and 
make decisions about how to set up and manage a GI initiative. Evaluation may improve the 
effectiveness and sustainability of the origin-linked quality virtuous circle. This guide provides a 
reference framework for the evaluation of GI initiatives, from the identification of the GI product 
up to the reproduction of local specific resources.
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Evaluating a GI initiative: examples of general questions 
- What are the benefits of the GI initiative for producers? 
- Who (which categories of actors) benefits more from the initiative? 
- What are the effects of the GI initiative on the local economy, society and environment?
- What are the costs of the GI initiative? 
- What negative effects can arise from the GI initiative?
- Does the GI initiative help preserve the identity of the origin product?

BOX 5 � EXAMPLES

The evaluation of GI initiatives has many potential outcomes. Indeed, evaluation may: 

Boost the self-understanding and self-accountability of the stakeholders involved, thus motivating them;
Boost the credibility and visibility of a GI initiative and its contribution to the sustainability of 
food systems and healthy diets;
Generate information for providers of funding and other stakeholders;
Help identify and leverage the strengths of a GI initiative;
Help identify and correct ineffective GI rules; 
Shed light on trouble spots for the sustainability of the production system or territory;
Help understand the connections and trade-offs between economic, social and environmental 
effects and improve the overall sustainability of the origin-linked quality virtuous circle;
Provide a basis for strategic planning aimed at improving a GI initiative�s future effectiveness; 
Generate knowledge that may be useful for other GI initiatives; and
Provide evidence as to the effectiveness of a GI initiative, and thus substantiate requests for 
funding from the public sector or other organizations (such as NGOs).

1.3. Prospective and retrospective evaluation 

This Guide envisages two different cases, depending when the evaluation is carried out. To these 
two situations, different ways and means of evaluation correspond, as well as two different phases 
of the origin-based virtuous circle (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 The two moments for evaluation in the 
origin-linked quality virtuous circle 

Source: adapted from FAO and SINER-GI, 2009.

Prospective evaluation 
Prospective (or ex ante) evaluation chiefly 
concerns the first and second phases of the 
virtuous circle (identification and qualification) 
(see Figure 1). Indeed, prospective evaluation 
mainly deals with whether and how to regulate 
the use of the GI. It has to be carried out 
to decide whether and how to launch a GI 
initiative. It concerns the phase where the GI 
initiative is being defined and rules, normative 
tools and control systems are still to be chosen. 
The general aim of prospective evaluation is to 
help define the rules by predicting the effects that 
the GI initiative will have on various dimensions 
(economic, social and environmental). The 
ultimate goal of prospective evaluation is to 

�.
�.

�.
�.
�.
�.
�.

�.
�.
�.

Introduction
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provide insights that help align the GI initiative with the objectives of its stakeholders, minimize 
negative effects and maximize positive ones. Prospective evaluation helps producers and other 
stakeholders:

Understand what could happen when setting up a GI initiative;
Identify the most important issues to be tackled (the definition of common rules, the analysis 
of alternative rules, which control system to use, etc.); and define the common rules in a 
Participatory way, discussing pros and cons.

Retrospective evaluation
Retrospective evaluation primarily addresses the fourth phase of the origin-linked quality virtuous 
circle (reproduction of local resources) (see Figure 1). Its aim is to assess to what extent the 
GI initiative is worthwhile, and whether the natural and human resources used to produce the 
GI products are reproduced, improved and preserved to foster long-term economic, social and 
environmental sustainability.

The evaluation of a GI initiative over the course of its implementation is retrospective (or ex post) 
evaluation. This evaluation considers the actual effects of the GI initiative on different dimensions 
(what happened, or is happening, as a result of the GI initiative). The general aim is to assess the 
effects of the GI initiative and help producers and other stakeholders:

Understand what the effects of the GI initiative have been;
Understand to what extent the aims of the GI initiative have been met, and to what extent 
stakeholders� expectations have been achieved;
Analyse the causes of failures and successes; and
Determine how the GI initiative can be changed to better reach its aims.

Link between Prospective and Retrospective evaluation
Both prospective and retrospective evaluation should be conceived as phases of the same process. 
Indeed, once a GI initiative has been evaluated ex ante, the collection of data for its ex post 

Governance
Governance refers to the complex systems 
including mechanisms, processes, relationships 
and institutions through which individuals 
and groups articulate their interests, exercise 
their rights and obligations, and mediate their 
differences.

BOX 6 � DEFINITIONS

�.
�.

�.

�.
�.

�.
�.

evaluation should start; these data will also 
be useful for future prospective evaluation. 
Moreover, the results of an ex post evaluation 
may suggest certain modifications to a GI 
initiative (e.g. enlarging the production area, 
changing certain production process rules 
or improving the control system for greater 
customer assurance). The effects of these 
changes should be evaluated before their 
implementation. In conclusion, there exists a 
circularity between prospective and retrospective evaluations.

Both prospective and retrospective evaluation are part of the governance of a GI initiative (see Box 6). 
Therefore, all stakeholders involved should be encouraged to participate in evaluation processes; 
such processes should be inspired by democracy, inclusiveness and representativeness.
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1.4. To whom is this guide addressed?

This guide provides a roadmap to set up sustainable and collectively managed GI initiatives and 
monitor the achievement of their objectives over time. The guide targets different categories 
and typologies of stakeholders interested in developing GI products as a lever for sustainable 
territorial development, and provides them with a sound framework for evaluation. The evaluation 
of a GI initiative is usually launched by an initiator and implemented by an evaluation team. These 
guidelines therefore address two categories of actors:

The initiator can be a producers� association, a public body, an NGO or a donor.  The initiator 
launches the evaluation process, identifies the general and specific aims of the evaluation, 
provides the required resources and sets up an evaluation team.
The evaluation team is responsible for the management and the implementation of the evaluation 
process. The evaluation team may include GI practitioners and experts from academia or the 
research community.

The initiator and the evaluation team should encourage producers and other stakeholders to 
actively participate in the evaluation process. 

Practically, this guide serves as terms of reference (ToR) for stakeholders wanting to initiate an 
evaluation, as well as for the evaluation team charged with the implementation of the evaluation.

1.5. How to use this guide?

This guide adopts an operational approach, aimed at setting up a participatory evaluation process 
that answers all the relevant evaluation questions. The reading of this guide requires the preliminary 
knowledge of the guide entitled �Linking people, places and products�, published by FAO.
This guide can be downloaded in different languages from www.fao.org/in-action/quality-and-origin-
program/resources/publications/linking-people-places-products/en/. The following sections make 
reference to specific sections of this guide.

Figure 2 presents the sections of this guide. The guide starts with a review of some basic principles 
for evaluation (Section 2). This section discusses a number of problems that may arise when these 
principles are applied to GI initiatives. Section 3 discusses the wide range of potential effects 
that GI initiatives may have on the different dimensions of sustainability (economic, social and 
environmental). It maps the most relevant aspects that need to be considered when evaluating GI 
initiatives. The next sections present practical guidelines for the evaluation of GI initiatives. They 
start with the first steps towards the activation of an evaluation process. Then, the two scenarios 
of prospective evaluation and retrospective evaluation are discussed, to put the general principles 
presented in Sections 2 and 3 into practice. To this end, the main steps in the evaluation process 
are identified. These steps are interconnected: each step provides inputs for the following step. In 
a final step, the results of the evaluation are used to improve the performance and sustainability 
of the GI initiative.
Both prospective and retrospective evaluations have a starting phase where the purpose of the 
evaluation is identified and specific questions are formulated. During this phase, an evaluation team is 
appointed and an evaluation plan listing all the activities that must be undertaken, is drawn up.

�.

�.

Introduction
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Figure 2 Structure of this guide:overview
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Stakeholders who set up a GI initiative focus on prospective evaluation (Section 5), while 
stakeholders managing an ongoing GI initiative put emphasis on retrospective evaluation (Section 
6). However, all stakeholders should consider both prospective and retrospective evaluation, given 
the circularity between ex ante and ex post. Indeed, stakeholders who are setting up a GI initiative 
must consider the design of a system to monitor ex post effects. Meanwhile, those involved 
in an already existing GI initiative should reflect on the choices that were made in the ex ante 
stage. This will not only help understand the causes of ex post effects but also identify possible 
corrective measures. Both Sections 5 and 6 end discuss how evaluation processes can be adapted 
to concrete GI initiatives. They demonstrate how to carry out a simplified yet rigorous evaluation 
exercise for cases where the resources available or the characteristics of the OP system and the 
GI initiative impose limits on the evaluation effort.

Introduction



THE COMPLEXITY OF EVALUATING
THE EFFECTS OF GEOGRAPHICAL
INDICATION INITIATIVES
The aim of this section is twofold. First, the section aims 
at helping stakeholders understand what GI initiatives are, 
and how complex their effects can be. It also explains what 
evaluating GI initiatives means, why evaluating is important, 
and what the basic principles and methodological issues are.

2
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The complexity of evaluating the effects of geographical indication initiatives

2.1. Geographical indication initiatives and origin product systems

Geographical indication (GI) initiatives are initiatives aimed at enhancing origin-linked products (OP) by 
setting clear rules for the use of a GI; they are carried out by local communities of producers and other 
stakeholders.

Although GI initiatives may differ considerably depending on the kind of product (e.g. fresh or processed), 
the type of actors launching the initiative (e.g. a group of farmers, a producers association or an NGO), the 
normative tools used to regulate the GI and the economic size of the system, this guide mainly focuses on 
initiatives characterized by the following elements:

Common and shared rules: local producers and other stakeholders agree on the identity of their OP and 
on the according criteria for the use of the GI. This agreement must define rules about the geographical 
boundaries of the production area, the characteristics of the raw materials and production techniques 
that guarantee and preserve the specificity of the product, and the quality characteristics the product 
must have once it is marketed. These rules are normally written down in a document entitled �code of 
practices� (CoP) or �product specifications�.
Collective label: the common GI label (which may be a simple geographical name) indicates the 
compliance of the product with the common rules, reducing the information gap between producers 
and consumers and enabling  collective marketing initiatives.
Collective producers organization: this association groups farmers, processors and other relevant 
stakeholders in the value chain. During the formulation phase of the GI initiative, it enables the process 
of discussion and elaboration of the rules. Later, the collective producers organization implements 
collective actions to protect the collective label from unfair uses, promotes the GI by means of 
collective marketing initiatives, enhances coordination among producers, sets up collective facilities, 
and provides technical assistance and information to producers. The birth of a collective organization 
per se can beconsidered as a positive result of a GI initiative.
Control and inspection system: this guarantee system checks whether producers comply with the 
collective rules defined in the CoP and whether there are any misuses of the GI on the market. 
Thus, unfair competition among producers is avoided, and guarantees are given to customers and 
consumers as to the quality and authenticity of the GI product. As a result, confidence in the GI product 
is fostered and the reputation of the GI grows over time. 

�.

�.

�.

�.
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BOX 7 � DEFINITIONSBOX 7 � DEFINITIONS

OP systems and GI systems

The OP system
An origin product(ion) system (OP system) is a network including all stakeholders who contribute to the 
production, distribution and promotion of an origin product (OP). These stakeholders include producers 
(farmers, processors and other enterprises operating in the value chain of the OP) and all other 
stakeholders who are directly or indirectly involved in the value chain, such as traders, public authorities, 
NGOs, research institutions and extension services. Although the ties among these actors can be more 
or less strong, all actors within an OP system are somehow linked, their activities being interrelated and 
interdependent i.e. influencing one another.

The GI system 
The production system of a GI product (GI system) is the part of the OP system that is composed by the 
producers and other stakeholders who join a GI initiative. By forming an association with GI rules, these 
stakeholders form a more formal network with governance.

OP system encompasses 
different typologies

of stakeholders

Once the GI initiative is activated, 
common rules and other 

considerations may bring some 
producers and other stakeholders 

not to participate.

When a GI initiative starts, 
coalitions emerge between 

stakeholders who share 
the same objectives and 

expectations.

Dots of different color represent 
different typologies of 

stakeholders in the OP product: 
farmers, processors, NGOs, 

public bodies, etc.

GI initiative activates 
dynamics of aggregation

GI rules define a GI 
system inside 
the OP system

The GI system within the OP system

Source: elaborated by the authors
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GI initiatives develop specific rules for GI producers in the production system of the origin product (OP 
system). As highlighted in Box 7, GI initiatives involve different types of stakeholders, each bringing their 
positions, visions, expectations and aims for the GI initiative into the aggregate. GI initiatives primarily 
intend to bring benefits to GI producers, but they may also benefit other stakeholders involved in the OP 
system. 

Usually, not all OP stakeholders participate in a GI initiative, as not everyone can join the initiative and 
use the GI label to market their products (see Box 8). Even producers who do comply with the rules 
established in the CoP will need to decide whether or not to participate in the GI initiative and use the GI 
label on their products; they will only join if doing so is profitable, taking into account the characteristics 
of their production and marketing strategies. Moreover, some stakeholders may join the initiative later, 
while others may abandon it over time. Producers and other stakeholders who join the GI initiative form 
the production system of the GI product (GI system), which is a subsystem of the wider OP system. 

The GI system inside the OP system for Lardo Di Colonnata (Italy)

BOX 8 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Lardo di Colonnata IGP

The definition of the production process was the second controversial issue. The initiators proposed that 
only traditional production techniques (whereby the fat matures in small marble boxes inside naturally 
refrigerated caves) be allowed; other producers argued that more modern techniques to mature the 
product (such as artificial refrigeration and the use of plastic boxes) should be allowed. In the end, after 
a long and intense debate, the rules were defined according to the initiators� wishes, thus preserving the 
historical identity of the product and local culture; this reinforces the product�s image and reputation on 
the market. 
	
The resulting GI system comprised only a part of the producers belonging to the OP system. Indeed, 
producers located outside the delimited area could not join the GI initiative and use the PGI, even though 
their products respected nearly all the PGI rules. Furthermore, not all producers within the delimited 
area decided to take part in the GI initiative and use the PGI. 

Lardo di Colonnata is a GI meat product (pig fat) that is recognized 
by the European Union (EU) as a Protected Geographical 
Indication (PGI). The process of the definition of the GI initiative 
was complicated and time-consuming. Indeed, contrasting 
visions among stakeholders emerged during the launch of the 
GI initiative, when the CoP laying down the rules that define the 
GI system was formulated. 

The definition of the geographical borders of the production 
area was one of the most controversial issues. According to the 
initiators of the GI initiative, the production area should have 
been limited to the small village of Colonnata, where a few small 
and artisanal producers operate. However, a wider area was 
claimed by other producers located in the nearby plain.
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2.2. The complexity of geographical indication initiative effects

The effects produced by launching a GI initiative are intricate. The complexity primarily relies on the 
characteristics of:

the origin product;
the GI initiative;
other actions implemented to enhance the GI product; and
the external context where the OP system is operating.

2.2.1. The origin product

The amplitude and type of effects produced by a GI initiative are dependent on the characteristics of the 
OP. In general, OPs have the following main characteristics, which determine the effects of a GI initiative 
to a large extent:

OPs are linked to different types of specific local resources. OPs are the product of complex production 
systems that are closely interrelated with many types of specific local resources, both natural and 
human. Therefore, OPs have a very  close, multidimensional link with the territory of origin; this link 
is, all other things being equal, closer than for other kinds of products. GI initiatives affect not only 
the functioning of value chains, but may also have significant effects  on specific local resources (i.e. 
native breeds or plant varieties, characteristics  of the land management, quality of the soils, and local 
knowledge and skills in farming and processing), which are the cornerstone of the specific quality 
of the OP. The sustainability of the use of specific local resources must be carefully assessed, as it 
constitutes the basis of the reproducibility of the OP system and the GI product, and hence of the 
economic performance of the GI system in the medium and long term.
OPs form part of the local identity and patrimony. OPs are the result of local historical processes and form 
part of the patrimony of local communities. Therefore, they are a component of the local identity and 
culture, and not merely a �product�. The extent to which a GI initiative is able to preserve and enhance 
the identity of a product is crucial to the reputation of the product and the success of the GI initiative, as 
well as to the social cohesion within the local community of producers and other stakeholders. 
OPs are collective property and require collective action. The reputation of an OP is not built on a single 
producer, but is the result of an entire OP system. 	This system has evolved throughout history and 
is based upon a specific production method that uses specific local resources and confers a unique 
quality to the product. GIs are therefore considered a special kind of intellectual property rights, owned 
by local producer communities. The interrelationships within an OP system are normally strong, 
as individual behaviour can affect the reputation of the OP and hence the activity of all producers. 
Collective action is therefore needed to safeguard the quality of the product and its image on markets, 
to avoid the loss of reputation.
OPs are linked to other local economic activities. OPs are closely linked to their place of origin. Besides 
being used by producers, the value and image of the OP may also be used by other economic and 
social actors in the territory, such as those active in gastronomy, tourism or the production of non-food 
artisanal goods. It is therefore important to evaluate how the GI initiative may impact on these other 
activities, too. 

�.
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For all the above enumerated reasons, the chains of causality that link the GI initiative and the use of 
the GI label on the one hand and its effects on the other are complex; GI initiatives may thus have very 
diverse types of effects. GI initiatives have different effects on different participants, depending on their 
characteristics (e.g. big or small, artisanal or industrial), strategies and position in the OP system and 
along the value chain (e.g. farmers, processors or retailers).

Due to the multidimensional nature of OPs, GI initiatives may alter the local environment and other 
territorial capitals. Thus, they may have a significant impact upon the sustainability of the OP system and 
of the whole territory (see Box 9):

Economic sustainability: GI initiatives may affect both single producers (in terms of profitability, 
competitiveness, access to new markets and resilience) and the economic organization of the 
production system as a whole.
Social sustainability: since OPs pertain to cultural heritage and local traditions, GI initiatives may 
affect social sustainability by benefiting specific categories of custodians of this heritage, such as 
smallholders or women. Moreover, GI initiatives can strengthen links amongst people in rural areas 
and promote the setting up of collective organizations such as associations and cooperatives. 
Environmental sustainability: since OPs may be linked to local breeds or varieties at risk of genetic 
erosion, traditional farming systems (and their related habitats) and landscape conservation, IG 
initiatives may affect environmental sustainability.

The evaluation of a GI initiative sheds light on factors that are critical to the sustainability of the initiative 
and of the OP system as a whole. This information may be used to improve the economic, social and 
environmental performance of the initiative.

�.

�.

�.

BOX 9 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

GI initiatives and sustainability: figs of Djebba (Tunisia)
Djebba is a small town and an ancient archaeological site in north-
western Tunisia. Its location at the feet of a mountain range gives the 
Djebba area a specific microclimate with lots of rain and sunshine and 
high temperatures; these conditions are favourable to the growing of 
fig trees. A specific variety of figs, Bouhouli, is cultivated in this area 
only. Part of the Bouhouli fig crop is dried in the traditional way, with 
the fruits often being spread out under the sun and the dried figs 
usually being soaked in olive oil. The cultivation of figs has been an 
important source of livelihoods for several generations of farmers 
in the area. Local knowledge of the peculiarities of the territory 
guides production and processing methods. Every year, a fig festival 
is organized in Djebba. However, local producers trying to strengthen 
their fig operations encountered many difficulties, including the 
presence of imitations on the market. To remedy this situation, a GI 
initiative was developed and implemented by a local association, supported by regional and international 
agencies. Today, the Djebba fig is officially registered and protected by a controlled denomination of origin 
(AOC). The GI initiative helped improve the performance of the local production system of Djebba figs with 
regard to the three pillars of sustainability:
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2.2.2. The geographical indication initiative

GI initiatives are collective efforts; they affect many producers and other interested actors along the 
value chain. As such, they may have an impact upon the organization and functioning of the entire value 
chain, thus affecting the creation and distribution of value.  

GI initiatives are based on the definition of common formal rules that entitle (or disentitle) producers to 
use a geographical name, and thereby benefit from its reputation. Producers should be aware that any 
choices made in relation to these rules (included the omission of certain rules!) may have consequences 
at different levels. Particularly relevant in this regard are:  

the extent to which the rules agreed upon in the CoP differentiate the product in the eyes of consumers; 
the extent to which the legal tools chosen to register the GI protect it from fraud; 
the effectiveness of concrete collective actions at managing the GI initiative. Promotion campaigns, for
example, can act as multiplier of the effects of a GI initiative.

Any decision taken by producers may have numerous effects. These effects can be: 
 

expected or unexpected, unforeseen (�we didn�t think we could produce this effect!�);
intended or unintended (�we didn�t want to cause such an important negative effect�);
positive or negative; positive for some stakeholders, and negative for others; or positive according to
some criteria (e.g. economic criteria) but negative according to others (e.g. environmental criteria); 
immediate, or show only later; there may be positive effects at the beginning and negative effects later
on, or vice versa.

Not all producers may be equally able to actively participate in a GI initiative, and certain producers may 
be unable to take part in the initiative altogether. GI initiatives may therefore affect different categories of 
stakeholders in different ways.

GI initiatives may engender significant change in the behaviour of actors and groups of actors, modifying 
their knowledge, attitudes and skills. These changes are primarily caused by the process of the GI initiative 
(depending on the way in which this process is designed and managed). They may also result from the final 
outcome of the initiative (for example, the sales volume and value for products with a GI label).

2.2.3. Other actions aimed enhancing the effects of geographical indication initiatives

GI initiatives as defined in this guide � i.e. the formulation of a set of rules for the use of a GI name or 
label � are part of a wider strategy or bundle of actions aimed at improving the effectiveness of the 
production and marketing of GI products to the benefit of the local community and local producers. 

Economic sustainability: local fig production is preserved, benefitting 800 small farmers in the area.
A number of tourist activities are linked to fig production, including the Djebba fig festival. 
Environmental sustainability: the specific local fig variety, Bouhouli, is preserved and valorized. Since 
figs are one of the few crops that can be cultivated in the Djebba hills, the preservation of fig trees also 
helps maintain the traditional agricultural landscape of the area.
Sociocultural sustainability: the promotion of Djebba fig production helps safeguard local knowledge, attracts 
young people to agriculture and encourages the involvement of women in artisanal processing operations. 

�.
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BOX 10 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

GI initiatives within wider strategies: saffron of Taliouine (Morocco)
Saffron was introduced in Morocco several centuries ago by Arab traders. The �red gold of Morocco� 
(saffron is one of the most expensive spices in the world) is 
of crucial importance to Moroccan culture. Saffron is used 
especially in the country�s traditional cuisine, but also in 
craft work for its colouring properties, and in medicine 
and cosmetics. Saffron from Taliouine enjoys a very good 
reputation on the Moroccan domestic market. The variety 
is cultivated in the Taliouine and Taznakht communes, 
located in a very specific mountain zone with a semi-arid 
to arid climate; it is grown with traditional know-how of 
the cultivation of the bulbs and preparation of the stigmas, 
particular to women. A protected designation of origin 
(PDO) for Taliouine saffron was registered in 2010, in 
the framework of the 2008 law on �distinctive signs of origin and quality� of the Moroccan Ministry 
of Agriculture and Fisheries. The process was supported by FAO, upon request from the Moroccan 
government, in the framework of its wider strategy to boost agricultural development by promoting 
products from small farmers (the �Green Morocco Plan�). This national policy has supported the 
organizational development of GI initiatives through cooperatives (between 2010 and 2014, the number 
of PDO cooperatives in the country increased sevenfold), and provides financial support to producers 
by paying their PDO certification fees for the first year (FAO and EBRD, 2018). 

The formulation of a set of rules for the use of the GI alone may not be sufficient for the OP system 
to reach its full potential in terms of economic, social and environmental sustainability. Depending on 
the specific situation, other complementary actions may be developed to reap the full effects of the GI 
initiative on sustainability. Examples include the technical coaching of producers or the provision of 
technical equipment to producers, to help them comply with the rules of the CoP. Likewise, a collective 
processing and packaging unit may need to be set up. Meanwhile, marketing campaigns addressed to 
intermediaries (e.g. wholesalers and retailers) or final consumers may boost the value of the GI label on 
the market. 

It may be difficult to consider the effects of by GI initiative in isolation from those of the wider strategy. For 
example, do the positive effects on producers� incomes stem from their compliance with the CoP rules for 
the use of the GI label, or from the marketing campaigns addressed to supermarkets? This issue must be 
carefully considered in the evaluation process, keeping in mind that the GI initiative is generally the driver 
supporting and motivating the other actions, and that the two categories are usually interconnected. If 
so, the evaluation may consider not only the GI initiative itself, but also the interconnected actions within 
the wider GI process (see Box 10).  
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2.3. Methodological issues

Evaluation is a very complex matter, particularly if it tackles social dimensions and their evolution over 
time. Evaluation becomes even more complex when it is seen � as in our approach � not as an academic 
exercise, but as an exercise to generate useful and reliable information for use in decision-making 
processes. There exists ample literature on evaluation methodologies and techniques (see also the 
�Suggested reading� section in this guide); this section therefore reviews only a number of important 
issues that require special attention in view of the specificities of OP systems and GI initiatives.  

The need for comparison
GI initiatives can be considered as �events� affecting OP systems, the producers and other stakeholders 
belonging to it (whether or not they participate in the GI initiative), and the wider local context. Measuring 
the effects of any intervention or policy requires a comparator � a similar situation in which the event (the 
GI initiative) is absent. There are two basic approaches for comparison:

The diachronic approach is based on the comparison of the state of a single OP system, before and after 
an intervention (the GI initiative). This approach normally requires a baseline study describing the starting 
conditions of the OP system before the implementation of the GI initiative, and a final study comparing the 
situation after the implementation of the initiative with the baseline, highlighting changes.
The synchronic approach is based on a comparison of an OP system with intervention (the GI initiative)
to another, similar OP system without intervention (the �counterfactual�). Counterfactual analysis 
applies the logic of experimental control commonly used in many fields, such as for the evaluation of 
the effects of medical treatments. However, it presents significant limitations when applied to OPs due 
to the difficulty to find OPs that are similar to the one where the GI initiative is implemented. 

2.2.4. The external context in which origin-product or origin-linked product systems operate

The effects of a GI initiative may vary according to the characteristics of the socio-economic, natural and 
political context of the territory in which it is implemented. The following characteristics are particularly 
relevant:

The general characteristics of the value chain and market of the product category (such as wine, olive 
oil or fresh vegetables), and their evolution.
The general characteristics of the territory in which a GI initiative is implemented, which can enhance 
or diminish the effects of the initiative (e.g. the presence of natural or cultural resources to attract 
tourists, or the accessibility of the territory).
Policies and accompanying measures at the national and regional level, which may facilitate the 
development of GI products or help producers access GI initiatives and use collective labels. Examples 
of such policies include the funding of a collective packaging plant or the provision of credit, both of 
which 	may be highly useful for small enterprises. In some cases, GI initiatives are part of a wider local 
development strategy implemented by public bodies or NGOs.
The characteristics of the legal framework and of its enforcement system, 	 which determine the 
extent to which OPs are protected from imitation, as well as the confidence of intermediary buyers and 
final consumers in the guarantee system.

�.

�.

�.

�.

�.

�.



19

Due to the specificity of OP systems, the diachronic approach is the approach that is most frequently used 
to evaluate GI initiatives. Where feasible, the diachronic approach may be complemented by a synchronic 
approach to the evaluation of certain aspects.

Interpretation and disturbance factors
The effects of a GI initiative are context-dependent and may be affected by many events and exogenous 
variables. Hence, it is not an easy task to isolate the effects of the GI initiative from that of other variables 
affecting the GI system. The data about changes in the OP and GI systems that are collected for the 
evaluation must therefore be clearly related to the GI initiative. The performance of the initiative must 
be carefully analysed to check whether there is a chain of causality linking the GI initiative to the 
observed effects, or whether other factors or events may have determined that effect. For that reason, 
benchmarking is very important.

In search of ambivalent effects
Often, only beneficial effects are analysed in the evaluation of the impact of GI initiatives. However, costs 
and negative effects must be identified and analysed, too. Costs include the costs incurred to set up and 
manage the GI initiative itself, both at the level of the GI system and at enterprise level (e.g. the time spent 
by different stakeholders to reach an agreement on the GI rules and by producers to set up a control 
system for the GI label). The evaluation should consider opportunity costs, too. These are the returns 
from the best alternative use of an asset used in the GI initiative (�what would I have gained if the asset 
used in the GI initiative would have been invested in an alternative economic activity�).
 
Integrating quantitative and qualitative methods and data
Any evaluation should be supported by both quantitative and qualitative methods and data. Quantitative 
methods tend to use structured approaches (such as surveys with coded answers) that provide precise 
data for analysis by means of statistical methods and comparisons. Qualitative techniques aim at 
explaining what is happening with words and ordinal scales. Qualitative methods use semi-structured 
techniques (e.g. observations, interviews, focus group discussions, representative case studies analysis, 
etc.) to provide in-depth understanding of attitude and behaviours. 

Not everything that happens as a result of a GI initiative can be measured and quantified by means of 
cardinal scales and numbers (e.g. counts, ratios, percentages, etc.). Mixed approaches are recommended 
as they may realize the advantages of both qualitative and quantitative methods, measuring what 
happened with quantitative data and examining how and why it happened with qualitative tools.

Combining objective and subjective methods of evaluation
The distinction between objective and subjective methods of evaluation is closely related to that between 
quantitative and qualitative ones. Objective methods normally ask for quantitative data, which must be 
compared against reference levels or comparators to formulate an evaluation. These reference levels or 
comparators are not always available, or meaningful, for the observed GI system (as pointed out earlier 
in Section 2.4., on the synchronic approach and counterfactual analysis). However, this problem can be 
partly solved by using subjective methods. Subjective methods are based on the idea that the interested 
parties in the GI initiative are able to express their point of view about the effects generated, according to 
a scale based on their expectations or on the situation before the GI intervention. Subjective evaluations 
may be influenced by personal factors; a very poor person, for example, may be overly satisfied with 
a very modest increase in price. It is therefore recommended to use a combination of objective and 
subjective methods.

The complexity of evaluating the effects of geographical indication initiatives
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External and internal evaluation
Evaluations consider two broad categories of actors: those who take an active part in a GI initiative, and 
those who are external to it. Who is better placed to appreciate the effects of a GI initiative? Moreover, 
who has the right to express a judgement over these effects? On the one hand, external actors may be 
more objective in observing and evaluating effects, as they are not directly involved in the initiative. On the 
other hand, internal actors are normally more aware of and informed about the initiative, and better able 
to express their perceptions and points of view about the effects. Moreover, they can provide data and 
information about the initiative at a lower cost. The right combination of external and internal evaluations 
brings objectivity and participation to the evaluation process.

Evaluation as a never-ending process
Evaluation is needed before the implementation of a GI initiative, to forecast the effects the initiative 
may have when implemented; it is also necessary during implementation, to ensure the reproduction 
of local resources. As highlighted in the guide �Linking people, places and products� (FAO and SINER-
GI, 2009), reproduction should be considered as a continuous process along the origin-linked quality 
virtuous circle, and evaluation as a regular practice. In addition, and as pointed out in the Introduction, 
prospective and retrospective evaluation should be considered as phases of the same process, and be 
tightly integrated.

Separating evaluation design, facts analysis and judgement 
Evaluation is a process involving many interconnected actions. Apart from technical issues, it is important 
from a methodological point of view to separate three main phases:

Design: the design of an evaluation concerns the definition of its aims and  scope. It is a strategic
activity, performed by the initiator of the evaluation, that guides all the following steps. 
Facts analysis: facts analysis is the collection and organization of data. It is a  technical phase that
requires specific competences. 
Judgment: once the data are collected, they must be carefully interpreted in  order to understand how
the GI initiative may be improved.

2.4. Principles of evaluation: inclusiveness, fairness and sustainability

Evaluation is not an exact science. It is influenced by the person launching the evaluation (the initiator), 
the person who implements it (the responsible), and often the actor providing the required financial and 
human resources, too. Evaluation is not a neutral activity; on the contrary, it is oriented, implicitly or 
explicitly, by values and principles that must be clearly defined before the start of the evaluation. These 
principles determine the evaluation approach and the fields that will be analysed, the methodological 
tools that will be used, the concrete process of evaluation, and the type of data and indicators to be 
used. For this reason, and to avoid excessive self-reference, evaluations should be inspired and oriented 
by general values defined outside the OP system, such as, for example, those of the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

An evaluation may become an instrument of power that some actors may use to pursue their own 
personal interests and objectives, by focusing on certain effects of the GI initiative and neglecting others.
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Since OPs are collective local goods, and GI initiatives are conceived as tools for the promotion of local 
and sustainable development, GI initiatives should be evaluated against the three main general principles 
of inclusiveness and representativeness, fairness, and sustainability.

Inclusiveness and representativeness
GI initiatives are normally launched by a group of actors representing only part of the stakeholders 
operating in the OP system. In certain cases, GI initiatives are part of more general strategies carried out 
by private enterprises, associations, local governments or NGOs. GI initiatives are therefore not neutral 
tools. They are oriented towards specific aims, which are not always shared by all stakeholders. Each 
stakeholder has their own views about the OP, their own expectations from the GI initiative and their 
own ability and interest to take part in it. How to deal with different stakeholders� expectations, aims 
and perceptions, and how to analyse the effects of GI initiatives on various categories of stakeholders 
is critical to the evaluation of such initiatives. All concerned stakeholder categories should be included 
in the evaluation (including those unable to access the GI initiative and use the GI label) by means of a 
participatory approach to the different steps of the evaluation process. The degree of participation in 
an evaluation is measured on a continuum: at one end of the continuum, local stakeholders actively 
participate in decision-making, starting from the definition of the scope and objectives of the evaluation, 
while at the other end of the continuum decisions are made top-down, and local stakeholders are mere 
objects of observation. Real inclusion cannot be attained without the empowerment of all categories of 
actors. In fact, the more marginal actors are often not aware of what is happening in the GI initiative, of 
its real meaning and implications, etc. 

Fairness
GI initiatives may modify the distribution of power between stakeholders at different stages of the value 
chain (e.g. farmers and processors), as well as between stakeholders located at the same stage (e.g. 
small farmers and large landholdings). Less empowered actors (i.e. less endowed with financial and 
human resources and capabilities) may face greater difficulties to participate in a GI initiative and comply 
with its common rules. 

Evaluations should take due account of the distribution of the benefits and costs of initiatives, between 
actors operating at both different steps of the value chain and within the same stage of the value chain. 
Any exclusion phenomena should be taken into account when evaluating GI initiatives.

Sustainability
For producers, most GI initiatives aim primary at improving the economic performance of a value chain 
or its parts. Nevertheless, GI initiatives are strongly linked to the social and environmental dimensions 
of a territory, such as the preservation of traditional farming systems and biodiversity, the survival of 
local traditions or the use of natural resources such as water and the soil. It is the responsibility of the 
initiator to ensure that the scope of the evaluation includes, in addition to economic effects, effects on the 
environment and social and ethical impacts (e.g. on gender issues or access to quality food). In view of 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the growing demand for sustainable practices from 
the market, it is highly recommended to include all three pillars of sustainability (economic, social and 
environmental) in the scope of the evaluation. A GI initiative and its interconnected actions may also have 
unexpected effects. The initiator must take all these potential effects into account in order to evaluate an 
initiative according to a full sustainability perspective. The maps of effects presented in Section 3 may be 
used as a reference to guarantee that the evaluation assesses a wide scope of effects.

The complexity of evaluating the effects of geographical indication initiatives



Evaluating geographical indications - Guide to tailor evaluations for the development and improvement of geographical indications.

22

2.5. Adapting the evaluation methodology to the resources available and to the 
typology of the geographical indication system

Cost-effectiveness should guide the process of evaluation. Evaluations can be extremely challenging 
processes requiring great amounts of resources, and can therefore not be an impromptu activity. 
Evaluations require the planning of interconnected activities, the allocation of responsibilities and the 
formulation of an evaluation plan, including the timing of the planned activities. The resources to be 
dedicated to evaluations vary considerably, depending on the specific situation. Evaluations can be more 
or less complex, depending on a number of factors: the characteristics of the OP system (the size of 
the territory, the number and heterogeneity of producers, the number of stages in the value chain, the 
diversification of marketing channels, etc.), the number and detail of the common rules (the higher the 
number of rules, the more complicated the evaluation), the presence of other product-related activities 
(if other activities are undertaken, it is more difficult to identify direct cause-and-effect relationships for 
the GI initiative), and the characteristics of the wider local economic and social context.

The more complex the evaluation, the more time and resources (human and financial) are needed to 
perform it. The availability of resources must reflect the scope of the evaluation, and vice versa. In certain 
situations, the financial and human resources available limit the scope of the evaluation, imposing the 
simplification of the evaluation exercise. This may imply:

focusing on the main specific objectives of a GI initiative, without losing sight of the multidimensionality 
of its effects (economic, social and environmental;  expected and unexpected);
using simplified methodologies, while guaranteeing a minimum quality and  reliability of results. 
Many biases may creep into the evaluation process. The  selection bias, for example, results from the 
inadequate selection of the sample  population (i.e. the sample measured is not representative of all 
the typologies of interested actors), while the time bias results from the analysis of the effects over a 
too short period of time.

In sum, the evaluation of a GI initiative is a highly complex activity consisting of a variety of tasks; it requires 
considerable expertise and resources. The general approach and the phases and activities presented in 
this guide should be applied to all evaluation exercises. This will ensure a rigorous approach and provide 
essential and reliable information for decision-making aimed at improving the performance of the GI 
initiative. At the same time, each evaluation exercise should be adapted to the resources available, as 
well as to the specific aims of the initiative. The methodology presented in the next sections should 
therefore be seen as flexible, to be adapted to a diversified set of situations. 

The next sections (see Sections 5.5, 6.5, and Annexes 2 and 3) provide guidance as to how to simplify and 
adapt the evaluation methodology and management for cases where resources are limited. The sections 
on prospective (Section 5) and retrospective (Section 6) evaluation present examples of how evaluation 
can be simplified and tailored to small GI initiatives.
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GI initiatives may have many different effects on producers� 
businesses, the local economy and society, and the 
environment. This section presents a systematic mapping of 
the potential categories of effects. The maps of effects will 
provide a reference for the implementation of the evaluation. 

MAPPING THE POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS OF GEOGRAPHICAL 
INDICATION INITIATIVES
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3.1. Typology of effects

The many effects of GI initiatives may be analysed and classified according to different criteria, the main 
ones of which are:

the general area of impact: economic, social or environmental;
the level of impact: a single producer, the GI system, the OP system or the wider local territory;
the length and complexity of the causal link between the GI initiative and the observed effect.

The length and complexity of the causal link is a 
particularly relevant criterion for the evaluation, 
as it underlines the chain of causality (see Box 11) 
between actions and effects, isolating as much 
as possible the direct relationship between the GI 
initiative (action) and its effects.

�.
�.
�.

Chain of causality 
An ordered sequence of interlinked events in which 
every event in the chain causes the next one(s). 

BOX 11 � DEFINITIONS

Three levels of effects are normally analysed under this criterion (see Box 12):

Outputs (first-order effects) are the first and immediate results; they depend on the level of participation 
of producers to the initiative, and the extent to which the GI initiative will be (prospective evaluation) or 
has been (retrospective evaluation) taken up by producers. 
Outcomes (second-order effects) are direct effects stemming from the outputs. They can be conceived
as the direct consequences (advantages and disadvantages) that the participants will experience, or 
have experienced, because of the GI initiative;
Impacts (third-order effects) are the indirect intended and unintended consequences of the GI 
initiative,beyond its direct and immediate effects on  the participants in the GI initiative. They concern the 
changes induced by outcomes in economic, social and environmental dimensions at a wider, especially 
local, level. Social and environmental dimensions are of paramount relevance to the sustainability of 
a GI initiative, as these dimensions affect many types of territorial capitals on which the success of an 
initiative depends. The occurrence of third-order effects, even when they are part of the objectives of 
the GI initiative, depends on the actual use of the GI by the firms of the OP system.

Outputs, outcomes and impacts correspond to different lengths of the chain of causality between a GI initiative 
and its effects. The distinction is highly relevant, as the complexity and uncertainty regarding the extent to 
which the GI initiative determines the effects increases as the analysis moves from first- to third-order effects. 

�.

�.

�.
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Mapping the potential effects of geographical indication initiatives

Outputs, outcomes and impacts of GI initiatives

Outputs: the number of producers using the PDO Pecorino Toscano (Italy)
The PDO Pecorino Toscano (sheep milk cheese, Tuscany) was officially 
registered in 1996; since then, the number of cheesemakers using the 
PDO for all or part of their cheese production has grown significantly. 
Twenty-two enterprises, or 17 percent of the cheesemakers in the 
geographical area covered by the CoP, used the PDO in 2014 (Belletti, 
Brazzini and Marescotti, 2014). 

Outcomes: the welfare effects of the use of the GI Basmati rice
To assess the welfare effects of the use of the GI Basmati rice, a survey 
of 300 rice farming households was undertaken in the province of 
Uttarakhand, in northern India. The findings of the survey show that the 
cultivation of Basmati rice is more profitable than that of non-GI varieties; households that adopted 
the GI saw their net income increase. Besides higher profitability, the motives for GI adoption included 
access to extension training facilities, risk hedging and the availability of household labour (Jena and 
Grote, 2012).

Impacts: the effects of the use of the PGI Roquefort cheese on land use
Changes in the rules regarding the breeding and feeding of sheep in the CoP of the PGI Roquefort 
cheese (France) led farmers to develop an alternative land use strategy. Under this alternative strategy, 
farmers consider rangelands as a valuable resource. By increasing the use of rangelands for sheep 
grazing, the new strategy provides a more effective method to control shrub and tree encroachment, 
thus exerting a positive effect on the local environment (QuØtier, Marty and Lepart, 2005).

BOX 12 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 analyse the three levels of effects and their main categories and subcategories. All 
effects must be taken into consideration in the evaluation of a GI initiative, including interlinked effects (see 
Box 13). Indeed, only a careful consideration of all the effects (including the environmental and social effects) 
can ensure the sustainability and gainfulness of the initiative.

Interlinked effects
There are relevant links between the different typologies of effects. For example, a change in prices 
will affect profitability; effects on both prices and profitability may be assessed. Evaluators must take 
due account of these interlinked effects when managing the evaluation process.

BOX 13 � HINTS FOR EVALUATION

The following sections present maps for each category of effects; these maps should be used as a reference 
tool in the implementation of the evaluation process (see Sections 5 and 6).

It is important to evaluate the different categories of effects not only for the different categories of actors within 
a GI system, but also for those in the OP system as a whole (see also Section 3.4).
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3.2.2. Producers� involvement in the geographical indication initiative

Producers� involvement is a first rough indicator of the effectiveness of a GI initiative. Indeed, producers 
who decide to adhere to a GI initiative and comply with its CoP believe that the GI will enable them to reap 
certain benefits. Producers� involvement in a GI initiative is a prerequisite for the production of second- 
and third-order effects.

Producers� involvement can be evaluated according to different criteria: 

The number of producers that are aware of the GI initiative and of the content of the CoP. This output
depends inter alia on how the GI initiative was set up (participatory processes strengthen producers�
awareness), and may be reinforced by specific information campaigns on the GI rules and label.
The number of registered GI producers, authorized to take part in the GI initiative and use the GI label.
These producers must comply with the requirements set out in the CoP, such as being located within 
the geographic boundaries of the GI, growing varieties admitted by the CoP, etc.
The number of producers who use the GI label. Often, not all registered GI producers actually use the
GI label to market their products. This may be due to reasons such as the failure of products to meet
the minimum quality requirements of the CoP, unfavourable market conditions, distrust regarding the 
GI initiative, wait-and-see behaviour, etc.

3.2. Outputs (first-order effects)

3.2.1. Map of outputs

Outputs are first-order effects; they are determined by the extent and type of use of the GI by producers. 
Outputs are often viewed as rough indicators of the success of a GI initiative. They can be divided into 
various categories, as shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 Map of the main outputs to be considered when evaluating GI initiatives

Source: elaborated by the authors

�.

�.
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Outputs may be assessed based on the absolute number of producers and its evolution over time. 
An alternative criterion is the share of producers (or the evolution thereof), for example the share of 
producers who actually use the GI in the total number of registered producers, or the share of registered 
producers in the total number of producers in the area who could comply with the CoP (i.e. the number of 
potential users, which may be much higher than the number of registered producers). These indicators 
should be measured for different categories of producers, organized firstly according to their position 
along the value chain (farmers, processors, etc.) and then according to other characteristics such 
as location (in plains or mountainous areas), economic dimension (small or big farms) or available 
technology (artisanal or industrial producers). As such, exclusion effects from the GI initiative can be 
taken into account in more detail.

3.2.3. Geographical indication-labelled production 

GI initiatives aim at helping producers to better market their products by means of a GI label. Therefore, 
the quantity of products that is GI-labelled is a relevant output. This quantity is not directly related to the 
number of GI users due to their differing production scales and levels of use of the label.

Producers may decide to use the GI label for their entire production, part of it, or not at all. This decision 
depends on a complex set of factors, including market conditions, economic considerations (cost-benefit 
ratio), individual marketing strategies and producers� individual characteristics (production volumes, access 
to markets, availability of technology, know-how, access to information, etc.). Small producers may be less 
informed and/or less equipped than bigger ones to capture the potentialities of the GI initiative.

GI-labelled production can be measured in terms of both volume and value of products sold. Both 
measures are relevant. Volumes (quantities of products sold) allow for the isolation of price or inflation 
effects. Values allow for the aggregation of data and the calculation of the share of GI-labelled product 
turnover in other monetary aggregates. Values may be calculated at farm, processor gate or retail level.

The number of producers may be analysed using indicators that reflect:

absolute values and pertinent shares (such as the share of GI-labelled quantities in total production 
and sales volumes) and their evolution over time; and
different categories of producers, considering their location along the value chain (farmers, processors, etc.) or
other characteristics (geographic location, economic dimension or the technology available to the enterprise).  

3.2.4. Geographical indication product sales

GI initiatives have different effects on different markets. GI initiatives provide assurance to consumers as 
to a specific origin-linked quality, and therefore normally have stronger effects on buyers and consumers 
far from the area of production. Thus, the effects of a GI initiative may be measured in terms of both 
volumes and values sold (amounts and shares of totals, and their evolution over time) on different 
markets, categorized according to:

the geographical scope of the market: local, regional, national and international;  
the kind of marketing channel: direct, short and long channels; and
the characteristics of the points of sale: on-farm outlets, wholesale operations, small retailing outlets,
supermarkets, etc.

�.

�.

�.
�.
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3.3. Outcomes (second-order effects)

3.3.1. Map of outcomes

Outcomes concern the direct effects on local producers (individually and collectively) and the entire GI 
system of the setting up of the GI initiative and the use of the GI label. These effects bear on:

a) producers� economic performance;
b) the structure and functioning of the GI system; and
c) markets, buyers and consumers

Figure 4 Map of the main
outcomes to be considered
when evaluating GI initiatives	

Source: elaborated
by the authors
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3.3.2. Outcomes affecting producers� economic performance 

The main aim of producers setting up and participating in a GI initiative is to improve their economic 
performance; public authorities are also interested in strengthening the economic sustainability of the GI 
system. The assessment of producers� economic performance must be decomposed into analyses of the 
effects of the GI initiative on prices, costs and profitability. GI initiatives may have other economic effects 
on producers, such as the opening up of new marketing channels and the stabilization of incomes. These 
effects are not distributed equally, so their distribution across different typologies of producers should 
be analysed, too. 

Prices 
GI initiatives normally result in an increase in products� prices (the price premium) due to the greater 
market differentiation obtained by means of the GI label and to the clearing of fake GI products from 
the market. Another expected effect is the stabilization of the price level that can be obtained, because 
GI-labelled products may fit into niche markets, thereby escaping the price competition and price 
fluctuations of standard products of the same category. These effects, however, are not automatic; they 
require collective marketing initiatives implemented by the GI producers organization (see Box 14). It is 
not easy to assess price premiums and price stabilization. In general, the evaluation should:

trace the evolution of GI product prices over time, and compare it to the (evolution of) prices of other 
products within the same category (e.g. other GI products, or the same product without a GI label), to 
the price the product had before the GI initiative, and possibly to the price of other products in the same area;
assess price premiums not only at consumption level, but also at previous stages of the value 
chain(farm gate, processors gate, etc.). Indeed, significant shares of the price premium are often 
retained by intermediaries and retailers operating outside the GI production system; 
assess price premiums in different markets and marketing channels, because the use of the GI 
labelmay have different effects in different markets and marketing channels (local, regional or national 
markets; short or long value chains; e-commerce, etc.).
assess price premiums for different typologies of producers (small or big, artisanal or industrial, etc.), 
who may have different skills and price strategies. 

Sometimes, price data are already available; usually, however, dedicated surveys are required to obtain 
the necessary detailed data.

�.

�.
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BOX 14 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Effects of GI initiatives on economic performance: Colombian coffee 
Colombian coffee (registered in Colombia as a denomination of origin in 2004 and as a PGI in the EU 
in 2007) is an Arabica coffee, wet processed, green or roasted, produced in Colombia�s highlands at 
an altitude of 400 to 2 500 metres. Colombian coffee growers started differentiating their product 

Costs
Production costs may change due to the use of a GI. Indeed, complying with CoP rules may generate 
additional costs for GI users. First, inspection and certification bring financial costs and administrative 
burdens (for example, the time required to fill out documents for traceability). Additionally, producers 
may have to shoulder costs to adapt their production processes to meet the CoP�s quality requirements 
(e.g. to buy new equipment, acquire new competencies and skills or buy higher quality raw material 
and other special inputs), modify administrative routines, pay fees to participate in the GI collective 
organizations, etc. 

How producers� costs change due to participation in the IG initiative depends on the individual 
characteristics of those producers, such as their starting point for compliance with the CoP rules. 
Producers� dimensions and their position along the value chain are two of the main factors to be 
considered when assessing changes in costs.

The analysis of incremental costs due to compliance with the CoP can be a very difficult task, because 
costs are often inextricably interconnected. Moreover, certain categories of costs of using a GI label are 
fixed (i.e. independent from the quantity of products labelled); these costs may result from material (e.g. 
machines) or immaterial (e.g. the acquisition of technical skills) investments. For these reasons, costs 
must be assessed not only as an aggregate, but also as per-unit costs, i.e. broken down according to the 
units of GI product produced.

The gathering of data and other information on cost-related aspects requires specific enquiries and in-
depth case studies.

based on its territorial origin in the 1950s. The 
econometric assessment of the economic effects of 
the use of the GI demonstrated that: 

the use of the GI resulted in an increase in the 
prices paid to farmers (the price premium 
captured by PGI coffee averaging  USD 0.38 per 
pound); 
the use of the GI enabled growers to capture 
85 percent of the price paid by roasters on the 
international market, compared to 68 percent 
prior to the registration of the GI.

�.

�.

Source: FAO & EBRD, 2018.
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Value added measures the remuneration of all capital and labour used in the enterprise, including 
those not brought by the entrepreneur (see Box 15). Therefore, value added is wider than returns as 
previously defined. Value added is especially important for GI production systems and the territory 
in which they operate, as it also measures territorial impacts in terms of wages and fixed capital 
assets. For example, GI initiatives may induce the relocation of activities into the GI territory, keeping 
more value added inside that territory. A CoP, for example, may require that animals are fed with feed 
produced inside the area delimited by the IG initiative, or that a product is packaged within this area.

Profit, returns and value added concern the enterprise as a whole. However, GI products usually constitute 
only part of the business of GI enterprises. Determining the profitability of a GI product in isolation from 
the rest of the business can therefore be difficult, and requires careful analysis (with important margins 
of error).

The basis for profitability is the difference between the value of products sold and the costs of producing 
them. The value of products sold (turnover) is affected by both the price of the GI product and the 
quantities sold. The price of the GI product is only one of the variables to be monitored. Higher prices 
do not necessarily lead to income increases, due to the possible inverse relation between prices and 
volumes sold (normally, when prices increase, sales volumes decrease). In addition, profitability must 
be assessed:

over time, to cancel out fluctuations in prices (very frequent on agricultural markets), production 
volumes and costs; and
in comparison with other similar situations. 

Data availability is a critical issue as information may be sensitive and/or difficult to collect. Usually, 
specific surveys aimed at obtaining both qualitative and quantitative information are needed.

Other economic effects
GI initiatives may generate other effects on producers� economic performance. A GI label, in particular 
when supported by clear rules and a reliable guarantee system, may open up new markets, including 
export markets. Indeed, GI labels provide assurance to buyers and consumers as to the quality of a 
product and highlight its origin and specific characteristics, if the control and inspection system offers 

Profit is the remuneration of the risks taken by an 
entrepreneur. It is measured as total revenues 
minus total costs.
Returns are all the rewards for doing business. 
Therefore, returns include both profits and other 
remunerations to a producer for the factors they 
bring to their enterprise, such as their own or 
family members� labour, land, etc. Producers, 
in particular small and artisanal ones, are more 
interested in returns than in profit, because they 
often play multiple roles in their enterprises. 

Profitability
Profitability reflects the economic effects of a GI initiative at producer level in a synoptic way. Different 
measures of profitability may be considered; the relevance of these measures depends on the specificities of 
the producers and their entrepreneurial models (e.g. smallholders or large firms):

Value added
Value added is the sum of profits, depreciation 
costs of fixed investments on land and other 
capital, and labour costs. Value added is 
equivalent to revenues minus intermediate 
consumption. In regional and national accounts, 
value added corresponds to the incomes received 
by the owners of capital and labour.

BOX 15 � DEFINITIONS�.

�.
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sufficient guarantees. Access to new markets and marketing channels allows producers to diversify and 
reduce risk, with positive impacts on their economic resilience (i.e. their ability to recover from, or adjust 
to, the effects of adverse shocks to which they may be inherently exposed). 

The marketing of a GI product with a solid and growing reputation may boost the overall reputation of a 
business. Indeed, the very presence of a GI product in a business portfolio may help market products other 
than that GI product (goods, but also services, such as tourist services). Therefore, the analysis of the 
profitability effect should not be restricted to the GI-labelled product, but encompass an operator�s entire 
business activity. Furthermore, GI initiatives may improve producers� business stability by facilitating the 
negotiation of business agreements between actors along the value chain. 

GI initiatives may engender the relocation of certain economic activities, thus generating other economic 
effects. If successful, a GI initiative may incite external producers to set up new businesses in the area 
and join the GI initiative, thus stimulating economic development in the area. Thus, GI initiatives may 
boost not only profits but also employment opportunities, and improve the self-reliance and autonomy of 
local stakeholders. These are the effects that often bring public administrations to support GI initiatives 
and encourage businesses to use GI labels.

In certain cases, GI initiatives may have other specific economic effects, depending on the characteristics 
of the local production system and its producers. Therefore, a preliminary, careful observation of the GI 
system is required to ensure that all relevant aspects are included in the assessment.

The assessment of the other economic effects calls for data that must usually be collected by means 
of specific enquiries and/or case studies. The effects must be assessed at the level of both individual 
enterprises and the GI system as a whole.

Distribution of economic effects
The economic effects of GI initiatives are not distributed uniformly between the different steps 
of the value chain (vertical distribution) or between the different actors operating at the same 
step of the value chain (horizontal distribution); this distribution is determined by the actors� 
characteristics. This is a very relevant issue that must be carefully assessed for all the categories 
of effects listed above, be it price effects or other economic effects. 

The factors that affect the horizontal and vertical distribution of GI effects are numerous, and often 
work in opposite directions. Distribution is determined by the specific features of a production 
system and of a CoP, as well as by the legal and institutional framework. The vertical distribution 
of profits can be strongly affected by GI initiatives; which stages of the value chain (primary 
production, processing or stages further downstream) benefit from the new distribution depends 
on the rules set out in the CoP and on the collective management of the GI initiative. It should also 
be noted that the downstream levels of the value chain (wholesaling and retailing) are usually 
characterized by a higher degree of concentration than the upstream levels (farmers or first 
processors). Therefore, the risk exists that large firms operating outside the GI system capture 
much of the benefits generated by the initiative. Moreover, if the control system for compliance 
with the CoP is absent or functions badly, the reputational effect of the GI may be usurped by 
external and even internal operators. 

Usually, most of the opportunities generated by GI initiatives (and more generally, by quality 
labelling initiatives) are captured by those enterprises that are better equipped in terms of 
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know-how, financial resources, etc. � these are generally the bigger enterprises in GI production 
systems. The rules written in the CoP are therefore of great importance to ensure not only a high 
degree of participation but also an equitable distribution of benefits.

3.3.3. Outcomes affecting the geographical indication system

GI initiatives affect the structure and functioning of production systems. This is due not only to the 
aggregation of the effects on single enterprises, but also to the fact that GI initiatives may attract 
new enterprises, induce investments and innovation, cause changes in the modalities of collective 
organization or result in new types of relationships between producers inside and outside the GI 
system.

Structure of the GI system
The effects of GI initiatives on the structure of the production system are uncertain. On the one 
hand, GI initiatives may attract new producers interested in using the GI label, from both inside 
and outside the geographical area. This holds particularly true where positive economic effects 
are expected and/or the rules of the CoP stipulate that processors must be located inside the 
area delimited by the CoP (relocation) to use the GI label. On the other hand, the rules of the 
CoP may also exclude certain actors from a GI initiative: those located outside the geographical 
boundaries defined in the CoP and those who, while located within that area, are unable to comply 
with the technical or quality requirements imposed by the CoP. In addition, where a geographical 
name is registered as a GI label and hence reserved to the operators participating in a GI system, 
operators outside that system lose the possibility to use the geographical name to market their 
products. 

Attraction and exclusion may work differently according to the size and other structural 
characteristics of enterprises (see Box 16); the effect depends on the type of rules defined in 
the CoP. In general, small producers encounter greater difficulties to comply with formal rules 
and control systems. However, CoPs may also prohibit the use of production techniques that are 
more appropriate for bigger producers (notably the automation of certain production operations, 
for example with milking or harvesting machines), to preserve product quality. Therefore, the 
assessment of the effects of a GI initiative on the structure of a GI production system requires 
preliminary data collection on various aspects:

the number of enterprises participating in the GI initiative and/or using the GI label;
the distribution of enterprises according to size, both in terms of the sales quantity and value 
of the GI-labelled product and in terms of overall enterprise size (total turnover, number of 
employees, etc.); and
the typology of enterprises according to structural or functional characteristics, such as whether 
or not they are family-owned, where they are located (in plains or in mountainous areas), etc. 

The effects may be assessed for the different stages of the value chain (farmers, processors, etc.).

�.
�.
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Effects of GI initiatives on the structure of OP production systems: Sulguni cheese (Georgia)
Sulguni is one of the most famous Georgian cheeses. It is a soft, moderately salty fresh pasta 
filata cheese (or stretched curd), made from cow and buffalo milk. Sulguni can be either fresh, dry, 
aged or smoked; it may be mixed with other traditional ingredients (spices, grapes, must, etc.). It 

BOX 16 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

is similar to mozzarella, both in its aspect and 
texture. After stirring and kneading, sulguni 
gets its distinctive layered structure. 

Because of its reputation, the name sulguni 
is misused on both the domestic and export 
markets. To protect the GI of sulguni (and other 
cheeses), the Georgian intellectual property 
office prepared, in collaboration with the Ministry 
of Agriculture, a CoP for producers wishing 
to use the GI. However, most producers, and 
especially smallholders using more traditional 
production techniques, were unable to comply 
with the production rules of this CoP. Only a 
few large producers using modern production 
techniques were able to participate in the GI system, and the image of authenticity provided by 
smallholders was lost. As a result, the GI system was not operational. To make the CoP more 
inclusive (i.e. better adapted to the production of traditional sulguni) and ensure its operationality, 
a FAO-European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) project set up a participative 
process involving both small-scale and larger producers from different regions of Georgia, to reflect 
the real production context of sulguni. The process was supported by the Sakrdze, the national dairy 
association, which became the GI association for sulguni. Production techniques differed between 
producers, and especially between small-scale producers on the one hand and larger producers 
on the other. Differences concerned, for example, the time the cheese is soaked in brine (a couple 
of hours or overnight or longer), the use of vacuum packaging, or the use of manual vs mechanical 
techniques. To make the GI system more inclusive and allow all types of producers to reap its 
benefits, the revised CoP allows for two types of cheese, sulguni and classic sulguni. The latter 
uses raw milk from cows that are milked twice a day, is kneaded by hand and does not contain a 
lactic bacterial starter culture. These principles reflect the production techniques usually applied 
by smaller producers. What makes sulguni unique are its layers; all sulguni cheeses have to comply 
with this final product characteristic. This requirement obliged the more industrialized producers to 
adapt their production processes. The result of the revision of the CoP was a change in the structure 
of the GI system, to include small and/or artisanal producers.

Source: FAO & EBRD. 2017�2019.
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systems, from technical and administrative issues to collective marketing and promotion. In certain 
cases, GI initiatives help strengthen social cohesion, not only within the production system but also in the 
wider local society. Conversely, the formulation process of a GI initiative may highlight contrasts between 
different categories of local actors, with negative effects on social cohesion. The effects of GI initiatives 
on collective organization may be assessed using data about the existence of a formal organization, the 
number of producers belonging to it, and their typology. However, it is very important to monitor and 
analyse ongoing processes of social interaction at territorial level by means of qualitative techniques, too.

Coordination between GI producers
Another area of effects concerns the degree of horizontal and vertical coordination between actors along 
the value chain. CoPs formulate a shared vision about the quality characteristics of a product and the 
main stages of its production process; this often reinforces coordination between firms (in different 
forms, such as contracts, joint ventures or interprofessional agreements). Consequently, contrasts are 
reduced, and actors can develop strategies for horizontal (between actors operating at the same stage of 
the value chain) or vertical (between actors operating at different stages) coordination: 

vertical coordination may result in a reduction of the costs associated with transactions along the value 
chain, including inter alia bargaining costs and dispute settlement costs. Consortia or interprofessional 
organizations may foster vertical coordination.
horizontal coordination may reduce competition between actors operating at the same stage of the 
value chain; they may, for example, develop shared initiatives for production or marketing or coordinate 
individual production plans. Horizontal coordination may be encouraged by cooperatives, farmers 
associations, etc. 

The effects of GI initiatives on coordination are not easy to assess, as this requires data on producers� 
behaviour. The direct observation of practices by means of qualitative techniques (for example, case 
studies or in-depth interviews with producers) is often needed.

Investments and innovation 
GI initiatives may prompt investments and technological and organizational innovations. The CoP, for 
example, may require certain adaptations of production processes and product quality requirements. 
Investments made by operators in the value chain and investments in infrastructure and structural 
facilities at the local level determine � and are determined by � the success of the GI initiative on the 
market.

The definition of common rules and the setting up of a control system reduces opportunities for 
opportunistic and unfair behaviour. This may provide incentives, both to individual operators and to the 
collective production system, to invest in communication and promotion to enhance the reputation of the 
GI label on the market, as well as in production-related equipment and technology.

Collective organization of the GI system
GI initiatives require interaction and agreement 
between local actors. This may stimulate the 
creation of networks and the setting up or 
reinforcement of formal collective organizations 
(for example, GI producers associations, consortia 
or interprofessional bodies) (see Box 17). GI 
producers associations play an important role in 
the management of many aspects of GI production 

�.

�.

GI producers associations
In some countries, the law requires the application 
for the registration of a GI label to be filed by an 
organization that represents the producers in the 
area delimited by the CoP.

BOX 17 � DEFINITIONS
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The monitoring of investments and innovations by GI enterprises requires the detailed analysis of balance 
sheets and qualitative questionnaires. The causal relationship between the GI initiative and investments 
and innovations must be carefully assessed.

3.3.4. Outcomes affecting buyers and consumers in the market

GI initiatives may boost the positioning of GI products on markets, not only by reducing GI abuses and 
imitations, but also by improving the visibility of the GI product and its reputation amongst intermediate 
buyers and final consumers.

Reduction of abuses and imitations
One of the main aims of many GI initiatives is to restrict the use of a geographical name to producers 
complying with the CoP � those producing and selling the �true� GI product. The use of a GI on the market 
is restricted to products complying with the CoP and guaranteed by a certification system through legal 
registration (see Section 5.2.b., in particular for sui generis legal systems). This protection entails that 
the market is cleared from false and misleading products, with likely positive effects for the authentic 
ones. This clearing effect can be measured by checking for the presence of fake products on the market 
by means of specific enquiries. The performance of a GI initiative on the (intermediate and final) market 
is determined to a great extent by the efficiency of controls on abuses and imitations, especially when the 
GI product has a strong reputation and therefore appeals to imitators. 

GI product visibility on markets
The registration of a GI, particularly when done according to an official quality scheme, may increase 
the visibility of a product in the media (such as newspapers, food magazines or television shows on food, 
agriculture or cooking). Increased visibility is an important effect, considering the growing role that the 
media play in consumers� food choices. Visibility may be increased by collective actions by producers 
(e.g. communication campaigns, marketing initiatives, etc.). In some cases, these activities may be 
supported, or directly managed, by local public administrations that wish to help GI initiatives to boost 
their economic and other benefits to the local production system.

Visibility can be assessed by monitoring the number of appearances of the GI product in different selected 
media in the national and international market. Specific inquiries are required to evaluate the number of 
persons who actually see these appearances (the contacts).

GI reputation: buyers� and consumers� awareness and appreciation 
Another main category of effects concerns the attitudes of buyers and final consumers towards the 
GI product (see Box 18). The effects of GI initiatives are to a large extent determined by consumers� 
and intermediate buyers� knowledge and quality perception of the GI product, and their willingness to 
pay for it. Intermediate buyers such as buyers for supermarkets and international traders increasingly 
determine the market success of products. Uncertainty is high in the food domain because food products 
typically cannot be experienced before purchase. Labels signalling the territorial origin of products can 
play a key role in driving consumers� choices. Indeed, thanks to the CoP�s rules about the product and 
its production process, GI labels can provide reassurance and offer quality guarantees, especially if 
official control systems for traceability and compliance of the product with those rules are in place. GI 
initiatives are often supported by information and marketing campaigns to raise intermediate buyers� 
and consumers� awareness of the GI product and its quality characteristics. 
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Changes in product knowledge (awareness of the existence of a product and its characteristics), in the 
perceived quality of a product and in buyers� willingness to pay that result from a GI initiative and the 
use of a label can be assessed by means of various qualitative and quantitative techniques, for both 
intermediate buyers and final consumers.

Effects on consumers in terms of reputation: Bursa black fig (Turkey)
In November 2018, fig producers and their cooperatives in the Bursa area, Turkey, registered the 
PGI Bursa black fig with support from a FAO-EBRD 
technical assistance project. Among the aims of the 
project was the development of marketing channels 
to directly sell GI-labelled Bursa black figs to local 
and national supermarkets. To this end, a marketing 
simulation exercise was organized by the GI association 
and its cooperatives; some 40 fig producers, members 
of the cooperatives (out of a total of 3 644 producers), 
participated in the simulation.  The simulation showed 
that consumers were willing to pay a higher price for 
the GI-labelled figs, and that the price received by 
producers increased from TRY 1 to TRY 3 per kg. Consumer perception was an important element in the 
test; consumers were found to appreciate and understand the GI concept, perceiving the figs as natural 
fruits, with a lot of taste, sourced from identified producers. Interestingly, the exercise deeply changed 
the stakeholders� attitudes: local retailers, who initially strongly mistrusted the initiative, came to share 
the producers� great enthusiasm.

Source: FAO & EBRD. 2018.

BOX 18 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

3.4. Impacts (third-order effects)

3.4.1. Map of impacts

Impacts (third-order effects) are the indirect consequences of the participation of producers in a GI 
initiative. They stem from the close interconnection of OPs with (material and immaterial) local resources, 
other economic activities within the local system and society, and the environment (see Section 2.2).

The evaluation of impacts is challenging, as it is usually more costly and open to mistakes than the 
evaluation of first- and second-order effects. Indeed, impacts typically concern longer-term changes, 
and it may take months or years for such changes to become evident and measurable. Furthermore, 
it can be difficult to attribute observed changes to the GI initiative rather than to other factors, due to 
the length and complexity of the chains of causality. For example, is a change in water quality after the 
establishment of a GI initiative and the production of GI products a result of the GI initiative, or of other 
factors or trends in the area? Therefore, careful consideration should be given to the measurement and 
interpretation of impacts; the appropriate timeframe should be determined with great care, and stable 
resources and specialized skills should be made available. 	
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Four main categories of third-order effects can be identified:

 impacts on markets for inputs to GI production processes: GI initiatives may result in changes in the 
 conditions on markets for inputs (land, labour, raw materials, etc.) to the GI production process;
 impacts on non-GI local producers (i.e. producers of the OP system who do not join the GI initiative); 
 impacts on other economic activities linked to GI product but outside of the OP system; and
 impacts on other elements of the social, cultural and environmental capital of the territory. This cate
 gory includes the effects on the wider society, including the provision of quality products to consumers    
 and the promotion of diversified, healthy diets.

a)

b)
c)
d)

Figure 5 Map of the main impacts to consider when evaluating GI initiatives	

Source: elaborated by the authors
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BOX 19 � EXAMPLES

3.4.2. Impacts on the markets for inputs for geographical indication products

A successful GI initiative may result in an increase in GI production volumes, and consequently in a rise 
in producers� demand for production factors such as land (see Box 19), labour (see Box 20) and other 
inputs. This increase in demand may stimulate economic activity at the local level, in particular when the 
CoP determines that inputs must be sourced from the delimited area. This can have positive effects on 
incomes and job opportunities in rural areas, especially in areas where few alternatives exist, and foster 
wider rural development dynamics. Note that where the supply of local inputs is scarce, production 
costs for all GI users may increase. This may hamper the growth of the GI production and change the 
distribution of value added between producers and other stakeholders at the local level.

Many other factors may influence the demand for inputs. Therefore, data collection and analysis 
should establish with certainty whether there is a link between the GI initiative and the expected 
or assessed impacts.

Increases in the price of land following the implementation of GI initiatives 
Increases in the demand for well-known GI products (for example, wine or fruits) may result in an 
increase in the demand for land. If land resources in the GI-area are limited, this rise in demand may 
cause an increase in the price of land. Such an effect is positive for producers owning land, as the 
value of their assets increases; however, producers renting land suffer from an increase in land rental 
fees. Thus, part of the positive effect of the GI initiative is transferred from land tenants to landowners.

Job creation in rural areas: Argan oil (Morocco) and Bocadillo Veleæo (Colombia)
The impact of GI initiatives in terms of the creation of durable job opportunities can be of paramount 
importance. However, this impact strongly depends on the rules stipulated in the CoP. The use of 
new technologies in agricultural production and food processing generally results in a reduction 
in labour requirements. Meanwhile, the uniqueness of many GI products is based on traditional, 
labour-intensive production processes, which is reflected in the rules of their CoPs.

Argan oil is an oil produced from the kernels of the argan tree, which is endemic to the arid 
and semi-arid regions of south-western Morocco. For centuries, local women have cracked 
the kernels and extracted the gold-coloured oil by hand, to use for cooking and in traditional 
medicine. This activity constituted an important source of income, and therefore of autonomy. 
Nowadays, cracking and extracting can be performed mechanically, too. However, the CoP of the 
PGI for argan oil, registered in 2010, establishes that kernels may only be cracked by hand, thus 
guaranteeing work for hundreds of women in poor rural areas.

Bocadillo Veleño is a traditional Colombian confectionery made from guava pulp and whole cane 
sugar or panela. The town of VØlez, which is a major centre of production, gives the name �Veleæo� 
to the product. Bocadillo Veleæo was registered as a PDO in 2017. Among the many specificities 
of the product is its packaging, which is made from the leaves of the bijao, a local plant, which 
are cooked and dried in the sun. The use of bijao leaves is mandatory according the CoP, even 
though some producers asked to be given the possibility to use plastic packaging to cut costs. The 
bocadillo Veleæo producers� association decided to keep the obligation to use bijao leaves, not only 
because it is tradition, but also because the leaves determine the flavour, texture and aroma of 
bocadillo Veleæo. This requirement benefits small, poor farmers who cultivate and process the leaves. 
For more information on bocadillo Veleæo, see www.bocadillovelenodo.com. 

BOX 20 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Mapping the potential effects of geographical indication initiatives
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3.4.3. Impacts on non-geographical indication local producers 

GI initiatives may exert effects on the producers of an OP system who do not join the GI initiative, for 
example because they expect a negative cost-benefit balance. Other OP producers may be unable to join 
the GI initiative, for example because of the burden of bureaucratic practices, the obligation to comply 
with stricter sanitary rules, or the difficulty of complying with certain production or quality rules as stated 
in the CoP. Yet other producers may be located outside the geographical boundaries set by the CoP. In all 
these situations, producers who may have been using the GI name before its registration are no longer 
able to do so. They might face a price reduction for their products and/or find it more difficult to sell 
them on the market (see Box 21). Conversely, the marketing success of a GI initiative may lead to price 
increases and better market conditions for producers using the GI, with positive spillover effects for non-
GI producers inside the OP system. Changes on the markets for land, labour and other inputs resulting 
from a GI initiative may affect non-GI producers in the area, too. In certain cases, the latter do not benefit 
from the expected increase in the GI product price, but still bear negative effects (such as an increase in 
the rental price of land).

In conclusion, the analysis of the distribution of the economic effects of a GI initiative must carefully 
consider potential GI producers (i.e. enterprises belonging to the OP system and located in the GI area, 
but not joining the GI initiative). This requires specific inquiries or forecasting exercises on a sample 
of non-GI producers, or representative case studies. The effects on potential GI producers should be 
evaluated considering:

the different stages of the value chain (farming, processing, etc.); and
specific categories of producers (for example small producers, poor producers, producers lo cated 
in marginal areas, etc.). 

The analysis of the effects of a GI initiative on non-GI producers may have relevant policy implications.
I deed, knowing the side-effects of a GI initiative may help identify appropriate interventions to enable 
excluded producers to join the initiative.

�.
�.

Impacts of GI initiatives on non-GI local producers: extra virgin Toscano olive oil (Italy)
When the PGI Toscano extra virgin olive oil was registered in 1998, certain small producers were not 
able to use the GI as their limited production quantities did not warrant the costs of applying traceability 
(administrative burden) and certification systems (fees to be paid to the certification body). Thus, they 
could no longer use the term Toscano on the label of their olive oil and, with consumers being very 
sensitive to that term, the price of their non-GI labelled oil decreased by more than 40 percent in 2000. 
Over the following years, the Toscano olive oil producers modified the rules of the CoP to allow smaller 
producers to participate in the GI system, too. At the same time, milling cooperatives allowed producers 
to sell their production collectively. In 2020, the PGI Toscano extra virgin olive oil is used by over 11 000 
farmers (most of them small or very small) and 300 olive oil mills, guaranteeing a price premium. For 
more information, see www.oliotoscanoigp.it.

BOX 21 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION
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The impact of GI initiatives on other economic activities in the territory: GI product routes in Tuscany (Italy)

BOX 22 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

3.4.4. Impacts on economic activities linked to the geographical indication product

GI initiatives may exert third-order effects on economic activities outside the GI value chain. Indeed, 
the reputational gains of a GI product may enhance the image and attractiveness of the whole territory 
associated with the GI. Local resources linked to or resulting from the GI production process (such 
as traditional landscapes, local breeds, gastronomy, traditions, etc.) may give rise to or strengthen a 
number of economic activities at the local level, such as:

restaurants, GI product tasting events, gastronomic events, fairs;
hotels and other forms of rural hospitality;
guided tours in the territory, visits to GI enterprises and local museums;
the processing of the GI product into a food product; and
the production of other food and non-food products in the area. 

These activities can be managed by the GI producers themselves or by other local enterprises and 
stakeholders (e.g. cultural associations, local public institutions, etc.). For GI producers, these activities 
offer an opportunity to diversify their output and complement their GI production.

The development and promotion of a GI product can serve as starting point for the development and 
promotion of an entire territorial heritage and its related products according to a �basket of goods and 
services� logic, whereby a set of products is closely linked to a GI product that acts as a pivot. Sometimes 
a touristic �route� is developed � a physical itinerary linking different GI producers and other enterprises 
inside a territory, based on a more or less formal organization that often involves local municipalities and 
other stakeholders, too (see Box 22).

�.
�.
�.
�.
�.

The Strada del Marrone del Mugello (the route of the Mugello 
chestnut) in the Apennine mountains in Tuscany was created 
around a specific local chestnut, protected by a PGI. The 
Marrone del Mugello is strongly linked to the local landscape 
and gastronomic culture; it serves as a landmark in an area with 
very few alternatives for farmers. The Marrone del Mugello-
association involves various enterprises in the area, not only 
chestnut producers and processors but also restaurants, hotels, 
bed and breakfasts and farm stays. Local municipalities support 
the activities of the association. The route attracts tourists to the 
area, especially during the chestnut harvesting period. For more 
information, see www.stradadelmarrone.it.

The Strada dei Sapori Valtiberina (the route of flavours in Valtiberina) in Tuscany follows a similar 
approach. Here, local actors use the area�s best-known food product, Chianina beef (a PGI for the 
meat of the local Chianina breed), as a pivot to valorize other products and activities of the territory, 
creating a basket of goods and services under a single umbrella mark, connected by itineraries. For 
more information, see www.stradasaporivaltiberina.it.

In both cases, the GI initiative strengthened the visibility and reputation of a local product as a pivot for 
a territorial strategy.
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�Basket of goods and services� initiatives may boost the competitiveness of an entire local socio-
economic system by strengthening other economic activities, including tourism. The latter may facilitate 
the collective promotion of a GI product and enable producers to explore new marketing channels.

The impacts on other economic activities linked to GI products may be assessed in different ways, 
including: 

the analysis of the number of local enterprises offering goods and services linked to the GI product 
(and its evolution);
the monitoring of tourist flows in the area and the analysis of their link to the GI product;
the analysis of the employment and revenues generated by these other economic activities (and their 
evolution).

As pointed out previously (see Section 3.1), the chain of causality between the GI initiative and these 
impacts must be analysed carefully.

3.4.5. Impacts on the environment and social and cultural territorial capital

OP systems are often closely interconnected with local environmental resources such as biodiversity, 
soil and water, as well as with the cultural and social capital of a territory. GI initiatives are likely to affect 
these resources as a result of the implementation of the rules of the CoP and increased stakeholders� 
awareness. In certain cases, the expected effects of a GI initiative on society and the environment are the 
main motivations for launching the initiative. These impacts must be therefore be treated as an integral 
part of any evaluation.

Environmental capital  
GI initiatives may contribute to the protection of agrobiodiversity and to the better management of habitats, 
soil and water, thereby contributing to the preservation of the environment for future generations. 
Where the production of a GI product is bound by the CoP to a defined area, all actors within the local 
production system should strive to use the resources in that defined area in a sustainable manner. This 
will ensure that they can keep carrying out their activities and enjoy a better-quality living environment 
in the medium to long term.

The quality of many GI products is based on traditional local breeds or vegetal varieties that are threatened 
by genetic erosion (see Box 23). The risk of losing them is often linked to their lower productivity as 
compared to modern breeds or varieties. GI initiatives, which valorize products� quality characteristics, 
may encourage producers to save and improve these breeds and varieties. 

Certain GI products are produced in marginal areas, such as mountainous or other remote regions. 
This isolation helps preserve the identity of the product, as well as traditional farming systems. In these 
cases, the effects of GI initiatives on habitats and other ecological functions can be very positive: they may 
help maintain these systems and their positive impact on the overall environment.

�.

�.
�.
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Cultural capital 
GI initiatives may help preserve, strengthen and promote local traditions and habits. This may boost 
producers� and the wider local population�s pride and self-esteem, thereby strengthening the local identity 
and other elements of local social and cultural life (see Box 25). The unique identity of GI products is linked 
to local human factors and to the material and immaterial culture of the local population (cultural capital). 
The valorization of a GI product is therefore likely to exert effects on different aspects of cultural capital. 
Origin products are often the basis of local culinary traditions, and play a key role in village festivals, fairs 
and events. GI initiatives frequently develop in close connection with these events, and may reinforce them. 
Agricultural landscapes, historical buildings and artefacts linked to the GI production process are 
relevant aspects of cultural capital. Agricultural landscapes are often the result of traditional farming 
systems, which are, in many cases, linked to the production of origin products. The valorization of OPs by 
means of GI initiatives may enable producers to stay in their territory and maintain traditional practices.

government, which sees GI initiatives as a way to preserve unique varieties that enable producers to gain 
a competitive advantage. Once the GI was registered, local farmers gained confidence. They stepped up 
their production, launched many promotion initiatives and even created a song. Today, 12 female farmers 
produce Yamauchi kabura turnips. The GI registration boosted the reputation of Yamauchi kabura turnips 
on the market, and especially amongst highly-reputed restaurants in Kyoto.

Source: Defrancesco, E. & Kimura, J. 2018.

The success of a GI initiative may induce producers to step up their production. This might result in the 
overexploitation of local resources (see Box 24) or the substitution of traditional varieties or breeds with 
modern ones. In such cases, the original link between the territory and the very identity of the GI product 
is weakened. 

In sum, local natural and human resources play a key role in ensuring the sustainability and durability 
over time of the GI initiative and of the OP system as a whole. The evaluation of the environmental effects 
of a GI initiative is therefore of paramount importance, also in the case of negative or opposite effects. 
Clear and objective knowledge about the environmental performance of an IG initiative will improve local 
actors� awareness and help address shortcomings in this field with appropriate corrective actions. 

Trade-offs between economic and environmental sustainability: Prosecco wine (Italy)
The Italian GI Prosecco wine has been a great marketing success. However, the steep expansion of 
vineyards in the relatively small area delimited by the CoP has had negative impacts on the environment 
due to the intensification of production and the use of chemicals. To improve environmental sustainability, 
the consortium for the protection of the Prosecco Controlled Designation of Origin publishes an annual 
winemakers� handbook, which provides an overview of the most sustainable vineyard practices. Moreover, 
in 2017 the consortium proposed to amend the CoP to ban the use of three active ingredients (mancozeb, 
folpet and glyphosate). This decision was widely accepted by producers, and generated an unexpected 
consensus among traders and consumers.
More information can be found at www.prosecco.wine/en/sustainability. 

BOX 24 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION
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Strengthening cultural capital is important by itself, but can also exert positive effects on economic 
activities in the territory, in particular when connected to tourism and recreation (see Section 3.4.4). 

However, GI initiatives may also produce negative effects on cultural capital. For example, when an 
origin product is used to enhance tourism, a GI initiative may distort local culture � especially if the local 
community commercializes its culture or adapts its traditions to demand, and thus loses its traditional 
way of life. 

The effects of GI initiatives on cultural capital: Yubari King melon GI (Japan)

At the first melon auction of 2019 at the Sapporo Central Wholesale Market, two Yubari King melons 
sold for a record JPY 5 million (more than USD 45 000). How did this GI melon build its reputation? 
Unlike other large land areas in Hokkaido, the mountainous Yubari area is not fit for large-scale farming. 
Thus, producers in the area had to concentrate on high-value products. In 1960, a Yubari melon group 
was formed within Japan Agriculture Yubari; its members developed the new Yubari King variety. The 
reputation of Yubari King melons, based on their link to the Yubari territory, grew over the next 60 years, 
with the melons capturing ever higher prices on the market. This evolution was also due to the strategic 
activities of Japan Agriculture, which is responsible for production quality, distribution, pricing and 
communication. In 2015, the Yubari King melon was registered as a GI according to the Japanese laws on 
geographical indications. Every year, a Yubari melon festival is held, where both locals and tourists come 
to taste and buy melons. The residents of Yubari, which lost its identity as a coal mining town, are now 
proud of the Yubari King melon, renowned for its high quality. Thus, the GI initiative helped shape the local 
identity. The JA Yubari Youth Club organizes classes on the Yubari King melon for third-grade students 
at the elementary school for one year. Local children thus learn to understand the characteristics of the 
Yubari melon and feel strongly connected to it. More information on the GI Yubari King melon can be 
found at https://gi-act.maff.go.jp/en/register/entry/4.html.

Source: Defrancesco, E. & Kimura, J. 2018.

BOX 25 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Social capital
The evaluation of GI initiatives must consider the initiatives� effects on social capital. These effects play 
out in two ways: on the interactions between the people involved in the initiative, and on the traditional 
cultural capital that is linked to food production and consumption. Due to their collective dimension, 
the valorization of OPs through GI initiatives affects social linkages between local actors, particularly in 
territories where OPs represent an important component of the local economic and cultural system (as 
is often the case for remote areas).

The setting up of a GI initiative per se may reinforce the dialogue between producers and other local stakeholders 
and foster the creation of associations and the exchange of knowledge and information. GI initiatives may 
include social categories that do not often take an active part in such processes, such as smallholders, people 
belonging to minority groups, women (see Box 26), youth or elderly people. Origin products are often part of 
the cultural heritage of such �marginal� categories, being produced and preserved by them.

Conversely, GI initiatives may generate conflicts among local actors if different categories of stakeholders 
have different visions for the OP or have divergent economic interests. For this reason, it is important 
to support and facilitate processes of valorization and pay due attention to the enhancement of positive 
effects on social capital, while preventing negative ones.

Mapping the potential effects of geographical indication initiatives
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The effects of GI initiatives on social capital (gender): Kola�in cheese (Montenegro)
Leafy Kola�in cheese is produced in the territory of Kola�in and in part of that of Mojkovac, two 
municipalities in Montenegro. The cheese gets its specific 
taste from the high-quality milk produced in the katuns, 
the summer huts located high up in the mountains. It 
has a mild milky-sour smell and a particular laminated 
appearance, with multiple layers, thin as leaves, shiny 
and smooth. The GI Kola�in cheese (Kola�inski lisnati sir), 
registered in Montenegro in May 2019, is a good example 
of how GI initiatives can support women entrepreneurs. 
The cheese is traditionally produced by women, from 
milking to maturation. Women have developed a specific 
knowledge in this field, which adds to the reputation of 
the cheese. The mobilization of women for the protection 
and promotion of the GI led to the establishment of a GI 
association grouping 35 producers, most of whom are women; together, they produce around 400 tonnes 
of cheese annually. The important role played by women is recognized in the CoP, which has helped 
strengthen female entrepreneurship: 

Kola�in cheese is produced by housewives, mostly middle-aged women who inherited the art of 
cheesemaking from their mothers and grandmothers. The art of cheesemaking is passed on through 
generations. (�) This knowledge and these skills are essential to the quality and success of making 
layered cheese (Udru�enje Proizvo�a�a Kola�inskog Lisnatog Sira, 2019, paragraph 6.3). 

Source: FAO & EBRD. 2018.

BOX 26 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

The foods that people consume, and the ways in which they are consumed, are repositories of tradition that 
embody the values of people�s cultures. In the case of origin-linked food systems, this cultural dimension is 
very strong: the food system is central to the collective identity and well-being of the local population. 

The effects of GI initiatives on social capital include effects on culture and health. In recent decades, diets 
and eating patterns have changed dramatically as a result of globalization, urbanization and income 
growth. At the same time, guaranteeing access to healthy diets remains an enormous challenge in much 
of the world. In most modern food systems, from agricultural production to processing and retailing, 
there is little room for locally produced, low-processed foods and products based on local biodiversity 
systems. GI food products are unprocessed or low-processed foods, resulting from traditional methods 
of production wherein local resources play an important role (pastures, genetic capital including plant 
varieties or animal breeds, etc.).  GI products may therefore offer better nutritional quality as compared 
to non-GI products from the same category. In this case, the promotion of GI products may contribute to 
the diversification of diets. 

However, these impacts may be difficult to evaluate because consumers are not necessarily located in 
the IG territory; indeed, they may even be located in other countries. Nevertheless, GI initiatives, through 
their contribution to healthy diets, play an important role in the building of sustainable food systems; 
awareness as to this contribution may be raised by highlighting the importance of local biodiversity 
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systems and traditional methods in the formulation of IG initiatives. Likewise, underlining the role of an 
IG product in the preservation of nutritious foods and the promotion of healthy, diversified diets may be 
an effective way to better position the product on the market.  

In conclusion, GI initiatives may foster rural development dynamics at the territorial level and contribute 
to the building of sustainable food systems. The assessment of all categories of impacts of GI initiatives 
requires appropriate indicators, and may be very complex. Indeed, the causal link between GI production 
and any changes in indicators must be carefully assessed by isolating other factors. Moreover, impacts 
often appear only after a long period of time, and may be costly to assess. 

Mapping the potential effects of geographical indication initiatives



PLANNING THE 
EVALUATION PROCESS
This section explains how to plan the evaluation process 
and identify aims, actors, responsibilities and resources. It 
describes the key steps in the preparation of the evaluation 
plan and the terms of reference (ToR) of the evaluation. These 
two documents serve as the main references throughout 
the evaluation process.
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Planning the evaluation process

4.1. Aims and organization of the evaluation process

The aim of the planning phase is to make strategic and operational choices that will orient the entire 
evaluation process. Due to its complexity and its relevance for the GI initiative, the evaluation process 
should be organized and planned based on the fundamental principles listed in Section 2 (inclusion and 
representativeness, fairness and sustainability) from the very beginning.

The way in which the evaluation process is initiated is crucial for two reasons. First, the initiation defines 
the scope, aims and ultimate goals of the analysis, thus defining the whole evaluation process. Second, 
the initiation identifies an initiative�s various stakeholders and determines how they will be involved in the 
evaluation process. The following key questions should be answered during the planning phase:

Who wants the evaluation? 
What are the ultimate goals and the aims of the evaluation? 
Who will carry out the evaluation? 
Which stakeholders should take part in the evaluation process, when and how?
What are the available financial and human resources?
Which specific aspects should be evaluated?

A number of interconnected activities must be carried out during the planning phase, which consists of a 
number of steps in two main phases: the strategic planning, performed by the initiator of the evaluation, 
and the operational planning, carried out by the evaluation manager (See Figure 5). In cases where the 
GI initiative is small and human and financial resources are limited, the initiator and the manager may 
be the same person/organization, and certain steps may be carried out jointly. It is, however, important to 
always clearly distinguish between the roles of the initiator and those of the manager, and separate the 
strategic phases from the operational ones. 

�.
�.
�.
�.
�.
�.

Figure 6 Flow chart of activities during the planning phase of the evaluation of GI initiatives

Source: elaborated by the authors
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BOX 27 � EXAMPLES

4.2. The strategic planning

4.2.1. Aims and drivers of the strategic planning

The aim of the strategic planning phase is to make a number of strategic choices that will orient the 
whole evaluation process. The planning phase ends with the writing of the terms of reference (ToR), the 
document that will guide the operational phase. 

The strategic phase is driven by the initiator � the person or organization that wants the evaluation to be 
performed, activates the evaluation process, defines its scope and general aims, provides resources and 
decides who will carry out the operational phase of the evaluation process (i.e. the manager). Decisions 
taken during the strategic phase are reported in the ToR, the reference document for the implementation 
of the operational phase. Usually, the initiator of the evaluation is also the initiator of the GI initiative, or its 
financial supporter (for example, a local development agency, an NGO or an international organization) 
(see Box 27). The clear identification of the initiator is important to guarantee transparency in all 
activities. Indeed, the needs and aims of the evaluation will strongly depend on the needs and aims of the 
stakeholder initiating the evaluation. An evaluation is seldom completely neutral, as the leading actors 
will try to point the analysis towards those issues in which they are most interested. 

Categories of potential initiators of the evaluation of a GI initiative

Producers usually act through their representative organizations. The initiator may be an interprofes-
sional body representing producers operating at all stages of the value chain, or a professional body rep-
resenting a single category of producers, such as farmers or processors. Evaluations that are initiated 
by producers or their representative bodies are generally oriented towards the economic effects of the 
initiative, with social and environmental effects being of secondary importance (or absent altogether).  

Public bodies include inter alia regional authorities, national ministries (of agriculture, industry, etc.) or 
national property institutes. The purpose of an evaluation by public bodies is usually linked to a specific 
public policy aim that is pursued through the GI initiative. For example, GI initiatives can be aimed at 
helping farmers to better position their product on the market or to open up new marketing channels 
(e.g. export channels to access foreign markets). Public bodies generally have a wider view than private 
actors i.e. they are interested in the general well-being in the whole area of production of the OP and 
consider effects in terms of employment, social issues, environmental pressures, etc. 
	
Local NGOs can also be the initiators of an evaluation. They may represent various interests in a GI 
product and are normally more sensitive to social, cultural and environmental effects in their evaluation.
	
External donors funding a GI initiative may be public (e.g. a foreign ministry) or private (e.g. a NGO). They 
often have a strong interest in evaluation as a means to justify their support for an initiative (ex ante eval-
uation) or demonstrate the effects of their cooperation (ex post evaluation).
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4.2.2. Step 1: understanding the
 
A clear understanding of the main features of a 
GI initiative (see Box 28) is crucial to evaluate its 
effects. Therefore, the initiator should write up a 
short description of the GI initiative. The aim is 
not to develop a complete and deep analysis of 
the GI initiative, but rather to highlight some basic 
elements that form the basis for the planning of 
the evaluation process. These basic elements are:

the objectives and expected effects of the GI initiative 
(for prospective evaluation) or its realized effects  
(for retrospective evaluation);
the stakeholders who participate in the development 
and management of the GI initiative;
the beneficiaries targeted by the GI initiative;
other categories of actors that may be affected by 
the GI initiative; and
the main activities planned (for prospective 
evaluation) or implemented (for retrospective 
evaluation) in the framework of the GI initiative.

�.

�.

�.
�.

�.

Basic elements of a GI initiative: Chayote de UjarrÆs (Costa Rica)
Chayote (sechim edule) is a fruit belonging 
to the family of Cucurbitaceae (gourds). The 
UjarrÆs valley is the largest production area 
in Costa Rica. The area (located in the canton 
of Paraíso, Cartago Province) has a long 
production tradition and exports considerable 
quantities of the fruits. It has ideal agroclimatic 
conditions, allowing it to produce high-quality 
fruits. Chayote is the region�s main agricultural 
crop and is embedded in its cultural identity 
and traditions. In 2014, the chamber of producers of chayote started developing a strategy to 
differentiate the chayote of UjarrÆs by means of a denomination of origin (DO). The main aim of the 
development of the quality label was to improve producers� market access through differentiation, 
as the chayote of UjarrÆs has a reputation for quality among consumers. The ultimate goal of the 
initiative was to improve producers� incomes and help them develop a collective organization. The 
GI initiative started with a study by CadenAgro, a research centre of the National University of 
Costa Rica (UNA), into product potential through the gathering of information about the gourd�s 
characteristics and its production system; this study found that chayote from UjarrÆs had a good 
potential for registration as a DO.  In later steps, local producers were involved in meetings to 
reach an agreement on common rules and draft a CoP for the DO.

Source: FAO. 2018.

BOX 28 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION
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The selection of categories of actors as stakeholders in the GI initiative requires careful reflection 
(see Box 31). Which stakeholders are to be involved depends on the evaluation�s aims and scope, 
and may vary between the different steps and activities of the evaluation process.

The criteria to select stakeholders for prospective evaluation
The group of stakeholders that is selected for inclusion in an evaluation process should represent the 
different parts of the OP system, based on the following criteria:

fairness and inclusiveness (both public and private stakeholders should be included);
stakeholders� geographical location (all areas of the OP system should be represented);
the balanced participation of resource owners (owners of land or infrastructure, labourers, �);
representation of all steps of the value chain (farmers, processors, distributors, consumers, �); 
representation of all typologies of stakeholders within each step (e.g. small farmers vs large 
landholdings, artisanal vs industrial processors, local traders vs exporters, etc.). 

BOX 31 � HINTS FOR EVALUATION

�.
�.
�.
�.
�.

The active involvement of stakeholders cannot be taken for granted; it must be facilitated and 
solicited, which requires specific competences and resources (see Box 32). Participatory 
approaches aimed at ensuring stakeholder involvement can take many forms. Small group 
meetings may be organized by actor category (e.g. farmers, processors, etc.) and/or by geographic 
area, if the geographical area is very large and varied. Such meetings allow stakeholders to express 
their different viewpoints. Information on the evaluation process and a summary of the evaluation 
report should be provided in an easily understandable way to serve as inputs for these group 
meetings. A number of general meetings may be organized to discuss the different perspectives 
of the performance evaluation. Weaker actors must be informed, involved and empowered to 
enable them to take part in the process.

Public bodies at all levels may be involved in the evaluation process, too. Their involvement may 
help ensure that the effects of a GI initiative on local development processes and issues of public 
interest (e.g. the conservation of the rural landscape, water safety, gender issues) are taken into 
due consideration.

Planning the evaluation process
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4.2.4. Step 3: defining the goals, aims and scope of the evaluation	

Once the basic elements of the GI initiative 
have been accurately identified and 
formulated, the initiator has to clarify the 
ultimate goal of the evaluation (see Box 34 
and Box 37). This ultimate goal is not to gather 
information, but rather to use the collected 
information to improve the GI initiative and 
optimize its effects on the local production 
system and rural territory.
The initiator must subsequently define the 
evaluation�s aims in a purpose statement that 
should reflect the aims of the initiative (see Box 
35 and Box 36). The purpose statement orients 
the evaluation; it specifies the main tools that 
will be used and identifies the information that is 
needed.  The evaluation aims must be formulated 
in an explicit and clear way from the beginning, 
so that the activities that will be undertaken 
and the issues that will be tackled during the 
evaluation can be clearly defined.

BOX 34 � EXAMPLES

BOX 35 � EXAMPLES

The ultimate goals of evaluation: examples
Some possible ultimate goals of GI evaluation include: 

to modify the GI initiative to make it more efficient and effective;
to modify key rules to achieve a better distribution of value added between farmers;
to modify the CoP to improve the social and environmental impacts of the initiative;
...

Evaluation aims: examples
The evaluation of GI initiatives may aim to answer the following questions:

What are the effects of the GI initiative on producers� income and their access to markets?
To what extent do consumers appreciate the GI product? Are consumers willing to pay a higher 
price for the GI product? 
What are the effects of the GI initiative on local ecosystems, and how does it affect water 
pollution and soil degradation?
What are the effects of the GI initiative on the local tourism sector and on social dynamics?

�.
�.
�.
�.

�.
�.

�.

�.
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BOX 36 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Understanding the GI initiative and determining the goal and aims of the evaluation: Madd de 
Casamance (Senegal)
Madd is the fruit of the Saba senegalensis, a wild liana that is endemic to the natural forests of 
West Africa. The fruit has been increasingly commercialized over the past 30 years. Madd fruits 
are sold fresh or processed (e.g. as jam, juice, fudge or syrup). Madd fruits from the Casamance 
region in Senegal have a reputation for better quality than madd fruits from Mali, Côte d�Ivoire and 
Burkina Faso. The fruit has therefore been identified as a potential candidate for GI protection in 
Senegal, and FAO has funded a study to analyse the feasibility and usefulness of the GI approach. 
This study has revealed that the production system of madd fruits in Senegal has a number of 
characteristics that make it a good candidate for the GI approach: a high-quality local product 
with a strong reputation, small processing units grouped in a cooperative, an important role 
in rural employment and the preservation of the environment, an interesting market potential, 
etc. However, other aspects of the system make a GI approach less suitable: weak coordination 
for harvesting, poor technical management (e.g. for the conservation of raw materials or 
transportation), seasonal variability, etc.

The first step of the planning phase of the evaluation was aimed at reaching a common 
understanding about the significance and aims of a possible GI initiative on madd fruits in 
Casamance.

A two-day meeting was organized with representatives of the different stakeholder categories 
in the local value chain, as identified in a preliminary study. First, participants in the meeting 
discussed the Senegalese context, the value chain for madd fruits, the fruit�s potential, and 
ongoing activities on madd fruits. Then, the basic characteristics and functions of GI initiatives 
were discussed, with a particular emphasis on environmental and social issues. Lastly, the aims 
and methodology of the evaluation process were presented. To reach a common and shared 
understanding about the potential of a GI initiative, the discussion among stakeholders was 
organized around the following questions:

Does everyone have a clear and common understanding of the characteristics and potential of 
GI initiatives?
Do all participants share a common understanding of the aims of the local producers association?
What effects do stakeholders expect from the GI initiative?

The expectations that stakeholders had from a GI initiative mainly concerned the protection of the 
name Madd de Casamance from imitations on the market, the protection of this natural resource, 
and social and territorial development i.e. improving local living standards (and especially those 
of young people and women). Therefore, the ultimate goal of the (prospective) evaluation was to 
evaluate the feasibility and utility of a GI initiative for madd fruits of Casamance against these 
expectations. During the first discussion, the stakeholders agreed that the prospective evaluation 
had to provide answers to the following questions:

What is the most appropriate geographical area to include in the GI Initiative? What are the 	
consequences of this selection on the choice of the name of the product?
How can rules on production practices reduce the environmental effects of the production of 
madd fruits?
Should the processing of madd fruits be included in the CoP? 
How can producers respond to market requirements related to quality standards and the 
packaging of processed fruit?

Source: FAO. 2018.

�.

�.
�.

�.

�.

�.
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Even when the focus is on specific aims and domains (social, economic or environmental), the 
analysis should always consider the multidimensionality of an initiative�s effects � and therefore 
various domains � as much as possible. The amount of financial and human resources that are 
available for the evaluation may affect the number and typology of domains that can be evaluated, 
as well as the accuracy of the evaluation itself.

In a next step, the scope of the evaluation must be delimited (see Box 37 and Box 38): the range 
of factors that will be evaluated must be defined (i.e. what is included, and what is excluded in the 
analysis), and it must be decided which kind of effects are more or less relevant for the analysis.

The delimitation of the scope of the evaluation is normally more complex in prospective than in 
retrospective evaluation, as in the former case the GI initiative has not yet been properly defined. 
When a GI initiative is already in place, the delimitation of the scope is usually easier. In general, 
the wider the scope of the evaluation, the more resources and competences will be needed to 
carry it out.

BOX 37 � EXAMPLES

Evaluation scope: examples
If the general aim of the evaluation is to quantify the effects of a GI initiative on producers� incomes, 
several questions must be taken into consideration. Should the evaluation consider only those 
producers who will take part in (or are taking part in, in the case of retrospective evaluation) the GI 
initiative? Or should it consider producers that are excluded from the GI initiative (for example because 
they are located outside the geographical boundaries set by the rules, or by their own choice), too? 
Should the analysis be limited to farmers, or should processors or traders be included, too? 

Definition of the evaluation scope for L�Étivaz PDO cheese (Switzerland)
The evaluation of the sustainability performance of the value chain of L�Étivaz PDO cheese (Switzerland) 
implied the identification of the geographical boundaries of that chain. The scheme shows a simplified 
value chain for L�Étivaz cheese, with the various steps considered for assessment purposes.

The value chain of L’Étivaz PDO cheese

BOX 38 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

Providers of inputs (e.g. 
fertilizers, feed, bedding, 
rennet, equipment, etc.)

Switzerland and Abroad Switzerland and AbroadSwitzerland

Dairy
farmers 

ConsumersCheese 
makers

Cheese refiners 
(cheese ripeners)

Distributors, ex-
porters, retailers

Planning the evaluation process
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4.2.5. Step 4: sourcing financial resources 

Evaluation is costly. Gathering information, 
organizing and attending meetings, filling 
out data sheets, analysing the data collected, 
organizing information and so on requires both 
money and time. The amount of resources 
needed depends on:

the aims and scope of the evaluation;
the complexity of the OP system i.e. the number 
of stakeholders involved, their heterogeneity, 
the number of stages of the value chain, etc.;
the desired degree of accuracy;
the availability of existing secondary data;
the period of time that is needed to observe and 
monitor the effects of the initiative;
the competencies required.

If the initiator has limited financial and human 

The scope of the evaluation of a GI initiative can potentially range from the supply of agricultural inputs 
to consumption. However, the input supply stage is difficult to assess, as it may be hard to obtain 
information on the production and transportation of inputs, and there is a high degree of interaction 
with many other food value chains. The stages of the value chain that were studied in the case of L�Étivaz 
cheese include the agricultural production stage, the primary processing stage (milk aggregation and 
cheese making) and the secondary processing stage (cheese refining). The packaging, export and 
retail stages were also taken into account in the study, despite the limited availability of data and the 
very high degree of interaction with other value chains.

Source: Schmitt, E., Tanquerey-Cado, A., Cravero, V., Gratteau, L., Le Goff, U. & Barjolle, D. 2015.

�.
�.

�.
�.
�.

�.

resources, the characteristics of the evaluation may need to be adjusted to the resources available. 
The aims, coverage and required accuracy of the evaluation should be in line with the available 
resources. Depending on the budget at disposal, the evaluation may need to be simplified to 
reduce costs, without however jeopardizing the quality of results (see Section 7 on how to adapt 
the evaluation methodology to concrete GI initiatives). 

Whatever the budget, the initiator should work out an estimate of all the costs of the evaluation, 
elaborating a rough budget for the main activities to be performed by the evaluator. Box 39 
provides an example of a structure for such a budget. The elaboration of the budget may prompt 
a search for additional funds or the reconsideration of the scope and/or aims of the evaluation. In 
cases where the initiator assigns the implementation of evaluation to an external evaluator, the 
budget may represent the basis for the tendering process.
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BOX 39 � TOOLS

Budget table for a one-year project evaluation

Activity Type of cost Estimated cost

Evaluation planning and preparation Working days

Field work (meetings, surveys, interviews �.) Working days

Field work (Travel) Travel

Field work (Subsistence) Days of stay

Elaboration of results Working days

Information analysis Working days

Dissemination and communication Working days

etc�� ...

TOTAL BUDGET

4.2.6. Step 5: elaborating the terms of 
reference (ToR)

The strategic planning ends with the writing 
of the terms of reference (ToR), a document 
that organizes and summarizes what has 
been decided in steps 1 to 4. The ToR provides 
guidance as to how to proceed with the 
evaluation of a GI initiative and how to use 
the results of the evaluation to improve an 
initiative. The ToR provides clear inputs for the 
operational phase of the planning process. The 
ToR is an explicit statement of the motivations, 
resources, roles and responsibilities of the 
initiator and manager (and the evaluation 
team), according to the following key questions:

Why is an evaluation being carried out (the goals and aims of the evaluation)?
Who amongst the stakeholders in the OP and the GI initiative should be involved in the evaluation, 
what should be the characteristics of the team in charge of the evaluation, and what are the 
roles and responsibilities of the different stakeholders during the process?
What will be evaluated (the scope of evaluation)?
What are the general guidelines for the implementation of the evaluation (including guiding 
principles and approach)? (Further details will be elaborated by the evaluation team in the next 
steps of the evaluation process and reported in the evaluation plan).
When must milestones be achieved, and when should the evaluation be completed? Note that 
the timespan for monitoring is linked to the specific aims of the evaluation. The timespan 
should allow for the full manifestation of the effects under scrutiny (in the case of retrospective 
evaluation) or be in line with the timing of the initiative (in the case of prospective evaluation).
What human and financial resources will be available to carry out the evaluation?
Which activities of dissemination and implementation of the lessons learned will be developed?

�.
�.

�.
�.

�.

�.
�.
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HOW

This section provides an 
overview of the general 
approach and the main 
activities planned during the 
evaluation, as well as of the 
main outputs of the evaluation 
(intermediate and final 
reports).

What is the general approach of the evaluation? How are the 
general principles of inclusiveness, fairness and sustainability to be 
integrated into the evaluation and implemented during the evaluation 
activities?
Which general activities are planned in order to achieve the aims of 
the evaluation and answer the proposed evaluation questions?
What kind of data collection methods are preferred?
Which actions and outputs (intermediate and final reports) should be 
delivered by the evaluation team?

The evaluation team provides details as to how the evaluation 
process will be managed in the evaluation plan (see Section 4.3 on 
operational planning). This information is refined during the next 
phase of prospective and retrospective evaluation.

WHEN
This section provides a 
timeline for the evaluation and 
its milestones.

When should the evaluation activities start, and when should they be 
concluded?
When will the evaluation team be ready to start its activities?
What are the evaluation activity milestones (e.g. start of the field 
analysis, information dissemination activities, delivery of the final 
report, �)?
When should the evaluation team provide a detailed work plan of the 
activities? 

RE-
SOUR-
CES

This section provides 
information on the budget 
(human and financial 
resources) for the planned 
evaluation activities

Which resources are available to support the evaluation (e.g. staff, 
money, space, time, partnerships, technology, etc.)?
Which data have already been collected and are available?
What is the budget that is allocated to this evaluation?
Where will the money to support the evaluation come from? Do 
volunteers or partner organizations contribute (in cash or in kind) to 
the effort? 

DISSE-
MINA-
TION
AND
IMPLE-
MENTA-
TION 

This section provides 
information on the 
dissemination activities 
planned during and after the 
evaluation process. It also 
details on how the lessons 
learned during the evaluation 
should be implemented. 

Who will be involved in the drawing up, interpretation and justifica-
tion of the conclusions of the evaluation? 
What are the target audiences of the evaluation progress reports 
and/or reports on the evaluation�s findings?
What is the most appropriate communication method for this audien-
ce and purpose?
How, where and when will the findings be used? Who will implement 
these findings?

4.3. The operational planning 

The operational phase concerns the planning of the implementation and management of the 
evaluation process. A manager (an individual or team) is in charge of the operational phase; this 
manager must ensure that the required competences and skills are available and guarantee that 
the evaluation is carried out in the best way possible, in line with the objectives stated in the ToR. 
Initially, the manager draws up the evaluation plan, which operationalizes the ToR. Then, the 
manager implements and manages the evaluation according to the evaluation plan, during the 
prospective and retrospective evaluation phases (see Sections 5 and 6).

Planning the evaluation process
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4.3.1. Step 6: setting up the evaluation team

Evaluation requires a good knowledge of the 
OP system, and especially of the dynamics 
of the local economic and social systems. In 
addition, specific competencies are required to 
manage the evaluation according to high quality 
standards. OP systems are often complex, 
and GI initiatives may impact upon multiple 
dimensions. Therefore, multidisciplinary 
competencies might be needed (for example in 
the fields of agronomy, economics or social or 
environmental sciences). The responsibilities 
of the parties involved in the evaluation and 
the procedures that will lead to the desired 
outcomes must be identified in a formal 
manner. 

The manager can be chosen from within the initiating organization (e.g. a member of the local 
producers association) or can be external, such as a university staff member or a private consultant. 
Both solutions have their strengths and weaknesses. Internal managers may be more involved in the 
initiative; they may also be cheaper. Meanwhile, external managers often bring specific competencies 
and may ensure greater objectivity. A single person rarely possesses all the competencies required 
for evaluation. Therefore, it is advisable that an evaluation team be set up to manage the evaluation 
process according to the general evaluation principles and the aims of the evaluation. 

The evaluation team must have theoretical and practical knowledge about GIs, including about 
GI protection tools and their scope and limitations, national and international GI regulations, and 
legal frameworks related to food safety and quality, the use of inputs, the environment, labour 
practices, etc. It must also be familiar with the characteristics of the OP, including its production 
system and its socio-economic context (see Box 41). A good knowledge of the FAO/SINER-GI guide 
�Linking people, products and places� is an absolute requisite. Previous experience of working with 
rural and value chain actors may also be required. If any of these competencies are lacking, time 
and financial costs may increase, and the general efficiency of the evaluation process and the 
quality of its outcomes may be affected. 

It may be necessary to train the evaluator by means of specific courses on GIs. It is recommended 
to include local universities or research institutes in the evaluation team, as they may bring 
technical and scientific competencies, and often a more objective vision.
A manager should be chosen from amongst the members of the evaluation team. The manager 
should supervise the evaluation team members and coordinate their activities, and communicate 
with the initiator. 

The evaluation team is the core team in charge of the day-to-day planning and management of the 
evaluation. Apart from the evaluation team, many other people may take part in specific evaluation 
activities. For example, producers may provide data and help interpret the results of the evaluation, 
data collectors may help gather data, and statisticians may elaborate the collected data.
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4.3.2. Step 7: fine-tuning the evaluation questions

Once the aims and scope of the evaluation have been clearly defined and the stakeholders to 
be involved have been identified, a list of evaluation questions must be made to fine-tune the 
evaluation to those issues that are most important (see Box 42). Evaluation questions should be 
formulated based on the specific objectives of the GI initiative and its activities, the characteristics 
of the OP system and the evaluation aims as defined by the initiator. Then, stakeholders should be 
invited to identify the precise questions that the evaluation should answer, and a wide-ranging list 
of potential questions should be compiled to cover different points of view. Next, the evaluation 

Multidisciplinary evaluation teams: the example of Prosciutto di Parma PDO ham (Italy)
The objective of the evaluation of the GI initiative for Prosciutto di Parma PDO was to assess the 
performance of the PDO value chain against a set of sustainability parameters (selected through 
a participatory approach) such as affordability, added value, resilience, labour relations, chain 
governance, animal welfare and territoriality. For each of these parameters, a set of indicators was 
calculated. 

Given the multidimensionality of the assessment, various actors with different competencies (e.g. 
veterinarians, food scientists, economists, entrepreneurs, �) were included in the evaluation team:

Experts of the Italian Research Centre on Animal Production;
Researchers from the University of Parma; and
Value chain stakeholders (including the Parma Ham Consortium, Parma ham producers, the 
gourmet route association �The Road of Ham and Wines of the Hills� and consumer organizations).

Source: De Roest, K., Pignedoli, S., Belletti, G., Menozzi, D. & Arfini, F. 2014.

BOX 41 � GI INITIATIVES IN ACTION

�.
�.
�.

team must check the pertinence and feasibility 
of each question by identifying whether it 
actually relates to the GI initiative and to the 
outputs, outcomes and impacts it may produce. 
It is strongly advisable that evaluation questions 
cover all three orders of effects (outputs, 
outcomes and impacts) and avoid focusing on 
the most trivial effects amongst them.

Evaluation questions should give due consideration 
to the quality virtuous circle and to the sustainable 
use and reproduction of specific local resources, 
which are the basis of the very identity and 
reputation of GI products. The reproduction 
of these resources is important, not only for 
environmental but also for economic reasons. It 
is crucial that the evaluation questions cover the 
whole range of effects of a GI initiative, looking 
beyond producers� short-term interests to include 
social and environmental sustainability, which is 
often overlooked by producers.

Planning the evaluation process
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The selected evaluation questions should be directly associated with at least one aim of the GI 
initiative and/or of the future development of the initiative. The choice of the evaluation questions 
has an important bearing on the complexity of the evaluation process.
Certain evaluation questions � and in particular those related to third-order effects such as 
effects on the environment (water, genetic resources, landscape) � require a long monitoring time 
and specific competencies of the evaluation team. The selection of evaluation questions must 
therefore be strictly coordinated with the provision of human and financial resources (see Step 4). 
Questions should first be selected based on their relevance, and then filtered according to their 
feasibility in terms of data accessibility and costs.
For each aim of the evaluation, evaluation questions should be compiled into a �question card� (Box 43).

BOX 42 � EXAMPLES

Evaluation questions: examples

Evaluation questions related to outputs (first-order effects):
Does (for retrospective evaluation)/could (for prospective evaluation) the GI initiative:

Attract the interest of the intended target population (e.g. farmers, consumers, processors, �)?
Attract the intended number of actors?
Stimulate an increase in the GI production volume and sales?

Evaluation questions related to outcomes (second-order effects):
Does (for retrospective evaluation)/could (for prospective evaluation) the GI initiative:

Improve producers� profits?
Widen the range of marketing channels used?
Facilitate access to new geographical markets?
Increase the sales price of the GI product?
Improve product quality?
Encourage the collective organization of producers (the creation of collective bodies, networks and 
partnerships)?

Evaluation questions related to impacts (third-order effects):
Does (for retrospective evaluation)/could (for prospective evaluation) the GI initiative:

Affect the local labour market (e.g. by driving up wages)? 
Generate any changes in producers� skills, knowledge, attitudes or behaviour?
Have the expected impacts in terms of environmental preservation?
Exert effects on local (female) employment? 
Help alleviate poverty? 
Encourage poorer producers to participate in collective actions?

�.
�.
�.

�.
�.
�.
�.
�.
�.
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�.
�.
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BOX 43 � TOOLS

Question card defining specific purposes and their evaluation questions: example

Specific aim of the evaluation
Evaluating the effects of a GI initiative on producers� incomes.

Scope of the evaluation
Producers using the GI label.

Main evaluation questions 
What are the initiative�s effects on the costs and turnover of the different categories of producers? 
Which producer typology benefitted most?
Did the GI initiative prompt higher production volumes and sales prices?
Has the quality of the GI product improved due to the GI initiative?

Other questions
What is the trend of prices for origin products not bearing the GI?
Has the GI initiative helped alleviate poverty?
Does the initiative help preserve the natural resources underlying the OP�s specificity in the medium 
and long run, to guarantee long-term economic benefits and access to environment-conscious 
consumers?

4.3.3. Step 8: writing the evaluation plan

Based on the content of the ToR, an evaluation 
plan is drawn up by the evaluation team and 
usually approved by the initiator. The evaluation 
plan is a work plan that organizes the evaluation 
in the field. It specifies the evaluation questions 
as defined in the previous step, the information 
that must be collected to answer those questions 
and the methods that must be used to collect and 
interpret the data, and determines the timing and 
the organization of the activities. The evaluation 
plan thus ensures coherence between the human 
and financial resources available and the activities 
to be performed. The evaluation plan should take 
account of the main steps of the following phase 
of the evaluation (prospective or retrospective, 
depending on the case � see Sections 5 and 6). The evaluation plan will need to be fine-tuned as 
the evaluation goes on and the evaluation team obtains more information about the GI initiative 
from the field. Thus, the evaluation plan is a dynamic tool, a living document that must be updated 
on an ongoing basis to reflect the concrete situation in the field, with its difficulties and problems. 

At the end of Step 8, the evaluation plan is approved. The evaluation manager is responsible for 
the operationalization and management of the evaluation during the prospective and retrospective 
evaluation phases, in accordance with the evaluation plan. Box 44 provides an outline of the main 
elements of an evaluation plan.  

Planning the evaluation process
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BOX 44 � TOOLS

Structure and content of the evaluation plan
Each cell of the table must be filled in based on the information that is available during the 
strategic planning phase. More details will be added by the evaluation team, as soon as evaluation 
activities start taking place in the field. In other words, the evaluation team should provide as 
much detail as is available at every stage of the process.

PROSPECTIVE 
EVALUATION 

(see Section 5) or
RETROSPECTIVE 

EVALUATION 
(see Section 6)

Main type of 
information to be 

collected

Methods of data 
collection and 
interpretation

Stakeholders to 
be involved, and 

how to
involve them

Human and 
financial 

resources 
needed

Timing of 
activities

(start and end 
of each step, 
milestones)

Step 1. 
Preliminary 

analysis

Step 2. Mapping 
and assessing the 

effects

Step 3. Reflecting 
and deciding



PROSPECTIVE EVALUATION: 
WHETHER AND HOW TO 
ACTIVATE A GEOGRAPHICAL 
INDICATION INITIATIVE
This section is dedicated to prospective (or ex ante) evaluation, 
where stakeholders have to decide whether and how to launch 
a GI initiative. Stakeholders are in the process of designing the 
GI initiative and deciding which rules to include in the CoP. 

5
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5.1. The role and steps of prospective evaluation

Prospective or ex ante evaluation refers to the identification and qualification phases of the origin-
linked quality virtuous circle, where the OP has to be clearly identified (identification phase) and an 
initiative to better qualify the OP on the market may be launched (qualification phase).

The decision on whether and how to launch 
a GI initiative requires an agreement among 
stakeholders; achieving this agreement may be 
highly demanding in terms of time and human 
and financial resources. Prospective evaluation 
can help stakeholders make the best decision 
by forecasting the possible effects of the GI 
initiative in different areas (economic, social 
and environmental). The evaluation questions 
formulated in the planning phase steer the 
process of prospective evaluation by indicating 
which effects should be mapped and evaluated.

After a preliminary analysis (Step 1) of the OP and its production system, data are collected on the 
potential effects of the alternative decisions that stakeholders may take as to the characteristics of 
the GI initiative (Step 2). Finally, stakeholders discuss the results of the analysis are discussed and 
make final decisions (Step 3) (see Figure 7). 
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Prospective evaluation: whether and how to activate a geographical indication initiative

Figure 7 The various steps of prospective evaluation

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
Provide a description of the OP system and of the potential

a) Characteristics of
the OP

a) Dissemination of the report on the expected effects of the GI initiative

b) Simulating and discussing scenarios and options

c) Decision-making

b)  Analysis of the
OP system

c) SWOT analysis of the 
potential of the OP

MAPPING AND ASSESSING THE EFFECTS
Identify the main areas of impact of the GI initiative, collect data and provide 
organized information useful for decision-making on the expected effects of

REFLECTING AND DECIDING
Reflect, in a participatory manner, on the GI initiative and take final decisions

Report mapping the expected effects ex ante

Report describing and analysing the OP and its potential
Decision as to whether or not the GI initiative should be launched

Final decisions about whether and how to launch the GI initiative

ST
EP

 1
ST

EP
 2

ST
EP

 3

a) The rules to be written
in the Code of Practice

b) The type of
legal tool

c) The type of inspection
and certification system
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to understand how the OP system works and what its main characteristics in the economic, social 
and environmental spheres are. This is important as the prospective analysis is based on a simulation 
exercise about the effects that the GI initiative may have on the OP system; and
to take a picture of the OP system before the GI initiative is launched, to provide a baseline for future 
retrospective evaluation (see Section 6), whereby the effects produced by the GI initiative are evaluated. 

Three main activities are needed for the preliminary analysis:

a) the identification of the main characteristics of the OP and of its potential;
b) the in-depth analysis of the characteristics of an OP system and their evolution;
c) a strengths-weaknesses-opportunities-threats (SWOT) analysis of an OP and its production system. 

5.2.2  Identification of the main characteristics of the origin-product or origin-linked product 
and of its potential

The Quality & Origin Identification Web Tool is a tool for the identification of the main characteristics of an 
OP and of its potential, developed by FAO (see Box 45). The tool is intended to facilitate the identification 
and description of the link between a product and its geographical origin, focusing on the strengths 
and weaknesses of its production system. By means of the Quality & Origin Identification Web Tool, an 
evaluation team can:

identify whether the quality of a product is linked to its geographical origin;
identify the potential for the development of an origin-linked quality strategy (strengths and weaknesses); and
generate an analysis and profile for a product, including the main characteristics necessary to enter 
into an origin-linked quality virtuous circle strategy.

5.2. Step 1: preliminary analysis of the origin-product or origin-linked product 
system and of the potential of the origin-product or origin-linked product

5.2.1 Aims and steps of the preliminary analysis

As a starting point, a clear and comprehensive pre-
liminary description and analysis of the OP system 
should be developed for two main reasons:

�.

�.

�.
�.
�.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
Provide a description of the OP system and of the potential

a) Characteristics of
the OP

b)  Analysis of the
OP system

c) SWOT analysis of the 
potential of the OP

Report describing and analysing the OP and its potential
Decision as to whether or not the GI initiative should be launchedST

EP
 1



71

BOX 45 � TOOLS

The FAO Quality & Origin Identification Web Tool
Origin-linked products can become the pivotal 
point of an origin-linked quality virtuous circle 
through a territorial strategy of promotion. 
Among the effects of such a circle are the 
creation of value, the preservation of bio-
cultural assets and the activation of social 
networks, all of which are reinforced over time 
and contribute to the creation of a sustainable 
production and consumption system. The first 
step of the circle is the identification phase; 
during this phase, stakeholders determine 
whether the product has a specific quality that 
is linked to its geographical origin (product) 
and what resources (place) and stakeholders 
(people) would be involved in the promotion 
strategy. 
The Quality & Origin Identification Tool is an 
online/offline tool that helps users determine 
whether a product has a quality that is linked to its geographical origin (Questionnaire 1) and 
identify the dimensions that must be considered in order to develop a GI process and enter the 
origin-linked quality virtuous circle (Questionnaires 2 and 3).

For more information, please contact GI@fao.org

Prospective evaluation: whether and how to activate a geographical indication initiative
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5.2.3 Analysis of the characteristics of an origin-product or origin-linked product system 
and their evolution

Table 2 enumerates the elements that should be considered when analysing the characteristics of an OP 
and its production system.

Table 2 Elements to be considered in the analysis of an OP and its production system

LOCAL CONTEXT
The local context of an OP is the geographical, economic and social environment (and 
its dynamics) in which the OP system is embedded. This encompasses the local and 
regional public policy environment. 

PRODUCT AND 
PROCESS

Among the basic characteristics of a product and its production process are:

� The quality characteristics and specificities of the product;

� The characteristics of the production process; 

� The link of the OP to local human and natural specific resources; 

� The variability of product quality among producers; and

� The geographical boundaries of the production area.

VALUE CHAIN
The structure and evolution of a value chain can be analysed through a number of 
variables, including the stages of the value chain, producers and their typologies 
(classification according to e.g. sales volumes or the degree of specialization in the OP), 
the number and typology of workers and the technologies used. As far as the latter are 
concerned, competing production technologies, their associated costs of production and 
the product�s resulting quality characteristics are of particular relevance.

ORGANIZATION AND GO-
VERNANCE

The analysis of an OP�s system organization and governance involves the analysis 
of the networks of actors involved in the production and valorization processes of 
the OP (enterprises, public institutions, collective organizations, etc.), the relations 
among the different stages of the value chain, elements of conflicts, etc.

MARKET
The market-related dimensions of an OP system include:

� The marketing strategies adopted by OP enterprises: branding strategies, 
marketing channels (long or short: direct selling, selling to intermediaries or 
selling to supermarkets) and target markets (local, regional, export);

� The place of the OP in firms� overall activities; and

� The characteristics of the value chain and their evolution: prices at different 
stages of the chain, the distribution of value along the chain, competition within and 
between the various stages of the value chain, etc. Of particular relevance is the 
position of farmers in the value chain.

CONSUMPTION
Who are the OP�s consumers? Are they locals, or are they located in foreign markets? 
Are they young, or not? How and when do they use the OP? Is the OP linked to local 
gastronomy, and if so, how? 

SOCIAL AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The social dimension of OP systems can be analysed through the following variables: 
the links between the OP and livelihoods, the local society and local culture, and the 
position of various groups (women, youngsters, migrants, informal workers, etc.) in the 
production system. Meanwhile, the environmental impacts of OPs and their production 
systems include both positive and negative effects on inter alia water quality, landscape 
characteristics, biodiversity preservation, CO2 emissions, etc.

USE OF 
GEOGRAPHICAL 
INDICATIONS

Do the OP actors use a geographical name to market the OP product? Do they use 
only one geographical name, or many? Is the geographical indication protected by a 
private trademark? Are there conflicts over the use of the name? Is the OP product 
imitated, or its name usurped? Do these problems come from within or without the 
traditional production area? 
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5.3. Step 2: mapping and assessing the potential effects

5.3.1. General map of the categories of effects

Once it is decided that the OP and the OP system 
have sufficient potential to develop a GI initiative, 
strategic alternatives are identified and analysed, 
taking into account the potential effects of each 

MAPPING AND ASSESSING THE EFFECTS
Identify the main areas of impact of the GI initiative, collect data and provide 
organized information useful for decision-making on the expected effects of

Report mapping the expected effects ex anteST
EP

 2

a) The rules to be written
in the Code of Practice

b) The type of
legal tool

c) The type of inspection
and certification system

alternative in the economic, social and environmental spheres. This assessment constitutes Step 
2 of the prospective evaluation. 

The strategic alternatives for the design of the GI initiative concern: 

a) the rules to be written in the CoP; 
b) the type of legal tools used to protect the GI; and
c) the type of inspection and control system.

The information obtained in Step 2 will feed into Step 3, where stakeholders collectively make 
final decisions about whether and how to launch the GI initiative.

The remainder of this section discusses the critical choices to be made for each of the three 
strategic fields (CoP, legal tools and the inspection and control system), as well as their possible 
effects. The analysis of the effects is developed according to the maps of potential effects as 
presented in Section 2 (see Figure 8); this analysis should focus on the selected evaluation 
questions (see Section 4, Step 7).
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Figure 8 General map of the categories
of effects of GI initiatives

Source: elaborated by the authors

Prospective evaluation: whether and how to activate a geographical indication initiative














































































































































































