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exeCutive summArY 

Citizens everywhere expect their governments to ensure some level of safe, affordable, and abundant food supplies. As a result, 
governments treat the business of agriculture unlike any other sector. Despite the importance of agriculture, or perhaps because 
of it, this unique treatment frequently leads to distinct and disproportionate obstacles to agribusiness1start-up, operation, and 
long-term growth. What are governments and donors to do?

Over the last few years, donors and governments have increased their 
investments in the agricultural sector with the objective of increasing 
economic growth and improving food security. Despite these investments, 
they lack actionable data on the array of laws and regulations 
that affect agribusiness performance. To drive discussion about the 
agribusiness enabling environment (AgBEE), to increase the urgency for 
reform, to empower stakeholders in the agricultural sector, and to develop a 
consistent and comparable measure of agribusiness regulations, the United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID) commissioned the 
Enabling Agricultural Trade (EAT) project to develop and pilot the 
Agribusiness Regulation and Institutions (AGRI) Index.

The AGRI Index represents the first attempt at producing a cross-country benchmarking tool to measure the legal, regulatory, 
and institutional barriers faced by agribusinesses. The AGRI Index can assist governments, donors, and private companies by 
providing objective, comparable measures of the regulatory and administrative processes agribusinesses must routinely 
undertake. The topics covered and data provided in this report represent a step forward in understanding the different 
approaches taken by governments, and the relative ease of operating an agribusiness under each of these regulatory regimes.

In assessing the legal and regulatory framework, the AGRI Index draws upon a considerable body of empirical evidence that 
demonstrates government regulation is an important determinant of growth,2 affecting rates of entrepreneurship,3 trade,4 and 
investment.5 Drawing inspiration from the World Bank Group’s Doing Business index, the AGRI Index focuses on barriers that 
can be reduced in a relatively short timeframe through discrete legal, regulatory, or administrative changes. The underlying 
hypothesis is that positive reforms in the areas measured by the AGRI Index will make starting and operating an agribusiness 
easier and more profitable, thereby leading to increased productivity and investment, higher employment and 
income, improved food security, and greater economic growth.

The AGRI Index addresses eight core topics that are particularly relevant to agribusiness and span the lifecycle of a small- to 
medium-sized enterprise (see text box). For each topic, agriculture and legal experts provided input and advice to define 
business cases and indicators in order to capture the time, cost, and procedures necessary to fulfill regulatory requirements and 
to assess the extent to which legal systems are favorable for agribusiness operations. Combined, the AGRI topics and indicators 
provide a comprehensive index to assess the Agbee in a given country, across countries, and over time.

1  The term “agribusiness” in this report is used to encompass (1) commercially oriented farms and producers, and (2) businesses that (a) provide inputs such as improved 
seeds and fertilizer, (b) buy and trade agricultural goods, and (c) mill or process commodities into food products.

2  See for example: Antonio Ciccone and Elias Papaioannou, “Red tape and delayed entry,” European Central Bank Working Paper Series 758 (2007).
3  Silvia Ardagna and Annamaria Lusardi, “Explaining International Differences in Entrepreneurship: The Role of Individual Characteristics and Regulatory Constraints,” 

National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 14012 (2009).
4  Andrei Levchenko, “Institutional Quality and International Trade,” International Monetary Fund Working Paper 04/231 (2006).
5  Jamal Ibrahim Haidar, “Investor protections and economic growth,” Economics Letters 103.1 (2009).

AGrI INDex ToPICS

1. obtaining inputs
2. starting and operating a Farm
3. employing Agricultural Workers
4. Accessing rural land
5. Accessing Finance
6. Complying with taxes
7. trading Agricultural goods
8. resolving Contract disputes
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The AGRI Index results described in this report confirm the pilot’s original hypothesis: agribusinesses face significant regulatory 
and institutional burdens that reduce profitability and diminish their ability to drive agricultural growth and improve food security. 
The AGRI Index pilot identified and quantified the significant time and cost investments required for such basic activities as 
transferring title of rural land and obtaining input provider licenses (see Figure 1). More than 200 contributors participated in the 
AGRI pilot across five countries, providing detailed and previously unmeasured data on agribusiness regulatory requirements. 
Such data have the power to build awareness and increase discussion around key AgBEE issues and are a starting point on the 
path to policy reform.

The pilot was conducted in two rounds: Round 1 was 
conducted in Kenya, Uganda, and Zambia and Round 2  
was conducted in Bangladesh and Nepal. Round 1 informed 
substantial modification to AGRI topics including the 
addition of topics on customary land,6 warehouse receipts 
systems, and alternative dispute resolution (ADR) 
mechanisms, and the removal of topics that proved less 
relevant to the agricultural sector. The piloting process also 
highlighted the best-suited individuals and institutions to 
respond to AGRI questionnaires and efficient methods of 
identifying them and soliciting participation. 

key FINDINGS 
 » Agribusinesses routinely face burdensome 
regulatory requirements involving numerous 
costly procedures and lengthy delays. In some 
instances, the burden of compliance is more significant 
than the cost of official fees. (See text box below).

6  “Customary land” refers to land whose ownership and usage is governed by traditional bodies within indigenous communities, as opposed to by the state or state law 
(i.e. statutory land).

in Zambia, a 50-hectare (ha) commercial grain 
farm owner must make 62 payments per year in 
person to tax authority offices. Compliance takes 
almost 550 hours per year because of congested 
offices and long wait times. multiple Zambian 
farmers reported that filing and making tax 
payments, and not the tax rate itself, is “the biggest 
issue” in paying taxes. in nepal, lengthy delays restrict 
agribusinesses’ ability to export agricultural goods 
and to access high-yielding seeds (see Figure 2). 
because of delays at Kolkata port and poor ship 
availability, port and terminal handling for seed 
imports takes an average of 30 days. 

FIGUre 2: lengthY delAYs to trAde in nepAl
It takes longer to import hybrid seed (56 days)than it does to grow it

Export and Import of Agricultural Products in Nepal (by time)

FIGUre 1: registering trAnsFer oF title oF rurAl 
lAnd in ZAmbiA tAKes 41 dAYs, usd $3,180

Transferring Title of Rural Land in Zambia (by cost)
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 » For agribusiness operations, lack of a regulatory framework can be as detrimental as overregulation.  
In the short-term, a complete lack of a regulatory framework creates a high degree of uncertainty, preventing agribusinesses 
from being able to plan, train, and operate effectively. In the long-term, the absence of appropriate regulation (for example, with 
respect to agro-input quality, land use, and workplace safety and health) has negative effects on the entire agricultural sector.

 » The agricultural sector often faces intrusive government 
policies and market interventions. Policies that limit the 
availability of inputs and prohibit agribusinesses from trading certain 
agricultural goods across the border can reduce agricultural 
productivity and restrict access to markets. Although evaluating the 
legitimacy of market controls and interventions does not fall directly 
within the scope of a tool such as AGRI, such policies represent 
important context for interpreting AGRI data.

 » rural agribusinesses have limited access to government 
offices and services. Lack of physical access proved to be a 
significant issue in Kenya, Uganda, and Zambia. Although necessary 
forms and documents on regulatory requirements may be publicly 
available, they must be submitted in person at a limited number of 
locations. This creates an environment where resource-poor 
households and businesses are unable to complete the basic steps 
necessary to start and operate their businesses.

 » resource and capacity constraints limit the ability of government institutions to enforce regulations critical 
to agribusiness start-up and operation. As a result, agribusinesses face long and unpredictable delays when completing 
regulatory and administrative requirements.

the lack of a regulatory framework for registering new non-cereal seed varieties has forced seed providers 
in nepal to adopt a “wait and see” approach until new policies are implemented. 

registering land in three of five pilot countries could only occur in one or two cities because key documents 
are stored—only in hard copy—in centralized offices. hiring an agent/facilitator to complete these processes 
substantially raises costs (for example, 20 times in Zambia) and effectively blocks small and rural 
agribusinesses from accessing these necessary government services.

in uganda, the Agrochemicals board is supposed to meet once a quarter, but it often does not because of 
lack of funding. providers of fertilizer and crop protection chemicals applying for a suitability of premises 
license face further delays for board approval, and then must wait an additional three months for an 
inspection because there are few inspectors. 

FIGUre 3: three oF Five Agri pilot 
Countries do not hAve ACCess to  
loCAl-level business registrAtion
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 » opaque regulations are poorly coordinated across ministries. Neither agribusinesses nor ministries themselves 
know the full extent of licenses and regulations that may apply. 

 » Irregular or unpredictable enforcement can add further delays and costs to compliance. Substantial academic 
literature and practical experience suggest that an unpredictable business environment reduces investment and sales and 
creates disincentives for agribusinesses to operate in the formal economy. 7 

         in Kenya, it can take 111 days to obtain operational licenses for a staple grain8 farm versus 10 days in  
         neighboring uganda, because of a month-long rezoning process, two months for an environmental impact 
         Assessment (eiA) triggered by planting new crops, and three weeks for a registration of premises permit for  
         storing pest control products. Contributors noted, however, that it was unclear whether these license  
         requirements would actually be enforced.

7  Daniel Kaufmann, Geeta Batra, and Andrew H.W. Stone, “The Firms Speak: What the World Business Environment Survey Tells Us About Constraints on Private Sector 
Development,” World Bank Working Paper Series (2003).

8  For purposes of the AGRI Index, a staple grain is a type of edible grain — typically maize, wheat, rice, or other cereal — that is widely consumed in a region or country 
and provides a significant portion of a standard diet in terms of energy intake.

An official in Zambia’s ministry of Agriculture (moA) noted that he himself “had a hard time figuring out” all 
licenses and registrations required by the moA for a farm, much less the involvement from other agencies 
such as the environmental management agency, agricultural research institute, or local councils. 
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Agri index bACKground

USAID’s EAT project, under which AGRI is being implemented, is part of the US Government’s global efforts to create favorable 
conditions for agricultural growth. EAT project tools, such as the Agribusiness Commercial Legal and Institutional Reform Diagnostic 
(AgCLIR), are increasingly used by governments, donors, and the private sector to diagnose systemic issues across the agribusiness 
sector and to chart a path forward. What has been missing from this body of work is a systematic comparison across 
countries of the time, cost, and procedures required for regulatory compliance.

It was with this context in mind that USAID and EAT undertook the AGRI Index pilot, believed by both parties to address a 
missing link in the reform process.

The AGRI Index as a concept reflects two fundamental principles: (1) the private sector is the driver of growth in 
nearly all dynamic agriculture systems, and (2) governments can do more to catalyze agricultural sector 
growth by improving the regulatory and institutional environment for agribusinesses. Calls for such an index 
have come from bilateral and multilateral donors, governments, and private sector bodies since the global food crisis in 2008. 

The AGRI Index presented here is the outcome of an eleven month process of design, testing, consultation, and expert review. It 
provides the basis for comparing economies, identifying reform priorities for the agricultural sector, and tracking progress of reforms 
in a particular economy over time. 

emPIrICAL evIDeNCe AND THeory oF CHANGe
Cross-country empirical analyses strongly suggest that practices such as license-based rationing9 and inordinate regulatory burdens10 
are detrimental to growth in the agricultural sector. Findings from AgCLIR and other agribusiness enabling environment (AgBEE) 
analyses in Africa and Asia consistently report a continued use of regulatory controls unique to the sector (e.g., SPS11 inspections, 
licensing of inputs) characterized by time, cost, and procedural requirements, or lack of established requirements, that hinder 
agribusiness growth. For example, a seed provider in Nepal has to wait 56 days to import hybrid seed, just long enough to miss 
a complete growth cycle for most horticultural crops. 

Enabling agribusiness growth from a system perspective depends on the provision of public goods, including a secure, stable legal 
and regulatory environment, and sufficient regulatory space for private enterprise to operate, without undue risks or costs of 
entrepreneurial activity. Drawing on the “regulation and growth” research of Djankov et al12 and inspired by the Doing Business 
index, the EAT project started the AGRI Index pilot based on the following observed needs:

 » Donors and governments are increasing their investments in the agricultural sector, but lack actionable data on the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the regulatory and administrative mechanisms that govern the sector in general and the agribusiness 
space in particular.

 » No index exists that can leverage the power of cross-country benchmarking to capture the attention of policymakers and 
create a sense of urgency around AgBEE reforms. 

9  Kym Anderson and William Masters, eds., Distortions to agricultural incentives in Africa, (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2009).
10  Simeon Djankov, Caralee McLeish, and Rita Maria Ramalho, “Regulation and Growth,” World Bank (2005).
11  “SPS,” or Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards, are international health and safety standards that seek to protect human, animal, and plant health against risks arising from 

the spread of pests and disease and the existence of toxins or contaminants in food and feed.  SPS measures often apply in the context of the international trade of goods.
12  Djankov, et. al., “Regulation and Growth.”
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Figure 4 below depicts a reform model in which benchmarking of high-level agribusiness indicators is a catalyst in the AgBEE 
reform process. In this model, an index such as AGRI serves a specific function in the process of reforming the agricultural sector. 
A successful agribusiness index should enable and lead to the following: (1) a more empowered private sector armed 
with objective information to focus calls for reform, (2) increased urgency within government to take action 
on issues that cost agribusiness significant time and money, and (3) greater competitive pressure between 
countries to reform. The next steps in the reform model involve deeper causal analyses, technical assistance to address findings 
from these analyses, and long-term commitment to reform by all parties.

FIGUre 4: developing A reForm model

 

overvIew oF AGrI INDex
The AGRI Index was designed to provide an objective basis for assessing the agribusiness environment using a relatively small set 
of indicators. The AGRI Index uses quantitative, standardized indicators that capture regulations and administrative procedures 
that apply throughout the lifecycle of an agribusiness and affect the ability to operate efficiently. These indicators were grouped 
into topics drawn from the core topics covered in AgCLIR diagnostics and modified from Doing Business’ original list. For each 
topic, indicators capture the time, cost, and procedures for fulfilling regulatory requirements involved in operating an agribusiness 
in practice and assess objective characteristics of a country’s legal and regulatory framework. 

A short survey was constructed for each topic based on input from agricultural and legal experts. Surveys were sent by email to 
contributors in each country. AGRI utilized a “key informant” methodology to identify and collect data from agricultural and legal 
experts in each country. The data collected for the pilot involved both completed written surveys and in-person interviews. 

Survey format and questions utilized standard business cases to cover a range of agribusinesses along the value chain, including 
suppliers of seed, fertilizer, and other production inputs; small- to medium-sized commercial farms located in a peri-rural13 
setting; and market agents buying and transporting commodities. In each survey, the case specified characteristics about the 
agribusiness such as size, location, number of employees, and types of activities. See Table 1 for a summary of each of the eight 
AGRI topics and related indicators.

13  For purposes of the AGRI Index, “peri-rural” means a rural area with low population density, but within 100km of and with relatively easy access to a main commercial center.

 » Identify and quantify key  
AgBEE indicators

 » Compare between countries 
and over time

 » Facilitate public-private dialogue

 » Capture attention of 
policymakers and increase 
urgency to address AgBEE issues

 » Build on benchmarks to describe 
why strengths and weaknesses exist

 » Aid civil servants and donors in 
targeting funds to address  
underlying issues

 » Existing tools include AgCLIR, World 
Bank Agribusiness Indicators (ABI)

 » High-level attention and root cause 
analyses create foundation for 
successful interventions

 » Targeted technical assistance  
by government, private sector  
or donors

 » Improved AgBEE leads to more 
efficient and profitable operations

 » More efficient and certain legal 
and regulatory environment

 » Lower cost business operations

 » More investment

 » Greater growth
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Pilot testing was conducted in Kenya, Uganda, and Zambia (Round 1) and Bangladesh and Nepal (Round 2) during 2012. Pilot 
countries were selected from a list of the US government’s Feed the Future focus countries and from different regions to allow for 
regional comparisons. The preliminary data collected from these five countries are presented in the “Preliminary Data from AGRI 
Index Pilot Countries” section of this report. The methodology and lessons learned from the pilot are detailed in “The AGRI 
Index Pilot” section.. 

ToPIC INDICATorS

obtaining Inputs procedures, time, and cost for (1) operational licenses, and (2) new variety/product registration 
process for providers of seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemicals 

Starting and operating 
a Farm

procedures, time, and cost for business registration and licensing (including re-zoning for 
agriculture, environmental impact assessment, agro-input storage, worker safety/health, and 
trading licenses) for a 50-hectare staple grain farm

employing Agricultural 
workers

(1) procedures, time, and cost for employing a highly skilled expatriate engineer, and  
(2) index assessing the legal and regulatory basis for seasonal and migrant labor

Accessing rural Land (1) procedures, time, and cost for transferring title of a 50-hectare staple grain farm,  
(2) index on access to and usage of customary land, and (3) index on access to property 
registration information

Accessing Finance (1) index on types of agricultural collateral allowed by legal and regulatory framework, and 
(2) index on access to and functioning of registries for movable collateral, and (3) index on 
legal framework for warehouse receipts systems

Complying with Taxes (1) Applicable taxes, (2) number of payments per year, (3) time required for tax compliance, 
(4) deductions and exemptions, and (5) total effective tax rate for a 50-hectare staple grain farm

Trading Agricultural 
Goods

documentation, time, and cost to (1) export a widely traded agricultural commodity and  
(2) to import hybrid seed

resolving Contract 
Disputes

(1) procedures, time, and cost to resolve a claim of side-selling by farmer cooperative, and  
(2) index on access to Adr mechanisms, small claims court, or expedited court procedures

TAbLe 1: desCription oF Agri topiCs And indiCAtors
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INDICATor breAkDowN:  

LICeNSING A CroP ProTeCTIoN CHemICALS ProvIDer 

A dynamic farm sector requires access to modern inputs for production. Firms that trade in such inputs, generally 
referred to as “agro-input dealers,” may handle a range of agricultural inputs (such as fertilizer, herbicide, pesticide,  
farm machinery, and irrigation equipment) or specialize in one. some are importers, others are wholesalers, and still 
others retail their products direct to farmers in rural areas. Agri measures the (1) business licenses for operations  
and (2) procedures to register new products for three types of agro-input dealers that play multiple roles in the supply 
chain—specifically, providers of seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemicals. together, these indicators comprise the 
obtaining inputs topic.

Figure 5 breaks down the time, cost, and procedures that a firm providing crop protection chemicals in uganda must 
follow to obtain the licenses and approvals necessary to operate its business. this example illustrates the type of 
concrete data collected by Agri. Such data provide detailed information on key agribusiness regulatory 
processes, highlight where constraints may exist, and have the potential power to lead towards 
regulatory reform.

For a ugandan crop protection chemicals dealer based in a rural area, limited access to government offices poses the 
first hurdle. the Agrochemicals board which approves licenses is located in entebbe, and a rural crop protection 
chemicals dealer must apply in person or through an agro-input dealer association representative.14 in addition, the 
Agrochemicals board has a limited number of inspectors and limited funds to hold quarterly board meetings to approve 
business licenses. As a result of these resource and capacity constraints, a ugandan crop protection chemicals dealer will 
spend an average of 200 days obtaining all necessary licenses and permissions. these lengthy and unpredictable delays 
contribute to high levels of informality in the sector; industry representatives estimate that only 30 percent of uganda’s 
2,300 agro-input dealers are formally licensed.

14  Crop protection chemical providers in Uganda are represented by the Uganda National Agro-Input Dealer Association. Under Ugandan law, agro-input dealers may 
stock seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemicals all together, but not veterinary drugs.

ProCeDUre TIme (DAyS) CoST (USD)

1. obtain Suitability of Premises License  
    Agrochemicals board

180 $21 

2. Inspection for Suitability of Premises License 
    Agrochemicals board

simultaneous with 
procedure 1

0

3. obtain Dealership License 
    Agrochemicals board

simultaneous with 
procedure 1

$62

4. Inspection for Dealership License 
    Agrochemicals board

simultaneous with 
procedure 1

0

5. Payment for Suitability of Premises and Distribution License 
    Commissioner of Crop protection

15 0

6. obtain Local License 
    municipal/town Council

5 $62

Total Procedures: 6 200 Days USD $145

FIGUre 5: liCenses And permissions For Crop proteCtion ChemiCAls provider in ugAndA
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preliminArY dAtA From Agri index pilot Countries

The AGRI Index measures the time and cost required for an agribusiness to complete key regulatory and administrative procedures 
and the extent to which legal systems and rights are favorable for agribusiness operations. Procedures are defined as discrete 
interactions between an agribusiness and external parties, including government offices, professional service providers, technical 
experts, and inspectors. The time required for each procedure is measured in total number of calendar days, with a minimum of one 
day for each procedure. Costs are the total costs required by an agribusiness in practice, excluding bribes and facilitation payments. 

DATA HIGHLIGHTS by ToPIC
The following section highlights the data collected in AGRI’s five pilot countries (Bangladesh, Kenya, Nepal, Uganda, and Zambia). 
A summary chart can be found at the end of this section and the entire AGRI dataset, including breakdowns by topic, indicator, 
and country, can be found in Annex 1. When taken together, data on the eight AGRI topics form the basis of a comprehensive 
index assessing the enabling environment for agribusiness in a given economy. The data can also provide relevant and meaningful 
comparisons between countries.

1. obtaining Inputs
Slow, unpredictable, or expensive licensing regimes for input providers increase operating costs and discourage starting a new 
business. The impact of such inefficiencies can be felt along the entire value chain. At the same time, inefficient processes for 
registering the latest agro-input products prevent farmers from accessing new technologies and limits the ability to dramatically 
increase crop yields. The Obtaining Inputs topic therefore measures the time, cost, and procedures for obtaining operating 
licenses and for seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemical providers to register new varieties or products.

Seed
 » It costs USD $1,509 for Kenyan seed providers to comply with all regulatory procedures (vs. USD $423 in Uganda, USD 
$159 in Zambia, and USD $110 in Bangladesh) because in kenya, seed business license fees alone cost USD $1,200.

 » Time to license a seed company varied widely 
across AGrI Index pilot countries. It takes about one 
month to obtain a seed business license in Kenya, Nepal, and 
Uganda, but only one day in Zambia and one week in 
Bangladesh. In Nepal, seed companies must obtain a 
recommendation letter from the local District Agriculture 
Office and complete a one-day training session. In Bangladesh, 
respondents noted that because the government wants to 
encourage registration and formalization among the country’s 
16,000 licensed dealers, seed business licenses are free and 
easy to obtain.

 » In Bangladesh and Nepal, new seed varieties must be listed in 
the national gazette before companies can begin selling them. 
This step takes an average of one month in Bangladesh and 
one year in Nepal. As a result, the total process to register a 
new seed variety takes 1,265 days in Nepal, more than a year 
longer than the 860 days in Bangladesh and 731 days in Zambia. 
(See Figure 6.)

FIGUre 6: seed registrAtion CAn tAKe over  
three YeArs

Time and Cost to Register New Proprietary Staple Grain Variety
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Fertilizer
 » In Zambia, it costs USD $612 for fertilizer providers to obtain all necessary licenses and permissions (compared to USD $145 in 
Uganda), because of the combined costs of an importation license, storage of chemicals license, and local trading license.

 » required permissions for fertilizer imports vary widely across countries. No import license or permit is required in 
Uganda. In Nepal, no import license is required, but few private sector importers and wholesalers are active in practice—they 
have been driven out by significant government subsidies. However, in Bangladesh, firms must obtain both an import license 
from the Ministry of Commerce and a separate license from the Ministry of Agriculture, taking a total of 40 days.

Crop Protection Chemicals 
 » In Uganda, licenses for crop protection chemical providers take 200 days to obtain, compared to 32 days in 
Zambia, 50 days in Nepal, and an AGRI average of slightly over 100 days (see Figure 7). The delays in Uganda result from a lack of 
inspectors and irregular meetings of the Agrochemicals Board, which approves licenses. According to contributors, this partly 
explains why only an estimated 30 percent of agro-input dealers in Uganda are actually licensed.

 » Bangladesh’s Plant Protection Wing issues six different 
types of agriculture-related agrochemical licenses, each 
with its own fee. Similarly, Kenya’s Pest Control Product 
Board issues five licenses (retail sales, import/wholesale 
distribution, repacking, storage, and waste disposal). These 
licenses can be obtained simultaneously. breaking 
down licenses and related fees by activity makes 
it more affordable for small agro-input dealers 
to obtain licenses for their particular activities. Licensing 
for a crop protection chemical provider costs USD $55 
in Bangladesh and USD $205 in Kenya. In comparison, a 
single license in Uganda covers importing, repackaging, 
wholesale, and retail trade and costs a flat USD $83 for 
large importers and small retailers alike.

2. Starting and operating a Farm 
Similar to agro-input dealers, fostering an efficient and 
affordable licensing regime for farms encourages business 
entry and formalization of the sector. The Starting and 
Operating a Farm topic measures the time and cost to 
register and obtain operating licenses and inspections for a 
50 hectare staple grain farm, and includes an index on 
access to registration information.

 » Although company registration documentation and 
information is publicly available in Kenya, Uganda, and 
Zambia, in none of these countries can a farm register 
in every province or region. In Kenya and Uganda, the 
central registry is located only in the capital, while in 
Zambia access to registration is limited to two major 
cities. In contrast, farms in Nepal and Bangladesh can 
register at the local and provincial levels.

FIGUre 7: lengthY liCensing proCedures For 
Crop proteCtion ChemiCAl providers

Time to License Crop Protection Chemical Provider

FIGUre 8: numerous proCedures to stArt A FArm 
in KenYA – 14 proCedures, 126 dAYs, And 19% oF per 
CApitA gdp

Procedures to Start and Operate a Farm in Kenya (by time) 

Name Search
3 days

National Social 
Security Fund

1 day

National Hospital 
Insurance Fund

1 day

Pay As you earn
1 day

Personal Identification
Number/vAT

1 day

business registration
Certificate

7 days

Single business 
Permit
1 day

3 Additional
Procedures

water extraction
License, workplace
Permit, Training Fee 

for employees
(No data on time)

Change of  
Land Use –  
Agricultural  

Zoning
2 procedures

30 days

registration of
Premises for Storage of 
Pest Control Products

21 Days

environmental Impact
Assessment (eIA)

60 days
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 » The cost of business registration is 10 times 
greater in Nepal than in kenya, Uganda, or 
Zambia—USD $225 compared to less than USD $20 in 
each of the three Sub-Saharan African countries—due to a 
relatively high registration fee in Nepal.

3. employing Agricultural workers
The availability of labor is vital for agribusinesses of all types, 
whether that involves high-skilled workers designing a 
complex irrigation system, or seasonal workers harvesting 
produce. The Employing Agricultural Workers topic assesses 
(a) the time and cost to hire a highly skilled expatriate 
engineer, and (b) the strength and flexibility of the legal and 
regulatory framework to hire seasonal and migrant workers.

 » In Uganda, few procedures are required for hiring a skilled 
expatriate, but the process takes 130 days because of 
intermittent Immigration Board meetings required for 
approval. In comparison, Kenya’s work permit process 
takes 95 days, but costs significantly more (USD $1,225  
vs. USD $750) because of the cost of an entry permit.  
(See Figure 9.)

 » In Nepal, firms must obtain three separate recommendation letters from local and national government offices 
before applying for a work permit, which adds an average of 22 days to the process. It still takes less time to hire an expatriate 
in Nepal than in Kenya (38 days in Nepal compared to 95 days in Kenya).

 » Nepal’s labor law defines seasonal enterprises and limits casual employment to one season, or less than 180 days (compared 
to 90 days in Kenya). In Bangladesh, however, farm workers are excluded from provisions and protections of the Labor Act 
due to the manner in which places of employment are defined in the Act.15 

4. Accessing rural Land
Clear and stable property rights are critical to the 
long-term investments in land and infrastructure 
that drive agricultural production. Inefficiencies in 
transferring title of rural property, and the inability 
to utilize customary land, stifle the market and 
diminish the value of these rights. The Accessing 
Rural Land topic covers the process to transfer 
title for a peri-rural staple grain farm, and includes 
indexes on access to property registration 
information and access to and usage of customary 
land for agricultural production.

15  Contributors noted that the 2006 Labor Act’s definitions of “establishment” and “industry” exclude farm workers. Additionally, the law excludes agricultural farms with less 
than 10 full-time workers. Although AGRI does not directly assign a score as to whether agricultural workers have legal protections, no country should be rewarded for 
neglecting the core rights of any worker. In order to address this issue, minimum thresholds may be incorporated in future iterations of this indicator (should it continue to 
be used).

FIGUre 9: lArge vAriAtion in time And Cost to 
hire A sKilled expAtriAte WorKer 

Time and Cost to Hire Skilled Expatriate Worker 
*Zambia: No data collected

FIGUre 10: time And Cost to register title trAnsFer oF 
rurAl lAnd
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 » In Nepal, procedures required to transfer title of rural land are relatively straightforward and only take 
nine days to complete. Effectuating a transfer deed and receiving a modified land ownership certificate can be 
accomplished in one day. In contrast, transferring title takes 218 days in Bangladesh due to the need to “mutate” the land into 
the seller’s name in order to be able to transfer it, and to verify title and obtain certificates from regional, district, and village level 
land offices and government agencies.

 » In Kenya, there are only two land registries (in Nairobi and Mombasa) available for conducting land title investigations, 
increasing the time required to investigate title to 14 days, compared to four days in Uganda and three days in Nepal (which 
have land offices at the district and village levels). 

 » In kenya, inspections by a government valuation official add an additional 30 days to the process of registering 
a title transfer.

 » Title transfer costs USD $1,774 in Bangladesh and USD $3,180 in Zambia (vs. USD $677 in Nepal and USD $366 in Uganda) 
due to transfer taxes of 6 percent and 5 percent of consideration in Bangladesh and Zambia, respectively (compared to 1 to 2.5 
percent in other AGRI Index pilot countries). 

5. Accessing Finance
Finance is often one of the largest constraints for agribusinesses seeking to grow and trade. Increased lending to the agricultural 
sector is predicated on a strong legal and regulatory framework that takes into account the unique needs of agribusinesses 
(though many other market factors are also relevant). That framework includes allowing movable agricultural assets to be 
registered as collateral, and encouraging grain storage and trading through a warehouse receipts system. The Accessing Finance 
topic includes indexes on the types of agricultural collateral allowed by the legal and regulatory framework, on access to and 
functioning of movable collateral registries, and on the legal framework for warehouse receipts systems.

 » In Zambia, the legal framework for agricultural charges covers almost all types of movable agricultural 
collateral, contributing to an Agricultural Collateral Index score of 9 out of 10 (see Figure 11). Similarly, general 
charges in Bangladesh and chattel mortgages in Kenya cover a wide range of movables in theory. However, in practice these 
charges are rarely used by financial institutions to cover agriculture-related movables (such as crops and livestock) and lending 
to the sector remains limited because of the perceived high risks of lending on movable collateral and to the agricultural 
sector more broadly. 

 » Land is considered the strongest form of collateral across all pilot countries and is the most widely accepted 
(and sometimes mandated) by financial institutions.

bANGLADeSH keNyA NePAL UGANDA ZAmbIA

6 9 7 8 9

FIGUre 11: AgriCulturAl CollAterAl index (oF 10)

Note: Score based on the legal right to accept as collateral ten types of movable, immovable, and intangible assets commonly available to agribusinesses. Higher scores 
represent a stronger legal framework.
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6. Complying with Taxes
Complying with tax requirements can be equally if not 
more burdensome for agribusinesses than the total tax 
rate. Small- to medium-sized agribusinesses frequently 
lack easy access to tax offices, which are often located at 
some distance from rural areas. Therefore, the Complying 
with Taxes topic not only assesses the total effective tax 
rate for a peri-rural 50 ha staple grain farm, but also the 
total number of payments and the total time involved in 
document preparation, filing, and payment.

 » Sole proprietor farms in bangladesh make 
very few tax payments (9 payments vs. 62 
payments in Zambia and 54 payments in Nepal). In 
practice, across AGRI Index pilot countries the vast 
majority of producers are informal smallholders that do 
not fall under the tax net.

 » Tax compliance in Zambia requires 545 hours for preparation, filing, and payment, compared to 344 hours in 
Kenya and 244 hours in Nepal (see Figure 12). Several taxes require monthly in-person filings at congested tax offices. 

 » The total effective tax rate (percent of profit) is 10.1 percent in Zambia due to a lower business income tax rate for the 
agricultural sector. In comparison, the total effective tax rate for agribusinesses is 28.4 percent in Kenya and  
34.6 percent in Nepal.

7. Trading Agricultural Goods
Border processes that are predictable and integrated across government agencies minimize delays and associated costs and 
improve the price and availability of agricultural goods. However, traders often face unpredictable costs and delays when moving 
agricultural goods across borders. The Trading Agricultural Goods topic measures the time, cost, and procedures to obtain 
documents, clear customs, and transport goods to and through the most commonly used seaport. The cases for this pilot were 
designed to assess the import of hybrid seed and the export of a commonly traded agricultural commodity.

FIGUre 12: number oF tAx pAYments And CompliAnCe 
time For 50 hA stAple grAin FArm

 

FIGUre 13: Cost to import hYbrid seed, And time to export An AgriCulturAl CommoditY

*Uganda: No data collected 
**Zambia: No data on Inland Transport Costs 
***Uganda: No data for Customs Clearance or Port/Terminal Handling Time
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8. resolving Contract Disputes
Access to affordable and timely dispute resolution mechanisms encourages agribusinesses to enter into formal contracts, because the 
contracts can be enforced. A functioning contract system strengthens vertical linkages in the supply chain and lowers transactions costs 
to doing business. Too often, the formal court system is centrally located, can take years to reach a resolution, and cost far more than 
the initial dispute; in those instances, the formal courts are practically inaccessible to agribusinesses. Therefore, the Resolving Contract 
Disputes topic assesses the access to and strength of alternate dispute resolution (ADR) mechanisms, small claims court, or expedited 
court procedures through an index as well as through measuring the typical time, cost, and procedures to resolve a dispute.

 » In Nepal, mediation is strongly encouraged by the government. Mediation centers have been established in nearly half 
of all district courts. Court-referred mediation takes 75 days and costs USD $467—faster and cheaper than resolving a typical 
case in district court. 

 » In bangladesh, village courts are very active, resolve a large number of disputes, and are faster and cheaper than 
magistrate or civil courts. However, village courts can only handle disputes up to a maximum amount of roughly USD $300. 
Arbitration is also relatively well-utilized.

AGrI INDex SUmmAry DATA
Table 2 summarizes the data collected during Round 1 and Round 2 of the AGRI Index pilot. Footnotes indicate those instances 
where data were incomplete, survey sections were not applicable, or survey structure was changed between Round 1 and 
Round 2. For indexes, a higher score indicates a stronger legal or regulatory framework. More detailed information breaking 
down all required procedures by topic, indicator, and country can be found in Annex 1., 

 » In Kenya, staple grain exports take 57 days, primarily because of unpredictable berthing delays and customs 
backlogs at mombasa port. Traders reported that these delays severely restricted their ability to deliver goods on time 
and to finance shipments. In Nepal, ship availability at Kolkata port adds up to five days to exports of agricultural commodities 
and 25 days to imports of hybrid seeds. Nepali traders can ship only through India’s Kolkata port, and contributors expressed 
the need for routes through other Indian or Bangladeshi ports to save time and cost.

 » eight or more regulatory bodies oversee agricultural exports in kenya, including crop-specific boards; as a result 
of these and other factors, it takes 24 days to clear customs. In contrast, in Bangladesh the entire agricultural export process 
takes 24 days; contributors noted that procedures are streamlined and official costs low, as long as exporters paid numerous 
facilitation fees.



18 | Agribusiness regulAtion And institutions (Agri) index: pilot report

16, 17, 1819. 20, 21, 22

16  How to read this table: “-” = not assessed due to structural survey changes between Round 1 and Round 2. “No data” = data not collected due to lack of contributors. 
“N/A” = survey section not applicable; for example, there is no warehouse receipts system in Nepal.

17  Time reported is highly variable due to long delays in gazetting and sporadic meetings of National Seed Board.
18  No licenses are required for fertilizer importers or wholesalers, only a fertilizer dealer license for retail sales.
19  Not assessed in Round 1.
20  Time reported is highly variable. In practice, no private firms were reported to register new fertilizer products.
21  Not assessed in Round 1.
22  Cost is estimated because new policies/regulations have yet to be put in place for registering crop protection chemicals.

round 1 Countries round 2 Countries

kenya Uganda Zambia bangladesh Nepal

1. obtaining Inputs

licenses and permissions: seed provider

procedures (number) 4 5 6 3 4

time (days) 42 37 6 23 33

Cost (usd) $1,509 $423 $159 $110 $8

registering proprietary staple grain variety

procedures (number) 4 5 2 5 7

time (days) 794 852 731 860 1,26517 

Cost (usd) $1,840 $2,700 $1,775 $878 $2,249

licenses and permissions: Fertilizer provider

procedures (number) no data 6 4 5 118

time (days) no data 200 32 76 7

Cost (usd) no data $145 $612 $183 $1

registering Fertilizer product19 

procedures (number) - - - 4 3

time (days) - - - 850 54620

Cost (usd) - - - $488 $0

licenses and permissions: Crop protection Chemical provider

procedures (number) 9 6 4 7 2

time (days) 155 200 32 94 50

Cost (usd) $267 $145 $612 $274 $17

registering Crop protection Chemical21

procedures (number) - - - 7 3

time (days) - - - 883 425

Cost (usd) - - - $366 $2,25922

TAbLe 2: Agri summArY dAtA16
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23, 24, 25 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 

23  Business registration and operational licenses/permissions for a farm were addressed in separate topics in Round 1. 
24  In Zambia, no data was collected on this topic. In Kenya, data are based on one contributor. In Uganda, few work permits are approved in practice and the process is 

opaque and unpredictable. In Bangladesh, time varies based on Bangladeshi embassy procedures in country of origin.
25  Revised index used in Round 2.
26  Includes estimated USD $95 agent fee.
27  Revised index used in Round 2.
28  New index added in Round 2.
29  Index removed in Round 2.
30  For Round 1, scoring reflects whether collateral is allowed by law, not if used in practice. For Round 2, where “law is silent,” if used in practice then scored as 1, if not 

used in practice scored as 0.
31  Not assessed in Round 1.
32  New index added in Round 2.

round 1 Countries round 2 Countries

kenya Uganda Zambia bangladesh Nepal

2. Starting and operating a Farm

business and licenses: Farm23 

procedures (number) 14 8 10 2 4

time (days) 126 20 88 10 7

Cost (usd) $339 $129 $331 $49 $225

Access to business registration index (out of 5) 3 3 4 4 2

3. employing Agricultural workers

hiring a skilled expatriate24 

procedures (number) 2 3 no data 3 5

time (days) 95 130 no data 20 38

Cost (usd) $1,225 $750 no data $122 $832

hiring seasonal/migrant Workers index (out of 9)25 4 (of 4) 4 (of 4) no data 7 7

4. Accessing rural Land

registering rural land

procedures (number) 7 9 4 8 5

time (days) 65 31 41 218 9

Cost (usd) $804 $366 $3,18026 $1,774 $677

Access to property registration index (out of 7)27 3 (of 6) 2 (of 6) 2 (of 6) 4 3

utilizing Customary land index (out of 12)28 - - - n/A n/A

strength of property rights index (out of 3)29 3 2 3 - -

5. Accessing Finance

Agricultural Collateral index (out of 10)30 9 8 9 6 7

movables Collateral registry index (out of 11)31 - - - 4 0

Warehouse receipts system index (out of 14)32 - - - n/A n/A
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round 1 Countries round 2 Countries

kenya Uganda Zambia bangladesh Nepal

6. Complying with Taxes33

payments (number per year) 56 54 62 9 54

time (hours per year) 344 404 545 197 244

total tax rate (% of profit) 28.4% 20.7% 10.1% 17.4% 34.6%

7. Trading Agricultural Goods34

exporting Agricultural Commodity35 

documents (number) 11 9 7 9 10

time (days) 57 1436 35.5 24 39

Cost (usd) $1,909 $4,31937 $717 $1,003 $2,134

exporting perishable goods38 

documents (number) 12 n/A n/A - -

time (days) 56 n/A n/A - -

Cost (usd) $2,176 n/A n/A - -

importing hybrid seed

documents (number) 11 no data 6 9 11

time (days) 44 no data 1139 41 56

Cost (usd) $2,175 no data $90040 $1,064 $3,051

8. resolving Contract Disputes

Alternative mechanisms41 

procedures (number) - - - n/A 3

time (days) - - - n/A 75

Cost (usd) - - - n/A 467

dispute resolution mechanisms index (out of 6)42 - - - 6 6

33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 39 40 41 42

33  Time and cost is incomplete or unconfirmed for certain taxes.
34  For both Exporting Agricultural Commodity and Importing Hybrid Seed, time and cost is incomplete or unconfirmed for a number of documents in Round 1 countries.
35  Round 1 data based on export of staple grain. Kenya data are based on one contributor.
36  No data for Customs Clearance or Port/Terminal Handling time.
37  No data for Port/Terminal costs.
38 Not assessed in Round 2. The survey format assessed the time and cost for transporting perishable goods via maritime trade; however, Uganda and Zambia export 

limited quantities of refrigerated perishable goods, by air freight only.
39  No data on Port/Terminal Handling time.
40  No data on Inland Transport costs.
41  New indicator added in Round 2.
42  New index added in Round 2.
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the Agri index pilot

DeSIGN AND USeS oF THe AGrI INDex 

AGrI Topics and Design Principles43 
The AGRI Index was designed to provide an objective and comprehensive basis for understanding and improving the regulatory 
environment for agribusinesses through a suite of quantitative, standardized indicators that capture regulations 
and administrative procedures that apply throughout the lifecycle of an agribusiness. The AGRI Index assesses 
the legal and regulatory elements that help and harm agribusinesses, as well as the regulatory burden imposed by red tape and 
administrative inefficiencies. Existing research and the work of the Doing Business index show that time-and-motion indicators 
can capture regulatory inefficiencies and obstacles that affect the entry rate and productivity levels of firms. In order to measure 
the impact of regulation on agribusinesses, the AGRI Index uses (1) indicators that capture the time, cost, and procedures for 
fulfilling regulatory requirements involved in operating an agribusiness, and (2) indicators on rights, which assess objective 
characteristics of a country’s legal and regulatory framework. 

In order to develop a standardized, scalable tool that can improve the business environment for agribusinesses, AGRI indicators 
were designed around the following six principles: indicators must be simple, discrete, comparable, relevant, actionable, 
and impactful. The logic of each indicator should be simple and the implications transparent to policymakers and other stakeholders. 
Utilizing discrete and well-defined indicators is vital to enable policymakers to identify areas of concern. Indicators that are 
comparable across countries highlight best practices, allow for tracking the impact of reform over time, and provide the pressure 
for reform that is often generated by comparisons with neighbor countries. Indicators must also be highly relevant, focusing on 
regulatory issues that have the greatest effect on agribusinesses. These indicators also point directly to policy or administrative reforms 
that can be accomplished in a short timeframe. Finally, policy reform should have a positive, visible impact on an indicator. By 
focusing on concrete regulatory barriers, legal rights, and inefficiencies in implementation, AGRI indicators highlight variations in the 
agribusiness environment created by governments themselves and that can therefore be improved by reform-minded policymakers.

Using these design principles, short surveys of less than 10 pages were constructed for each AGrI topic based on 
consultation with a range of agricultural and legal experts. Survey questions were designed to capture issues of particular 
importance to the agricultural sector (for example, the ability to use agricultural movables as collateral and to register a new 
seed variety) in order to gather data on these timely, relevant topics that align with ongoing research and can inform 
government and donor reform efforts. 

These surveys used standardized cases that covered a range of agribusinesses along the value chain, including agro-input dealers, 
small- to medium-sized farms, and traders, and specified characteristics about each agribusiness, such as size, location, number of 
employees, and types of activities. Standardized cases were imperative in order to obtain responses based on 
consistent assumptions that can be averaged across contributors and compared across countries. For example, 
cases for the Trading Agricultural Goods topic were built around a “widely traded agricultural commodity” in each country 
(rather than a pre-specified commodity for all countries) in order to establish a broader definition that could be more consistently 
equalized and compared across countries.

multiple Uses and Inherent Tradeoffs
Results from the AGRI Index serve multiple purposes. Policymakers can use the data to identify key regulatory 
barriers. AGRI data can inform investment decisions by public and private donors. Agribusinesses and business associations can 
cite AGRI results as leverage to call for policy, regulatory, and institutional reforms. And academics and the donor community can 
further analyze the links between the legal and regulatory framework and agribusiness and agricultural-sector growth.

43  See Annex 2 for a detailed table on the scope, case, and type of contributor for each topic, as well as the full text survey used for each topic.
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From a broader perspective, the AGRI Index raises the profile of the agribusiness enabling environment within the 
development community in order to increase donor investments aimed at eliminating systemic impediments to start-up 
and growth in the agricultural sector, thereby furthering international commitments to food security and efforts such as the US 
Government’s Feed the Future initiative. By capturing the attention of key stakeholders and senior policymakers with objective, 
cross-country data, the AGRI Index can stimulate policy discussions and lead to data-driven reform efforts. 

There are several fundamental tradeoffs and limitations to research products such as the AGRI Index that should be 
taken into consideration by a reader of this report. The AGRI Index does not measure all aspects of the agribusiness enabling 
environment. Instead, it focuses on eight core topics, and within those topics seeks to capture quantifiable and actionable aspects 
of the AgBEE. The AGRI Index’s scope is partially defined by efficiency and practicality. Informality prevails across developing 
countries’ agricultural sectors, limiting the generalizability of legal and regulatory analyses of the status quo. Standardized cases 
developed for this pilot focus on commercially oriented agribusinesses that operate formally within an existing regulatory 
framework in order to have something to measure. Due to this focus, the AGRI Index may measure the entire agricultural sector 
in some countries, while only assessing a narrow slice of the current agricultural sector in others. The regulatory reforms that 
improve the operability and profitability of small- and medium-sized agribusinesses (e.g., land reform, better availability of quality 
inputs, and increased access to finance) provide potential benefits that apply broadly across the entire agricultural sector, 
including to the most disadvantaged actors in the sector such as smallholder farmers.

AGRI indicators measure key barriers but do not necessarily explain why such barriers exist. For that, more in-depth analysis is 
required. The AGRI Index should therefore be viewed as a tool that tells us where barriers exist, but not necessarily why 
they exist. A benchmarking tool such as AGRI plays a specific role as a catalyst in the larger reform process that requires deeper 
causal analysis of critical foundational issues affecting agribusinesses (such as that found in AgCLIR),44 targeted technical assistance, 
and the participation and commitment of reform-minded governments.

methodological limitations also exist in terms of collecting data. Data for benchmark products like the AGRI Index 
are not derived from statistically significant samples of contributors from every country; to do so would be cost- and time- 
prohibitive, and would fundamentally alter the design parameters of the pilot project. Indicators on procedures necessarily 
involve a measure of judgment by contributors. To help address these limitations, a “key informant” approach was used to select 
contributors in each country who have substantial, concrete knowledge of the agricultural sector that is reflective of many actors 
in the sector. Surveys were also cross-referenced to identify conflicting data, extensive follow-up efforts were made to clarify 
information, and legal and regulatory texts were reviewed for verification by the AGRI team. Soliciting surveys through email 
may also present a sampling bias towards more sophisticated and larger agribusinesses that have an internet presence, as well as 
potential self-selection effects given the voluntary nature of responses, constraints common to similar index efforts. These 
considerations should be taken into account and mitigated to the extent possible through refinements to the data collection 
process, such as more intensive surveying techniques.

PILoT ProCeSS
The pilot was used to test and validate the conceptual design of the AGRI Index, from its stated objectives and scope to its intended 
audience and uses. A total of 210 local experts and agribusinesses participated in the pilot across five countries, or an average of 
42 contributors per country.45 More than 7,500 data points were collected via written surveys and in-person interviews.

44  These issues include macroeconomic stability, infrastructure quality, labor skills, underlying institutional capacity, and government initiatives or interventions of a non-
regulatory nature that distort the agricultural sector.

45  A full list of contributors can be found in Annex 3.
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The AGRI team designed and implemented a multi-step pilot process that could be repeated across a number of countries (see 
Figure 14). The sampling method developed is similar to current index efforts such as Doing Business and Women, Business, and 
the Law and is based on a frequently used methodology in the social sciences.46 This approach resulted in a standard and non-random 
sampling of contributors with a target of three to five contributors per topic. Contributor selection emphasized (1) organizations 
that regularly undertake administrative tasks necessary to support required regulatory processes and (2) individuals who could 
speak to the time, cost, and procedures required for compliance by a specific type of agribusiness based on direct experience.  
A full list of the types of contributors by topic can be found in Annex 2.

Contributors were identified remotely through desk research, 
including extensive Google searches for leading firms and 
experts, relevant news and academic literature, participants of 
recent agribusiness events and conferences, and networks of 
individuals encountered in previous EAT or Fintrac work. At the 
same time, a local consultant or partner institution knowledgeable 
about policy and business networks was engaged in each pilot 
country to assist in identifying and contacting contributors.

Surveys for each topic were distributed by email to contributors.47 
The AGRI team followed up with contributors through extensive 
emails and phone calls to obtain survey responses. Next, the 
AGRI team conducted one hour in-person interviews with 
almost 150 contributors during field visits to all pilot countries. 
The primary purpose of these field visits was to clarify conflicting 
or missing survey data and to gather feedback from on-the-
ground stakeholders on the overall scope of AGRI and whether 
the indicators targeted their greatest concerns. Contributors 
were asked if AGRI indicators covered the most relevant issues 
and if the standardized cases were accurate and applicable. 
Contributor feedback informed key changes to the surveys such 
as the addition of indexes on movable collateral registries and 
warehouse receipts systems, as well as revisions to the scope of 
the Trading Agricultural Goods cases. The feedback during Round 
1, along with input from agricultural experts and existing 
literature on international best practices, informed survey and 
indicator changes. The pilot process was then repeated in Round 2 
countries with revised surveys and a refined methodology. 

Testing and refining the AGrI Index 
Throughout the AGRI Index pilot, the (1) data collection methods and (2) indicator, case, and survey design were 
extensively tested and refined to improve the ability of the AGRI Index tool to capture the highest priority issues impacting 
the agribusiness enabling environment in a consistent and scalable manner. 

46  See MN Marshall, “The Key Informant Technique,” Fam. Pract. 13: 92-97 (1996).
47  For Round 1 and Round 2 combined, surveys were emailed to 839 potential contributors.

FIGUre 14: Agri index pilot proCess
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The following aspects of the AGRI Index’s data collection methods were tested during the pilot:

 » Types of contributors well-suited to completing surveys (i.e. agribusinesses, chambers of commerce, agricultural member 
organizations, government officials, and service providers) 

 » Extent of practical knowledge of service providers (i.e. lawyers, accountants, bankers) with respect to the agricultural sector

 » Effective methods for identifying appropriate contributors, particularly at the regional/local level (i.e. internet searches, 
international associations and directories, referrals, local facilitators)

 » Effective methods for engaging contributors remotely 

 » Number of contributors necessary to obtain a sufficient baseline of data for an indicator and allow for cross-verification

 » For indicators on procedures, identifying appropriate contributors with specific transactional experience that are also 
representative of typical industry experience

 » Necessity and usefulness of field visits and in-person interviews with contributors

The following aspects of indicators, cases, and survey design were tested during the pilot:

 » Applicability of indicators and survey questions to agribusinesses across all countries, and degree of severity of issue in question

 » Availability of data

 » Accuracy of case assumptions

 » Resulting data that showed both sufficient comparability as well as meaningful differences across countries 

 » Whether surveys result in objective responses that can be averaged across contributors

 » Reliability of data

 » Important issues not captured in existing surveys

 » Survey design and comprehension by contributors, including optimal length and time required for completion

To be considered validated, the contributor selection and data collection process resulting from the pilot must be able to determine 
the types of contributors that can provide relevant and robust data and efficient and cost-effective methods for identifying and 
engaging contributors and collecting data. Additionally, each indicator must reveal important findings specific to the agricultural 
sector, and survey questions must result in data that are reflective of a standardized experience as opposed to ad hoc responses. 

LeSSoNS LeArNeD
The AGRI Index pilot provided insight on (1) the most significant issues facing agribusinesses and (2) the survey design elements 
necessary to measure those issues in a standardized format. These lessons informed all elements of the pilot’s implementation, 
from the data collection approach to the selection and refinement of AGRI topics and indicators. During the pilot, indicators and 
surveys were continually refined to address new, important themes that emerged and to incorporate lessons learned regarding 
effective survey design, while still aligning with the six AGRI Index design principles; specifically, indicators must be simple, discrete, 
comparable, relevant, actionable, and impactful. 

Throughout the pilot process, a range of stakeholders including government officials, agribusinesses, USAID missions, 
and other donors expressed strong interest in data about the agribusiness enabling environment to the 
AGrI team. Across pilot countries, government officials themselves highlighted the lack of reliable information on the regulatory 
burdens faced by agribusinesses. Stakeholders emphasized the need for detailed information on key agribusiness regulatory 
processes and expressed interest in using the data for cross-country and regional comparisons. Private sector representatives 
expressed demand for AGRI Index data in order to advocate for policy reforms.
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Lessons Learned: Data Collection 
Conducting two rounds of the AGRI Index pilot uncovered a number of lessons and methodological changes to best adapt an 
index to the realities of the agricultural sector. The AGRI team developed a targeted range of contributors that went 
beyond professional service providers (lawyers, bankers, and accountants) to include agribusinesses, business 
associations, and government officials. 

Significant adaptations from the Doing Business methodology were necessary to maximize the quantity and quality of data 
collected during the AGRI Index pilot. However, as previously suggested, this approach involves a number of inherent 
constraints and tradeoffs, which the AGRI team mitigated to the extent possible:

 » Agribusinesses have more specific knowledge than service providers and are therefore better suited to respond to certain 
AGRI topics. However, agribusiness responses draw from the personal experience of completing a task on a discrete number 
of occasions. In addition, agribusinesses routinely had less availability and capacity to participate in the AGRI Index pilot than 
service-oriented law firms and banks.

 » Drawing from a diverse range of contributors allows for triangulation across responses but results in more potential variance. 
As a result, a greater number of contributors, data points, and more work are required to compile various perspectives into 
an average response.

 » In-country visits were necessary as a primary means of verifying data, as initial survey responses were often incomplete and 
inconsistent. Lower response rates (given the types of contributors targeted) and the need to work closely with local facilitators 
may increase the resources required—at least in the first years of rollout—to conduct an agribusiness index.

Testing Contributor Selection
The AGRI Index pilot targeted a diverse group of contributors including agribusinesses, associations, chambers of commerce, 
freight forwarders, professional service providers (lawyers, bankers, accountants), and government officials. As expected, a broad 
range of well-suited contributors was necessary to acquire comprehensive, robust data on the time and cost to comply with 
regulatory and administrative tasks. Given the specificity of the cases and procedures examined, contributors such as government 
officials might only be able to answer those parts of a survey that relate to their own administrative unit. For example, gathering 
data on business licenses, import procedures, and variety registration for Obtaining Inputs in Bangladesh required meeting with 
three separate offices within the Department of Agricultural Extension, each with a narrow understanding limited to its own 
office’s oversight. Additionally, private sector and government viewpoints often differed. For Trading Agricultural Goods, Kenyan 
customs brokers reported long delays in customs clearance procedures, while Kenya Revenue Authority officials indicated the 
cause of delays to be incomplete documentation or late submission of paperwork by customs brokers. Consequently, collecting 
information from a carefully selected mix of contributors allowed the AGRI team to triangulate among responses.

The best-suited types of contributors varied by topic and by country. A major lesson of the AGRI Index pilot was that topics focusing 
on time and cost required for regulatory and administrative tasks (such as Starting and Operating a Farm, Obtaining Inputs, and 
Trading Agricultural Goods) were best answered by agribusinesses themselves, because service providers in pilot countries 
could not provide data based on direct experience. Lawyers, bankers, and accountants were found to have few clients within 
AGRI’s scope, such as emerging farms or input suppliers, and limited knowledge or specialization in agriculture-specific laws and 
regulations. However, lawyers with expertise in labor, land transactions, finance, and arbitration or mediation were well-suited to 
respond to Employing Agricultural Workers, Accessing Rural Land, Accessing Finance, and Resolving Contract Disputes surveys, 
because they were able to provide up-to-date information on the existing legal framework with respect to these topics.
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Testing Data Collection and Analysis
Obtaining a sufficient number of qualified contributors to voluntarily respond to surveys was a challenging task. The AGRI team 
initially anticipated response rates of 33 percent;48 however, Round 1 response rates were 10–15 percent. Working in 
agriculture presented the additional challenges of limited English language capacity, less formalization, lower use of professional 
service providers, and restricted email and internet usage, particularly outside the capital city. 

The AGRI team addressed these obstacles through a number of methodological improvements. As detailed in the previous 
section, surveys were refined to better match contributor knowledge and their design was improved to promote comprehension. 
Surveys were also targeted to specific types of contributors and sent to a greater number of potential contributors.49 In each 
pilot country, the AGRI team engaged in multiple rounds of interaction by email and telephone with potential contributors to 
ensure their participation and collect data. Where English language capacity was an issue, surveys were translated into the local 
language for topics most likely to be answered by agribusinesses and local-level contributors.

The AGRI team also engaged local facilitators and partner institutions to assist in identifying potential contributors and 
securing their participation in the AGRI Index. Local facilitators identified and contacted contributors in parallel with desk 
research and outreach by the AGRI team. Facilitators were more effective at identifying appropriate government offices and 
officials, and were also critical to obtaining sub-national data at the local and provincial levels. Attempting to remotely reach 
local-level contributors outside the capital city is not recommended; such contributors often have no internet presence, and 
even when working through referrals from other contributors, it proved difficult to effectively contact potential sub-national 
contributors without the assistance of a local facilitator.

By modifying the AGRI Index methodology and refining the surveys, identification of and successful outreach to well-suited 
contributors improved in Round 2. As a result, Round 2 response rates nearly doubled to an average of 20 percent, 
the total number of completed surveys doubled, and the overall quality of survey responses improved 
significantly.

As previously mentioned, the data from initial survey responses were verified through in-country visits by the AGRI team.  
Field visits were initially intended for follow-up with contributors, but these visits were also found to also be a vital part of the 
data collection process. The general informality of the agricultural sector introduces a greater degree of judgment in survey 
responses regarding the time and cost for procedures, and consequently a greater need to understand the experiences on 
which particular responses were based. In-person interviews allowed the AGRI team to gain crucial contextual information on 
overarching issues in the sector and the rationale behind survey responses. Going forward, it is strongly recommended that 
in-country visits be conducted in all countries during the initial year of implementation of an index in order to ensure that 
contributors fully comprehend surveys and cases and to gather a complete and reliable baseline of data.

Once responses were collected by surveys and in-person interviews, data were cross-verified, aggregated, and averaged 
through an intensive, multi-step process of combining and vetting responses, including where contributors’ responses 
differed. First, before in-country visits, written survey responses were consolidated into a preliminary breakdown for an indicator. 
In-person interviews were then used to validate or refute this information. Where available, applicable laws or regulations were 
consulted, including comparing responses to the gazetted time and cost for a given procedure. Once all data had been collected 
through written and oral surveys, the AGRI team averaged responses for each indicator, disregarded any remaining outliers, and 
then vetted the summaries yet again by sending them to contributors for a final review. This iterative process ultimately yielded 
more consistent data that reflected the input of a diverse group of contributors.

48  Rough estimates of response rates for similar World Bank Group indexes range from 25–33 percent.
49  See Annex 2 for target contributors by topic.
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Scoring rules and coding guidelines for each indicator were also developed to consistently classify responses. 
While most survey questions were scored and averaged in a simple, straightforward manner, for certain indices it was necessary 
to add nuances to scoring. For example, in the Employing Agricultural Workers survey, curved scoring was used for the maximum 
employment duration allowed on a casual or fixed-term contract basis for agricultural workers. In addition, coding guidelines 
specified methods for consistently interpreting responses, such as how to code responses where the law was silent on an issue 
or which procedures to include or exclude as separate breakdowns in the dataset. Inspections, for example, were classified as a 
separate procedure in instances where they were typically treated as separate tasks from license applications.

Lessons Learned: Survey Design
In order to measure the issue of limited access to government offices and services for agribusinesses located in 
peri-rural areas, the exact location of the farm in the case was specified and survey instructions for topics such as Starting and 
Operating a Farm, Accessing Rural Land, and Complying with Taxes were revised to highlight the time required to travel to and 
from the specified farm location and an appropriate administrative office.

Numerous contributors indicated that unpredictability was a major concern. Lack of clarity regarding the applicability of 
rules was an issue in Obtaining Inputs, Starting and Operating a Farm, Employing Agricultural Workers, and Trading Agricultural 
Goods. Surveys for Round 2 therefore requested that where the time required to complete a procedure was frequently 
unpredictable, contributors report a high, low, and average time. 

Across all pilot countries, local government licenses and permissions were often found to be opaque and arbitrary, 
posing uncertainty for agribusinesses. For example, “bylaws” imposing administrative requirements on agribusinesses in Kenya 
varied by locality, and contributors frequently noted that fees and requirements were not transparent. As a result, Round 2 
surveys and field interviews focused more on capturing information on local government procedures.

To highlight agriculture-specific processes and licenses that came up in Round 1, and to ensure that those items were 
consistently captured, Round 2 surveys were revised to provide more detailed guidance to contributors on what types of 
common agriculture-specific processes and licenses to report, such as agro-input storage licenses, environmental impact 
assessments, and licenses to distribute inputs. Inspections were given particular emphasis, because they occurred across multiple 
topics (i.e., Starting and Operating a Farm, Obtaining Inputs, and Trading Agricultural Goods) and were often time-consuming 
and the costs required unpredictable. Survey instructions therefore specified that inspections be listed as a separate procedure, 
with waiting time for inspectors indicated.

Given the noticeable impact of government policies and market interventions on data from Round 1, additional questions 
on such policies or interventions were added for certain topics—for example, whether the government is directly involved in 
importing and distributing inputs in the Obtaining Inputs survey. These questions are not currently scored, because they do not 
fall directly within the scope of the AGRI Index. However, responses to these questions inform resulting survey data and provide 
country-specific context on policies that reduce agricultural productivity and restrict access to markets. 

In terms of survey design, responses from Round 1 revealed that it is strongly preferable to craft surveys for which all questions 
in one survey can be answered by a single contributor. For example, questions regarding seed licenses, registration, and import 
were initially split among three separate surveys, which was not conducive to gathering responses and off-putting to contributors 
with limited time. Consolidating these three sections into a single survey for Round 2 resulted in much higher response rates and 
more robust data provided by contributors. Conversely, surveys that initially combined indicators on both farms and agro-input 
dealers were split into separate surveys, because they required accurate responses from different contributors.
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A final lesson learned in the AGRI survey design process was the need to strike a careful balance between providing enough 
specificity in case assumptions to obtain comparable responses that could be averaged, while ensuring that cases 
were not so specific that surveys could only be answered by a limited set of contributors. Different strategies were required 
for different topics. Greater specificity in the case assumptions for a staple grain farm was necessary for Starting and Operating a 
Farm, Accessing Rural Land, and Complying with Taxes, whereas a broader case was necessary for Trading Agricultural Goods to 
ensure that contributors were reporting based on their own direct experiences with trading agricultural commodities. 

Constraints to Consider Across All Indicators
A lesson applicable across pilot countries was the lack of a standard case for an “emerging,” commercially-oriented 
farm producing staple grains. A 50 hectare farm was originally chosen based on the assumption that smaller farms would 
be informal (and therefore beyond the reach of the legal and regulatory environment) and larger farms would be too few in 
number for the project’s focus. It proved difficult to determine a specific farm size that consistently signifies “emerging” across all 
countries. A five hectare farm was considered quite large in Uganda but small in Zambia. A potential solution may be to focus 
instead on a horticultural farm, for which there is more likely to be a standard case across countries for a farm that is “emerging,” 
formal, and complies with regulatory requirements. A horticultural good may also be less likely than a staple grain to be affected 
by broad, interventionist government policies related to food security, which are beyond the current scope of this Index.

Informality posed a significant inherent obstacle in assessing regulatory procedures for topics such as Employing Agricultural 
Workers, as the majority of seasonal agricultural workers are employed informally, and Complying with Taxes, for which contributors 
noted an “emerging” sole proprietor farm would typically not fall under the tax net. Widespread informality with respect to 
certain topics suggests that they may not be well-suited for the AGRI Index.

Similarly, although a tool such as the AGRI Index is primarily intended to capture formal, official costs, in reality informal costs 
can be quite high, making reporting time and costs unpredictable. Contributors in multiple pilot countries noted the need to 
pay “facilitation fees”—particularly in Bangladesh, where official fees were quite low but “speed money” represented a relatively 
large portion of total costs and was necessary to prevent months-long or even indefinite delays. Final data reported in the AGRI 
Index pilot do not include informal payments and it is not recommended to do so, but such payments should still be taken into 
consideration as important context. 

Protecting investors, enforcing contracts, and resolving insolvency through formal court procedures or shareholder actions proved 
to be less relevant to the agricultural sector and difficult to compare across countries. Obtaining standardized, comparable data 
for these topics was not feasible because enforcing a contract in formal court such as in the case of side-selling or initiating 
bankruptcy proceedings rarely occurred in pilot countries. For example, one contributor in Uganda reported only six applications 
for insolvency in the entire country in the last year. Consequently, surveys on protecting investors and resolving insolvency that 
assessed more sophisticated judicial procedures were removed from the AGRI Index in Round 2, while the focus of the Resolving 
Contract Disputes topic shifted from contract enforcement in formal courts to alternative forums for dispute resolution. 

The AGRI Index topics covered a range of different agribusinesses, including farms, input providers, and traders, in order to 
assess regulatory and administrative issues across the value chain. During pilot testing, the AGRI team explored the feasibility of 
adding other types of agribusinesses, cooperatives in particular. However, it proved difficult to incorporate cooperatives 
into AGRI indicators or cases, because the main issues surrounding cooperatives related to weaknesses in management and 
were not typically of a legal or regulatory nature. 
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Lessons Learned: by Topic
Throughout the pilot process, data from contributors and feedback from stakeholders were used to refine each of the AGRI 
Index surveys. The changes to each topic from Round 1 to Round 2 based on lessons learned are described below (see Table 3 
for an overview). 

roUND 1 ToPICS revISIoNS roUND 2 ToPICS

Dealing with Licenses – operating 
licenses for 50 ha staple grain farm and 
for seed, fertilizer, and crop protection 
chemical providers.

moved registration procedures from 
registering property and importing 
hybrid seed from trading Across 
borders into survey to better match 
contributor knowledge. expanded 
survey to cover all three inputs. 
removed section on farm.

obtaining Inputs – operating 
licenses and new variety/product regis-
tration process for seed, fertilizer, and 
crop protection chemical providers.

Starting a business – business  
registration procedures for a 50 ha 
staple grain farm.

moved operational licenses for farm 
from dealing with licenses into survey 
to address the same contributors. 
expanded focus on local and agriculture-
related licenses and permissions.

Starting and operating  
a Farm – business registration and 
licensing (including agriculture-related 
and local licenses) for a 50 ha staple 
grain farm.

employing workers – procedures 
to employ a highly skilled expatriate 
engineer, and index assessing legal 
and regulatory basis for seasonal and 
migrant labor.

expanded index on seasonal and 
migrant workers to include employer 
flexibility in hiring workers on casual 
and contract basis.

employing Agricultural workers –
procedures to employ a highly skilled 
expatriate engineer and index assessing 
legal and regulatory basis for seasonal 
and migrant labor.

registering Property – procedures 
for transfer of title of a 50 ha staple 
grain farm, and procedures to register 
a new proprietary staple grain variety. 
indexes on access to property regis-
tration information and strength of 
property rights.

removed strength of property rights 
index as found to not be highly rel-
evant. Added index on customary land 
to capture ability to use and obtain 
statutory title of community-held land.

Accessing rural Land – procedures 
for transfer of title of a 50 ha staple 
grain farm. indexes on access to and 
usage of customary land and access to 
property registration information.

Getting Credit – index on the types 
of agricultural collateral allowed by 
legal and regulatory framework and 
general secured transactions questions.

removed general secured transactions 
questions as did not uncover useful 
data. revised agricultural collateral 
index to capture where law is silent 
and what happens in practice. Added 
index on movables registries (as such 
registries were noted as a prerequisite 
to lending on agricultural collateral) 
and index on warehouse receipt systems.

Accessing Finance – index on the 
types of agricultural collateral allowed 
by legal and regulatory framework. 
indexes on access to and functioning  
of movables collateral registries, 
and legal framework for warehouse 
receipts systems.

Protecting Investors – measured 
strength of minority shareholder 
protections against directors’ misuse 
of corporate assets for personal gain 
in the case of a fruit processing plant 
through indices on (1) extent of  
disclosure, (2) extent of director liability,  
(3) ease of shareholder suits.

topic removed from Agri index. 
Few useful insights from agribusiness 
perspective. Advanced levels of investor 
protections of limited applicability to 
agricultural sector.

n/A

TAbLe 3: surveY evolution From round 1 to round 2
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1. obtaining Inputs
The initial Dealing with Licenses survey assessed the time, cost, and procedures necessary to obtain operating licenses for a 50 
hectare staple grain farm and for providers of seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemicals. Instructions regarding what licenses 
to include were open-ended. Round 1 results were inconsistent in terms of types of licenses and permissions referenced for a 
farm. In addition, the licenses and permissions required for input providers was more extensive than anticipated, and important 
variations were observed across the three types of inputs as well across the types of activities of input providers. 
The following changes were made to the new Obtaining Inputs survey to better and more consistently capture these data:

 » The section on licensing a farm was moved to the Starting and Operating a Farm survey, in order to focus Obtaining Inputs on input 
providers and for practical purposes, because few contributors could respond to the survey for both farms and input providers.

 » Survey was broken out into three separate input provider surveys for seed, fertilizer, and crop protection chemicals.

 » Registration for a new seed variety and for importing hybrid seed were moved into the survey (from former locations in the 
Registering Property and Trading Across Borders surveys, respectively), and registration procedures for new fertilizer and crop 
protection chemicals were added, because the same contributor responded to all three sections for a given input.

 » Case was revised to specify a multi-functional input provider in order to capture the range of licensing requirements by activity 
(i.e., wholesale trade, retail trade, storage, and imports), and subheadings (by type of license) were added to the survey to 
provide more guidance to contributors. 

 » Inspections were treated as a separate procedure to fully capture time delays, and where time requirements were unpredictable, 
the survey asked for high, low, and average inspection time.

 » For the section on registering property, in order to provide context to responses, questions were added about the availability 
of facilitated registration procedures and protection of intellectual property.

roUND 1 ToPICS revISIoNS roUND 2 ToPICS

Paying Taxes – Applicable taxes, num-
ber of payments per year, time required 
for tax compliance, deductions and 
exemptions, and total effective tax rate 
for a 50 ha staple grain farm.

no major changes. Complying with Taxes – Applicable 
taxes, number of payments per year, time 
required for tax compliance, deductions 
and exemptions, and total effective tax 
rate for a 50 ha staple grain farm.

Trading Across borders – 
documentation, time, and cost to 
export the most widely traded staple 
grain, to export the most widely traded 
perishable (refrigerated) good, and to 
import hybrid seed.

removed refrigerated good because 
perishable exports via maritime trade 
did not exist in most pilot countries. 
modified export case from the most 
widely traded staple grain to a widely 
traded agricultural commodity to 
broaden data pool. 

Trading Agricultural Goods – 
documentation, time, and cost to 
export a widely traded agricultural 
commodity and to import hybrid seed.

enforcing Contracts – measures 
the efficiency of the judicial system in 
resolving a commercial dispute involving 
a wholesaler claim against a farmer asso-
ciation for non-delivery of crops subject 
to a pre-harvest advance, by assessing the 
time, cost, and procedures for each step 
to take the dispute through local courts.

removed court procedures because 
round 1 did not uncover useful agricul-
ture-specific issues. revamped survey 
to focus on alternatives to the formal 
court system that may be expedited 
for a smaller claim and/or easily acces-
sible for a peri-rural agribusiness.

resolving Contract Disputes – 
procedures, time, and cost to resolve a 
claim of side-selling by farmer coop-
erative in an alternative forum. index 
on access to Adr mechanisms, small 
claims court, or expedited  
court procedures. 

resolving Insolvency – time, cost, 
and outcome of insolvency proceedings 
involving a fruit processing plant.

topic removed from Agri index.  
Few useful insights from agribusiness 
perspective and few occurrences on 
which to gather data.

n/A
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2. Starting and operating a Farm
The Starting a Business survey for Round 1 focused on 
business registration procedures for a 50 hectare staple 
grain farm run as a sole proprietorship. Results from 
Round 1 showed that there were few if any unique 
aspects to registering a farm (contributors responded 
with registration procedures for a generic type of business), 
and the case as written did not result in meaningful data 
as many contributors noted that: (1) in practice, the 
majority of farms do not formally register, (2) few 50 
hectare staple grain farms exist, and (3) few registration 
procedures apply to sole proprietors. In addition, 
responses to Starting a Business and Dealing with Licenses 
surveys often overlapped. To capture issues more specific 
to the agricultural sector, the following changes were 
made to the new Starting and Operating a Farm survey:

 » Section assessing operating licenses for a farm was moved into the survey, and the survey increased its focus on licenses and 
permissions particular to agriculture, such as rezoning land for agricultural use, environmental impact assessments, and licenses 
for storing inputs (with subheadings by type of license to provide more guidance to contributors).

 » Increased emphasis on local licenses and permissions (e.g. local trading licenses) based on feedback that local requirements 
are arbitrary and poorly implemented, and costs and enforcement are unpredictable.

 » Instructions were revised to capture physical access to registration offices, which were often not easily accessible to  
peri-rural agribusinesses. 

Future consideration should be given to adjusting case assumptions to more squarely fall in the formal sector, such as by 
changing the case to a horticultural farm of a smaller size that is a limited liability corporation rather than a sole proprietor.

3. employing Agricultural workers
In Round 1, the Employing Workers survey focused on the procedures for employing a highly skilled expatriate engineer and 
included an index assessing the legal and regulatory basis for seasonal and migrant labor. Although those procedures were 
relatively straightforward, they did not reveal obstacles related specifically to the agricultural sector. The questions in the seasonal 
and migrant workers index proved more challenging to answer. Given that many seasonal and migrant workers are employed 
informally in practice, the legal and regulatory framework is often less applicable. Furthermore, labor laws generally did not 
define agricultural employment, seasonal enterprises, or set minimum wages for agricultural workers. restrictions on the use 
of casual workers and the timeframe after which a casual worker becomes legally considered a permanent 
employee were noted by contributors as important issues. Therefore, in Round 2, the new Employing Agricultural Workers survey 
contained a revised index on seasonal and migrant workers. It expanded focus on employer flexibility in hiring workers on a 
casual basis or using term contracts, with curved scoring to prevent one-sided assessment of rules beneficial to employers only.

FIGUre 15: Four oF Five Agri pilot Countries require 
loCAl trAde liCense For Agribusiness
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4. Accessing rural Land
The Registering Property survey in Round 1 focused on the procedures for transferring title of a 50 hectare farm and for 
registering a new proprietary staple grain variety. The survey also included indexes on access to property registration 
information and the strength of property rights. Contributors noted that limited access to land registries, unpredictable 
timing for issuing titles, and poor quality of data in land registries were problematic. Round 1 contributors also 
highlighted customary land as a major issue, in particular the question of whether farms and agribusinesses could obtain legal 
rights to use customary land (on extended lease terms or formal freehold titles), and the process to do so. The index on 
strength of property rights proved too broad, with little meaningful variation across responses. To address these lessons learned, 
the following changes were made to the new Accessing Rural Land survey:

 » Drawing from existing literature and expert input, a separate index was added on the ability to access and use customary 
land and the process for transforming customary land into statutory titled land. 

 » Section on registering a new proprietary staple grain was moved to the Obtaining Inputs survey, because a different type of 
contributor was required to answer that section.

 » Survey instructions were revised to capture the time required to physically access land offices for searching, registering, and 
obtaining title. 

 » Where timing was unpredictable because of lack of capacity in land administration offices, contributors were requested to 
provide high, low, and average administration time. Question on the quality of data in available land registries was added to 
the index on access to property registration information. 

 » Index on the strength of property rights was removed from the survey. 

The index on customary land was found to not be applicable in Round 2 countries, and because this issue will not apply across 
all countries, consideration should be given as to when and how to include such an index in future surveys. 

5. Accessing Finance
The Getting Credit survey focused on types of agriculture-related collateral allowed by the legal and regulatory framework and 
on general secured transactions issues. Although an important topic, many contributors noted that the legal and regulatory 
framework regarding agricultural collateral was not clearly specified (such collateral might fall under general charges, 
debentures, or other broad types of security interests). Furthermore, although a favorable legal and regulatory framework may 
be a necessary precondition to increasing agricultural lending, contributors noted many other important, non-regulatory factors 
that impeded such lending. In practice, the banks’ primary concern is credit risk, which is not a factor that governments can 
readily address through direct policy action. Data from the general secured transactions questions did not reveal meaningful 
variations for the agricultural sector, though contributors did raise issues regarding searching for charges and registering interests 
in multiple registries. In addition, warehouse receipts systems were noted for their importance to expanding access to finance in 
the sector. As a result, the following changes were made to the new Accessing Finance survey:

 » The index on agricultural collateral was revised to capture situations where the “law is silent” and where agricultural collateral 
is accepted by financial institutions in practice.

 » General secured transactions questions were removed.

 » A new index was developed on movable collateral registries, based on international best practices and expert input.

 » A new index was developed on warehouse receipts systems, based on stakeholder feedback and existing literature.

The index on warehouse receipts systems was not applicable in Round 2 countries, and future consideration should be given as 
to whether inclusion of such an index is appropriate, given that advocating for such a system is useful but the index will return 
concrete results in a limited number of countries.
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6. Complying with Taxes
The Complying with Taxes survey focused on the taxes applicable to a 50 hectare staple grain farm, and the time, number of 
payments, and total effective tax rate for such taxes. Round 1 results revealed few agriculture-specific taxes; those initially anticipated, 
such as access and market levies, represented negligible costs and required little compliance time. However, numerous agriculture-
specific exemptions and reduced income tax rates, intended as incentives for the sector, were identified. Contributors raised the 
issue of the typically informal nature of farms (and hence limited tax applicability), as well as difficulties posed by limited access to 
government offices for filing and paying taxes. The main change to the new Complying with Taxes survey was to revise the 
instructions to capture the time required to physically access administrative tax offices. Future consideration should be given to 
revising the case to target a farm that explicitly and routinely falls under the tax net.

7. Trading Agricultural Goods
The Trading Across Borders survey in Round 1 focused on the documentation, time, and cost to (1) export the most widely 
traded staple grain, (2) export the most widely traded perishable (refrigerated) good, and (3) import hybrid seed. It proved 
difficult to find contributors who could provide specific data on widely traded staple grains based on direct experience, and 
responses varied widely due to different points of departure and border posts and differing levels of 
knowledge on “the documents” required for trade. Perishable goods were found to be overwhelmingly exported via 
air freight, with few distinct legal or regulatory obstacles. The main constraints reported by traders and agribusinesses were 
market issues of meeting importing countries’ health and standards requirements and competing with international prices 
because of high production and transportation costs. Contributors also noted that the time required for customs clearance and 
port and terminal handling, and the agencies that may become involved, were highly variable. Accordingly, the new Trading 
Agricultural Goods survey included the following changes:

 » Case assumptions were revised to explicitly state departure point, border post, and destination to ensure consistent and 
comparable responses.

 » The “most widely traded staple grain” question was expanded to “widely traded agricultural commodity.”

 » Survey was revised to capture variability, assessing minimum, maximum, and average time required.

 » Survey instructions were revised to provide greater guidance on types of documentation commonly required, such as 
phytosanitary certificates; agriculture-specific processes, including quality and customs duty inspections; and types of agencies 
that may be involved such as health and technical control agencies.

 » Non-scored questions were added on government seed policy and market structure to provide context for data on importing 
hybrid seed.

 » Case on exporting perishable goods was removed.



34 | Agribusiness regulAtion And institutions (Agri) index: pilot report

8. resolving Contract Disputes
The initial Enforcing Contracts survey measured the efficiency of the judicial system in resolving a commercial dispute involving a 
wholesaler’s claim against a farmer association for non-delivery of crops subject to a pre-harvest advance by assessing the time, 
cost, and procedures for each step to take the dispute through court. No instances of such occurrences were found in Round 1, 
and contributors stated that such disputes would most likely utilize non-traditional court options for resolution. As 
a result, the new Resolving Contract Disputes survey was significantly revamped to shift focus to measuring availability of 
alternatives to the formal court system by incorporating the following changes:

 » Section added to assess the time, cost, and procedures for resolving a side-selling claim in an alternative forum (i.e. small 
claims court, commercial court, or alternative dispute resolution).

 » Index added on access to formal, non-traditional court remedies and whether such remedies are faster than the formal  
court system.

While the index yielded useful data in Round 2, most contributors were unable to provide time, cost, and procedures for 
resolving the side-selling claim in an alternative forum, given the variability in how such a proceeding would unfold. It would 
therefore be advisable to have a less open-ended survey format (such as an index) for future assessment of this topic. 

Future revisions to AGrI Topics and Indicators
The initial lessons learned during the AGRI Index pilot were used to significantly refine the indicators and surveys to ensure that 
the indicators met initial testing criteria by revealing important and relevant findings specific to the agricultural sector and 
resulting in comparable data. This process is iterative, and further research and work will be needed for continual 
refinement of indicators. For example, based on extensive feedback from Round 2 contributors and ongoing input from 
legal and agricultural advisers, we recommend the following changes in any future expansion of the AGRI Index:

 » Horticultural farm case (Starting and operating a Farm, Accessing rural Land, and Complying  
with Taxes). Changing the case from a 50 ha staple grain farm to a three to five ha horticultural farm registered as a limited 
liability corporation or equivalent would better reflect small- to medium-sized emerging farms worldwide that are poised for 
commercial growth and have the potential to increase productivity and profitability. As noted by contributors during Round 1 
and Round 2, these farms are also more likely to be formal, regulated companies engaging professional services, and therefore 
be easier to survey.

 » overland and regional trade (Trading Agricultural Goods). As developing markets continue to grow, regional trade 
becomes a promising alternative to accessing distant, developed markets. A modified topic would focus on ease of overland 
access to major trading partners in neighboring countries and cover road networks, SPS facilities, customs, regional trade 
agreements, transport costs, and delays. AGRI Index contributors in Round 1 particularly emphasized the critical importance 
of a favorable regulatory environment for regional trade.

 » minimum thresholds to address the lack of regulatory framework (obtaining Inputs, employing 
Agricultural workers). Lack of a regulatory framework can pose uncertainty for agribusinesses, deterring investment and 
growth. To ensure that data on procedural requirements are not mistaken for efficiency when a regulatory framework is 
lacking, establishing minimum thresholds for certain regulatory requirements is recommended—to the extent international 
standards exist or can be readily developed for such topics. For example, minimum thresholds could incorporate best 
practices in seed certification procedures. After first determining whether these minimum licenses and procedures are 
required, surveys can then assess whether they can be obtained in an efficient manner. 
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Additionally, new topics, indicators, and cases could be considered in future iterations of the tool, although it is highly recommended 
that the design principles of keeping indicators simple, discrete, comparable, relevant, actionable, and impactful be maintained in 
order to allow for a scalable benchmarking tool whose results can translate into concrete policy reforms. For example, new 
areas to explore could include the following:

 » Crop insurance (Accessing Finance). Risk management products such as crop insurance can encourage financial 
institutions to increase their agriculture portfolios. Legal and regulatory constraints to crop insurance merit further research.

 » water/irrigation and veterinary supplies (obtaining Inputs). Access to or availability of water can be an obstacle in 
many rural areas where poor electricity systems make pumping problematic. Similarly, given the importance of livestock to the 
health and livelihoods of farmers, access to veterinary supplies and animal health technologies could play a role in an 
agribusiness index.

 » Grades and standards (resolving Contract Disputes). A functioning system of grades and standards allows contracts 
and trading to extend beyond the spot market and encompass future delivery of goods. While grades and standards can be 
market-driven, their existence, functionality, and enforcement could be systematically measured. 
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beYond the Agri index pilot

The practice of global benchmarking has grown substantially over the last 
twenty years. Indexes have raised the profile of key issues (e.g. the Human 
Development Report) and incentivized reforms (e.g. Doing Business).  
Lessons learned from a wide array of global indexes helped to inform the 
development and rollout of the AGRI Index pilot. 

The AGRI Index adds to this growing base of powerful tools for reform. 
Following a multi-country pilot process involving expert review and field 
testing in five countries, donors now have a tool that is capable of contrasting 
economies based on the quality of the legal, regulatory, and administrative 
procedures that govern their agricultural sectors. While it is too early to draw 
conclusions about the effect these results might have on overall agricultural 
growth, the pilot demonstrated that the unique characteristics of and 
challenges faced in the agricultural sector can be successfully captured in 
an objective, cross-country, and quantitative benchmarking tool. 

The results from the AGRI Index pilot strongly suggest that measurement of 
the agribusiness enabling environment through targeted and discrete 
indicators should be continued and expanded, in particular to allow for 
cross-country and regional comparisons and measurements of change  
over time. Factors to consider when expanding this work include:  
(1) whether to aggregate scores across all topics and rank countries,  
(2) the optimal frequency for such a tool, (3) international partnerships to aid 
in implementation, and (4) strategies to communicate the tool’s uses and 
results to stakeholders in a manner that generates dialogue and leads to policy 
reform. Over time, the AGRI team hopes that data from this pilot, and the 
efforts that follow, will be used to illustrate the effects of specific legal or 
regulatory regimes while making clear the broad array of institutional governance 
choices policymakers have at their fingertips to face the challenges of 
managing the agribusiness sector.

ProPoSeD USeS oF THe AGrI INDex (2012-2014)
The AGRI Index is the only high-level tool currently capable of quickly and quantitatively benchmarking agribusiness enabling 
environments across countries and/or across years.  While the donors interested in this work have committed to housing a 
global tool similar to AGRI at the World Bank (Doing Business in Agriculture), that effort is not expected to yield sharable results 
until early 2014. Therefore, AGRI may serve as a useful bridge for all interested parties until World Bank data is publicly available.

Therefore, a round 3 pilot is recommended to both expand the AGrI database to cover more countries and 
further refine the tool. The utility of a tool like AGRI increases with scale. With data from 15 or more countries, useful 
regional and global comparisons can be made of agribusiness performance and government policies, furthering our understanding 
of international best practices for the optimal regulatory and administrative requirements for agribusinesses and for broader 
agricultural sector growth.

Additionally, based on the strong interest in AGRI Index pilot results and the needs expressed by governments, private sector 
leaders, USAID, and other donors, a number of innovative uses of AGRI may also be considered (see Figure 16).

FIGUre 16: AdditionAl uses oF 
Agri index

 » As a component of donor  
monitoring and evaluation (m&e) 
efforts. regardless of the number of 
countries surveyed, the tool can 
perform a useful m&e function within 
and across countries by measuring 
what matters most in the Agbee. 

 » As a precursor to Agbee-related 
technical assistance, allowing 
countries to zero in on areas where 
their Agri scores are particularly low.

 » As the building blocks for a  
country-led “self-diagnostic,”  
leading to an indigenous method  
for setting an Agbee agenda and 
prioritizing reforms.

 » As an advocacy tool, allowing the 
results flowing out of the tool to 
become a starting point in a 
comprehensive, enduring dialogue 
about the Agbee in any given country, 
with both government and private 
sector representatives.
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The Agribusiness regulation and Institutions (AGrI) Index examines laws, 
regulations, and administrative practices that affect agribusiness performance 
around the world. This pilot report presents data collected from five countries 
and shares lessons learned in building the index. The AGrI Index’s quantitative 

indicators create a framework for benchmarking the agribusiness enabling 
environment across countries and over time.


