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It is often argued that the EU has reduced its most trade-distorting impacts since it has removed most of its 

export subsidies and de-coupled its payments; thus the EU can no longer be accused of ‘dumping’ 

agricultural goods in third countries. Yet, despite taking away the most obvious incoherence of European 

agricultural policies in past CAP reforms, EU agricultural producers are still exporting goods at prices below 

their production costs, undermining poor producers in developing countries. Combined with the gradual 

integration of developing countries into the world markets, there is a case to argue that more efforts and 

specific mechanisms are needed to research and identify the effects of EU policies including CAP polices 

affecting food security in developing countries.  

 

One of the available mechanisms of the EU to monitor policy coherence for development is the impact 

assessment on new EU policies that is carried out by the Commission services, which feeds into and makes 

use of the existing Inter-Service Consultations within the Commission. Annex 12 to the Commission’s CAP 

Impact Assessment acknowledges and examines the external impact of CAP (SEC (2011) 1153 final/2). It 

concludes that the external impact is important and needs to be looked at on a case by case basis to assess the 

serious difficulties of agricultural producers and affected groups and the specific food security situation in 

the respective developing country. This recognition is welcome, but there are presently no plans to 

investigate this further, nor has the issue of external impact made it into the Commission legislative proposal 

on CAP 2013 reform which omits to mention external relations as part of the common agricultural policy.   

 

The EU’s commitment to the PCD principle of ‘do no harm’  
 

The EU’s commitment to PCD puts the principle of “do no harm” high on the EU’s domestic policymaking 

agenda.  The Treaty obligation of Policy Coherence for Development must be effectively implemented 

through the setting up of an adequate operational system. Not only must incoherencies be avoided at the 

stage of policy formulation, but adequate mechanisms must also be put in place to i) monitor the impact of 

the implementation of these policies, ii) further investigate cases where incoherencies have been detected and 

iii) ultimately ensure that incoherencies are corrected and remedies are considered. For this, citizens and civil 

society organisations of third countries must be enabled to put forward their concerns. Procedures and 

mechanisms need to be identified that can assist the EU to practice the ‘do no harm’ principle in line with 

PCD and Art 21 TEU obligations.  

 

Key ingredients of a CAP complaint mechanism  
 

 Include monitoring the external impact of CAP on developing countries as an objective in the CAP 

legislation and include it in regular reports presented. 

 Invest in completing the unfinished CAP Impact Assessment on developing countries and examine 

whether Annex 12 assumptions that clear impact of CAP cannot be established are correct. Define PCD 

indicators to ensure that information gathering becomes part of the regular policy process.  

 Create or upgrade a mechanism to receive complaints and hear interested parties and affected groups on 

serious difficulties they face. Ensure fair hearing and participation of all interested parties involved.  

                                                 
1  Written by Karin Ulmer for APRODEV 
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Measuring CAP impact on food security situation in developing 
countries  
 

The Communication from 18 November 2010 on the future of the CAP “reflects the EU PCD commitment 

by signalling that, while the future CAP should maintain and improve its production capacity, it should seek 

to do so whilst taking into account development cooperation objectives and not undermining developing 

countries’ efforts in achieving the MDGs.” (SEC (2011) 1153 final/2, page 4). 

 

In Annex 12 of the EU CAP Impact Assessment from October 2011, the Commission confirms that “PCD 

has a particular importance in the case of agriculture, given the first MDG target of eradicating extreme 

poverty and hunger and the role of the sector in achieving food security.“ It recognizes the important role the 

EU plays in international trade flows:  “In view of the EU’s role as a major exporter and importer, the CAP 

could arguably play a role not only in domestic but also in international agricultural markets, thus potentially 

affecting production and consumption levels in third countries.“ (ibid, page 4). It also states clearly that: 

“Evidence has shown that investments in smallholder agriculture yield the best results in terms of poverty 

eradication and growth.” (SEC (2011) 1153 final/2, page 3).  

 

In the Impact Assessment, the Commission concludes that “the form and the extent in which CAP would 

affect developing countries is not clearly established”, (ibid, page 4), and that these impacts should be 

assessed on a case by case basis, given the many different factors that affect the food security situation and 

given diversity of economic, social, cultural and demographic situation of developing countries.  There is 

recognition that impact will vary, depending on the commodity, from country to country, and from group to 

group, like consumers and producers, urban and rural groups.   

 

While the Commission agrees on the need to assess the impact of the CAP on international agricultural 

markets and in particular the food security situation in developing countries, Commission officials argue that 

for this to happen a generally accepted, transparent and robust PCD indicator for measuring the CAP impact 

is needed (CAP Advisory Group on International Aspects of Agriculture, 12 March 2012). However, 

indicators can only measure what are defined as objectives and CAP legislation does not introduce any 

objectives on CAP impact (direct or indirect) on developing countries that could be monitored.  

 

What Olivier de Schutter, UNSR on the Right to Food, says  
 

The EU should closely monitor the impacts of the CAP on EU agricultural exports to developing countries. 

This involves avoiding overproduction and limiting negative impacts of EU support to its farmers on the 

local markets of developing countries. The Special Rapporteur considers that a mechanism should be 

established immediately to shield local agricultural producers in developing countries, to the maximum 

extent possible, from the negative impacts of EU export policies. 

 

Farmers' organizations in developing countries that are EU trading partners should have access to grievance 

mechanisms. Farmers’ organizations should be given the possibility to contribute to PCD assessments 

through PCD focal points in EU delegations in third countries. This is of particular importance given 

obstacles, capacity and resource constraints of Southern governments and their farmers associations to rely 

on WTO dispute settlement. Adequate resources should be devoted to the PCD mechanism, including 

research capacity, which is not the case today. The EU trading partners in the developing world should also 

be encouraged to establish mechanisms themselves through which their farmers’ organizations could voice 

grievances. (UNSR on the Right to Food (12 October 2011) CAP Reform must put an end to dumping).  

 

ECDPM suggestions on results based management for EU PCD  
 

The European Centre for Development Policy Management calls for systematic external impact assessment, 

CAP-specific PCD indicators and the establishment of an EU rapporteur on development effectiveness. The 

rapporteur should examine cases in which EU policy such as the CAP is seen to harm developing countries, 

based on complaints from governments, civil society and individuals. Further, ECDPM suggests that there 
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should be country level focal points or liaison officers linked to the EU delegations in developing countries. 

(ECPDM (2011) Still a thorn in the side? The reform of the CAP from the perspective of PCD).  

In another paper on EU Policy Coherence for Development: from moving the goalposts to results-based 

management (ECPDM 2010), ECPDM examines existing mechanisms (policy statements, institutional 

mechanisms, knowledge-input/assessment mechanisms) in place in EU institutions or member states.  The 

Council Conclusion from November 2009 also requested the Commission to establish a clear set of 

objectives, targets and gender-disaggregated indicators to measure progress. ECPDM makes a concrete 

suggestion on formulating different PCD indicators 1) to track resources devoted to different targets and to 

capture characteristics of target populations in developing countries, 2) implement ex-ante (define baseline) 

or ex-post (monitor effects) assessments to inform possible changes, and 3) use indictors associated with 

different levels of intervention.  ECDPM argues that in particular outcome indicators need to be further 

developed as they can help to reflect on one or more policy initiatives and capture what has ‘changed’ and 

‘happened’ in groups of developing countries as a result.   

 

APRODEV’s view on how to take on the EU’s international responsibility 
in earnest  
 

The CAP 2013 reform is an opportunity to include the monitoring of the external impact of CAP as an 

objective and to identify mechanisms that can assist the EU to improve its obligations under PCD and Art 21 TEU.  

 

Regular monitoring of the external impact of CAP would allow the EU to access information that can help to 

prevent or correct negative impacts. A simple complaint mechanism could be put in place which could be 

triggered by civil society and smallholders in developing countries.  The process could involve farmers’ 

organizations to observe and monitor trends in food imports on their own nearest markets. It could entitle 

them to alert their own governments and PCD focal points in EU delegations on serious difficulties they face.  

  

A mechanism could become an important source of additional knowledge and data that could complement 

ongoing work on measuring external impact of CAP as done in the OECD and the European Commission, 

DG Agriculture. It could come in response to the Commission’s CAP Impact Assessment (Annex 12) 

conclusion that external impact of CAP needs to be assessed on a case by case basis, that impact varies 

depending on the commodity and affected groups of people and that different factors affect the food security 

situation in a specific developing country. A mechanism is needed that allows to assess concrete cases of 

serious difficulties of agricultural producers and affected groups in a specific context.  Such a mechanism 

should be referred to in the CAP legislation to allow this information to be ‘institutionalised’ and become 

part of the process of operationalising and implementing the legislation.  

 

CONCORD proposals for a formal complaint mechanism  
 

In its Recommendations to the European Parliament on the legislative proposals on the CAP after 2013: the 

need for Policy Coherence for Development, sent on 13 February 2012, CONCORD puts forward a 

suggestion for a formal complaint mechanism. This formal complaint mechanism should be established in 

order to receive and process complaints lodged by citizens, producer associations or community groups in 

developing countries affected by harmful deployment of CAP measures, which cause or threaten to cause 

serious difficulties to smallholder producers in developing countries.  

 

Suggestions are to look at EU internal complaint mechanisms that would allow investigating cases of 

incoherencies with regard to development, such as prejudice to the income and livelihood of smallholder 

farmers in developing countries. This mechanism should be open to citizens, civil society organisations and 

smallholders in developing countries importing EU food products. This could be done by appointing PCD 

focal points in EU delegations with a responsibility to handle complaints and channelling them to the 

appropriate bodies. 
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Elements for amendments to the CAP legislation  
 

Amendments to the CAP legislation should add the following elements under Article 110 of the Horizontal 

Regulation, Chapter III, Monitoring:   

 

1. Include monitoring of external impact of CAP on developing countries in regular reports  

2. Present a regular report on the external CAP impacts. 

3. Define indicators and mechanisms to receive complaints and hear interested parties and affected groups 

on serious difficulties they face. Ensure fair hearing and participation of all interested parties involved.  

These mechanisms can be defined by way of delegated acts and can create new or upgrade existing 

mechanism for hearings and complaints (for example, the Commission DG Trade Hearing Officer, EU 

Ombudsman).   

4. Include a social safeguard clause modelled on Art. 25(2b) of the Cariforum-EU EPA stating that a 

safeguard measure may be taken when a product is being imported into the territory of the other Party in 

such increased quantities and under such conditions as to cause or threaten to cause disturbances in a 

sector of the economy, particularly where these disturbances produce major social problems.   

5. Appoint PCD focal points in EU delegations to cooperate and assist the EP PCD Rapporteur in collecting 

reports on undue prejudice of interest of smallholders in the South. 

6. Agree on a CAP Mid-Term Review with possibility to amend the CAP in response to problems and 

policy solutions identified.  

 

For example, a PCD indicator could measure the decrease or increase of domestic production as a way to 

assess if substituting imports are in direct competition with smallholders and risk to ruin them (serious 

difficulties for economic and financial situation). Possible remedies for a complaint mechanism could be 

identified on a case by case basis like setting up of a solidarity fund that assists affected smallholders in 

serious difficulties. For example, the EU Food Facility adopted in 2008 was set up to respond to the global 

food crisis and used unspent CAP money. Possibly, if incoherence with development objectives is confirmed 

by the complaint mechanism, a CAP social safeguard clause could be triggered to protect developing country 

producers against major social problems. In contrast to negotiations of trade rules in free trade agreements, 

the European Parliament can suggest the inclusion of a social safeguard clause under the co-decision making 

procedure of the CAP to improve shortcomings on coherence in EU FTAs.  

 
EU precedents for taking into account the external impacts of EU policies  
 

Common Fishery Policies: The EC (2011) Communication on External Dimension of Common Fishery 

Policies from 13 July 2011 (COM (2011) 424 final) recognises the need to fully integrate the external 

dimension into the CFA objectives. The Communication also calls for ending discarding and minimizing the 

negative impact on the marine eco-systems and to combine it with the precautionary and eco-system 

approach to contribute to the good environmental state of the seas under the Marine Strategy Framework 

Directive. (CFA legislative proposal by the Commission, page7).  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0424:FIN:EN:PDF 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0425:FIN:EN:PDF 

 

The EU Ombudsman states that the topic of policy coherence for development falls within the mandate of 

the EU Ombudsman, and that the EU institutions should regard engagement with their citizens as their core 

business. They should therefore respond adequately to citizens and to civil society organization that put 

forward views about policy. In this regard, the Lisbon Treaty provisions for enhanced transparency, greater 

opportunities for public participation in the Union’s policy making and more dialogue with civil society have 

particular importance.  (Response to MEP Ska Keller & APRODEV, file number 1600/2011/EIS).   

 

European Commission, DG Trade Hearing Officer: Provides definitions and procedures to ensure fair 

hearing of any interested party (EU or third country party) once a formal trade proceeding has been opened. 

It outlines how to request the intervention of the Hearing Officer,  defines interested party,  elaborates on the 

right to defence, procedural rights, the right to be heard, disclosure of information,  decisions taken by the 

Hearing Officer, criteria and procedure for organizing and preparing a hearing, assistance by a lawyer,  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0424:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0425:FIN:EN:PDF
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suggestions for improvements to current EU trade proceedings and intervention by the Hearing Officer in 

trade proceedings, fair and impartial treatment by the investigators, contact facilities, etc. 

http://ec.europa.eu/trade/tackling-unfair-trade/hearing-officer/practical-information/index_en.htm 

EU Market Access Teams were set up to promote open trade and to ensure that access to markets is 

facilitated for all EU businesses and traders. Many of the trade problems which European exporters face are 

not just the traditional import tariffs or quotas but often discriminatory or disproportionate regulations or 

standards. Removing these barriers is part of the EU's strategy to boost exports and promote growth and jobs 

in Europe. A market access database and a market access partnership exist. It could be argued that as a 

promoter of open trade, the EU should set up a similar mechanism to prevent unfair trading practices in 

particular those that affect poor producers and farmers in developing countries.  

EU Generalised System of Preferences: Articles 22-30 in the 2011 Commission proposal for a reform of 

the EU GSP define the safeguards available for EU producers to protect them from imports originating in 

one of the GSP countries. Where a product originating in a beneficiary country is imported in volumes 

and/or at prices which cause, or threaten to cause, serious difficulties to EU producers of like or directly 

competing products, normal Common Customs Tariff duties on that product may be reintroduced. ‘Serious 

difficulties’ shall exist where EU producers suffer deterioration in their economic and/or financial situation. 

If there is sufficient prima facie evidence, an investigation shall be initiated upon request by an EU producer 

association.  On duly justified grounds of urgency relating to deterioration of the economic and/or financial 

situation of EU producer association, which would be difficult to repair, the EU shall not be prevented from 

introducing highest bound tariffs. Customs duties shall be reintroduced as long as necessary to counteract the 

deterioration in the economic and/or financial situation of EU producers, or as long as the threat of such 

deterioration persists. The period of reintroduction shall not exceed three years, unless it is extended in duly 

justified circumstances. Specific safeguard for ethanol, textiles and agriculture exists. The GSP reform 

introduces stricter volume and value triggers for ethanol and textiles. The agricultural safeguard has got 

stronger saying that the Commission “shall suspend” the preferential arrangements instead of “may suspend” 

as in the old GSP. (Commission proposal for regulation on applying a scheme of generalised system of 

preferences from 10.5.2011, SEC (2011) 536 & 537 final). 

 

Agricultural safeguards for ACP countries: Until 1990 the EU’s agriculture regulation (3321/80) provided 

for safeguards on imports of products “which place or are likely to place Community producers of similar or 

directly competitive products at a serious disadvantage or create an unfavourable situation in the ACP 

States”. The idea was to secure the EU market for ACP exporters. The facts are different now, but the 

objective of protecting producers in developing countries is the same. It could be argued that the 

conventional way to do this is to focus on ‘injury’ to domestic producers. This could be broadened to a 

‘social safeguards clause’, to make sure that spin-off effects on farmers’ communities can be taken into 

account; see the precedent in the Cariforum-EU EPA Article 25(2b).  

 

Impact Assessment Board: This board was created in 2006 and is a central quality control and support 

function under the European Commission President. The board examines and issues (non-binding) opinions 

on all the Commission’s impact assessments. The Commission guidelines for assessing potential impacts of 

different EU policy options were revised in 2009. Interestingly, the board sent back an impact assessment on 

the Common Fisheries Agreement because it did not contain an external dimension.  In the meantime, the EP 

Development Committee is requesting to add a fourth pillar on the external dimension to the current three 

that look at economic, social and environmental impacts of EU policies. 

http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/iab/iab_en.htm.  
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