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Introduction 
 
APRODEV and CIDSE submitted their position regarding the reform of the EU sugar regime 
in summer of 2004. This position is still valid, in spite of all the debates over the past year on 
the first and second EU Commission proposals. Largely in agreement with the EU 
Parliament, the ACP/LDC countries, we advocate a quota reduction as the principal 
instrument to implement the WTO Panel rulings, a less radical price reduction (only to the 
minimum agreed at the WTO negotiations in the Doha Round), the transformation of EBA 
free market access to import quotas for the LDC, and linkage between these trade 
preferences with agreed social and environmental standards. 
 
Since the EU Commission refuses to renegotiate the EBA initiative, our proposals appear to 
have little hope of being implemented. Therefore we articulate potential retreative 
benchmarks in this paper with an emphasis on the ACP/LDC issues. We consider the 
following demands as politically negotiable in the context of the present Commission 
proposals. 
 
The reform proposals for the sugar sector are seriously imbalanced: A significantly 
higher burden to adapt is placed on the ACP/LDC countries as compared to the EU 
sugar industry 
 
The sugar protocol and the EBA-initiative have been widely appreciated as instruments of a 
new development partnership. The trade preferences were based on international binding 
law. The “equal treatment” of domestic and foreign quota holders has been emphasized. 
However, the present EU Commission reform proposals grossly violate the principal of equal 
treatment and devaluate the potential advantages from the EBA initiative, even before they 
come fully into force. 
 

- The EU sugar sector can ‘sell’ its quotas to the EU and receive attractive prices for 
them, when factories close down. Because of the price cuts the ACP countries will 
also have to drastically reduce their exports and their production in the context of their 
guaranteed export quotas to the EU. However, they are not entitled to any payments 
when they return their quotas to the EU. 
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- The EU budgetary funds which so far have been spend on the subsidization of re-
exports of ACP sugar (€ 800 million) are now to be used to finance the decoupled 
payments to the European sugar beet producers. However, the financing of the 
National Actions Plans” to “accompany the adjustment process in the ACP-countries” 
remains insecure and fragile. The monies proposed thus far are well below the level 
given above. 

- The action plans are to be financed from the development aid budget. There is no 
legal basis for this funding and no automatism. The compensation and restructuring 
programmes for the European sugar economy is however part of the reform package 
and is based in law. 

- The criteria for accepting the National Action Plans remain vague. The funding 
procedures for the National Action Plans put the ACP/LDC countries in an ill-fated 
competitive situation for scarce funds. Funds will be distributed on a “first past the 
goal” basis and under nebulous conditions. 

- While the sugar beet producing regions in the EU are allocated an additional one 
million tonne of quotas, the ACP/LDC loose those quota which can no longer be filled 
on account of the lowered EU prices.  

- The ACP/LDC countries have to suffer from a serious erosion of earlier concessions: 
o The termination, without a replacement, of the EU subsidies for refinery and 

administration costs for tropical raw sugar, resulting in a total loss of € 35 
million annually. 

o The termination, without a replacement, of the special preferential sugar 
(SPS) preferences in 2006.
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o The condition to supply 75 % of the ACP/EBA quota as raw sugar is being 
maintained until 2009.  

 
- These losses are not balanced by preferential benefits granted to the ACP/LDC from 

the reform proposal: 
o The exemption of tropical cane sugar from the restructuring levy. 
o The granting of “Traditional Supply Needs” to European refineries until 2009 at 

a level of 1.7 million tonnes of raw sugar. 
 
  

Our Demands 
 

I. With regard to the domestic reform proposals: 
 

1. When sugar factories in Europe close down, the claim for restructuring 
assistance should be a joint one of the factories and the farmers, who have 
supplied sugar to this factory. The government must ensure that part of the 
restructuring assistance is being shifted from the companies to the affected 
farmers. 

 
 
II. With regard to the EU sugar trade policy: 

  
2. The EU Commission must ensure that no sugar exports of any kind from the 

EU take place which exceed the limits for subsidized exports set by the EU 
bindings in the WTO. The reform documents have to be cleared from all 

                                                 
1 The special preferences for sugar (300,000 tonnes) were granted in the context of the accession to the EU of 
Spain and Portugal in 1995 under an annex to the accession treaty. It was to be valid for six years and has been 
renewed once for a further six years.  

 2



rhetoric regarding EU objectives to maintain a fair share of the world market 
for sugar. 

3. The EU must urgently enter into negotiations with the plaintiffs of the WTO 
Sugar Panel. Both sides have to come to an agreement on the steps to be 
taken to implement the rulings. The unrestricted continuation of sugar exports 
during the 15 months following the conclusion of the dispute settlement 
procedure is not legitimate. Consultation with the plaintiffs is obligatory. 

4. The present non-consultation is an offence against the WTO dispute 
settlement procedure and a provocation of the world trade regime. It has to be 
replaced by a mutual agreement between the plaintiff and the defendant.  

5. The permanent misuse of the AoA “Special Safeguard Mechanism” by the EU 
against alleged import surges has to end. As long as the EU is an exporter of 
sugar and as long as the EU MFN sugar tariffs belong to the tariff peaks, there 
is no justification to allege “import surges”. 

6. We advocate that sugar can only be declared a “sensitive product” if this 
sensitivity is based on “non-trade concerns”. The NTC justification must be 
notified to the WTO and undergo a falsification and monitoring process. Sugar 
cannot be a “sensitive product” as long as it is still being exported. 

7. The tariff protection sugar enjoys on domestic markets of LDC must not be 
challenged by any kind of action on the part of the EU or international 
organizations of which the EU is a member. The increase of the self- 
sufficiency rate in LDC countries with sugar industries has to be supported by 
our policies. 

 
III. With regard to the ACP/LDC relations: 

 
8. The EU’s “Special Preferences for Sugar (SPS)” (see Footnote 1) will be 

terminated in 2006. The loss of exports is a major blow to the affected 
developing countries. We demand that for LDC these special preferences will 
be maintained. They shall not be offset against the EBA quotas.2 

9. The tariff reduction for out-of-quota EBA sugar, which commenced in 2002, 
should be increased. This measure could be important for capital formation 
and an incentive for private investments.  

10. ACP and competitive LDC sugar producing countries should also be given the 
opportunity to submit National Action Plans to the EU. These National Action 
Plans should also be financed from the restructuring fund, i.e. from funds 
under the sugar market organization. To this end the restructuring levy 
introduced in the EU should be levied for some additional years. 

11. The buy-out scheme for quotas on the domestic market (restructuring 
measures) must be extended to the member countries of the ACP Sugar 
Protocol, provided they have submitted a “National Action Plan”. These 
payments have to be targeted at the private sector, which is negatively 
affected by the close-down of factories in the ACP countries. Farmers and 
workers must be given due consideration. 

12. LDC and ACP sugar should be exempt from all levies which will be introduced 
by the EU sugar reform (restructuring levy, production levy). 

13. There must be a guarantee that the European refineries of raw sugar will pass 
these price advantages on to the ACP/LDC suppliers. 

                                                 
2 In  the EBA context LDC were granted 74,800 tonnes worth of quotas which increase by 15% per annum. They 
will have reached 197,000 tonnes by 2009.  
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14. LDC and ACP should have the right to export to Europe any kind of sugar 
under their trade preferences. The restriction of their trade preferences to raw 
sugar should be terminated with regards to all ACP/LDC-relations in the sugar 
sector. 

15. The EU should welcome the LDC offer to enter into negotiations on voluntary 
self-restriction agreements about potential ceilings for their deliveries to the 
EU market. 

16. SWAP trade should be avoided through the existing special safeguard 
mechanism against import surges under the EBA and Cotonou Agreements. 
According to these provisions the annual increment of imports from a specific 
trade preference receiving country can be limited to a defined growth rate. 

 
 

IV. With regard to the Environment  

 
17. The support programmes to be negotiated in the context of the national action 

plans should be conditional upon criteria ensuring the socially and ecologically 
sustainable development of the sugar sector and the sustainable production of 
alternative crop plants and their processing.  

18. In the context of the International Sugar Organization, negotiations should be 
launched in cooperation with other competent international organizations such 
as UNEP or FAO, to set internationally binding minimum criteria for social and 
ecological standards. These standards could build upon the non-trade 
concerns notified to the WTO declaring sugar a “sensitive product” in the 
various countries (see Point 6). 

19. The additional tariff rate quotas (TRQ), which have to be installed if a product 
is accepted as a “sensitive product”, should be allocated to countries, which 
comply with set social and ecological standards. 

 
 
Berlin, Nov. 17th, 2005 
Written by EED – German Church Development Service, Oxfam Germany, WWF Germany  
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