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This APRODEV contribution relates to questions of problem definition and policy scenario 

(question 2) arguing that a policy scenario should be developed that outlines the new policy 

coherence for development obligations under the Lisbon Treaty (TFEU Art 3 (5), and Art 21 

(3)).     

 

The CAP impact assessment should become a coherence test and should include the 

objectives to contribute to global food security. Matters relating to external relations of 

CAP, of trade regulations and of tariff lines that are under the scope of CAP need to be 

assessed and monitored to identify possible negative effects and to recommend policy 

changes that prevent or remedy any problems and incoherence. The CAP should 

incorporate and adhere to the principle of “do-no-harm” to food markets in 

development countries.    
 

The three scenarios presented in the Impact Assessment Consultation Document do not 

capture or respond to PCD commitments. A fourth scenario should be introduced that 

elaborates on the EU’s wider role in the world and its responsibility to contribute to global 

food security.  While the CPA reform is first and foremost voicing the interests of the EU 

food and agricultural sector, it may fail to respond to real coherence challenges and 

obligations. The challenge is to find a delicate balance between internal and external policy 

interests, between EU export business interests and concern of weak agriculture-based 

economies in the developing world to increase their self-sufficiency with regard to food. The 

new scenario should look at empirical evidence of agricultural trade flows and their likely 

impact on food insecure developing countries. The scenario should explicitly include the 

external impact of CAP measures on the food security situation in developing countries 

 

The degree to which the CAP reform process takes PCD commitments into account can be 

seen as the ultimate test of the willingness of the EU to live up to global challenges and to 

adhere to its commitment to policy coherence for development.  

 

http://www.aprodev.eu/
mailto:agri-cap-towards2020@ec.europa.eu
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In response to question 11 on monitoring, evaluation and indicators, we suggest a series of 

indicators to help the EU to take responsibility regarding the external impact of CAP reform 

on global food security, as outlined under question 2.  

 

The suggested indicators are based on the six APRODEV CAP lobby briefs that identify 

problems and ways forward on matters of international responsibility of CAP, trade defence 

measures, preventing dumping, EU imports of animal feed, standards, indexation of direct 

payments. These lobby briefs are based on our understanding that EU rule making and 

international standard setting, EU trade regulation and EU policy on agricultural tariff lines 

under the scope of CAP have a profound implication on the global food chain. A guiding 

principle for CAP support measures must be to identify and prevent any negative impact 

these measures may have on food insecure countries (Net Food Importing Developing 

Countries), on the realisation of the Right to Food, and the MDG one on reducing hunger.   

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP lobby briefs 1-6 (final drafts attached)  

See APRODEV (2009) Agriculture in the context of global food security – a synopsis of seven 

international on rural development strategies, Brussels.  

 

Policy scenarios 

 

Question 2: Are there other problems apart from those in the problem definition section 

of this document that should be analysed when considering the architecture of the CAP 

in the post 2013 period? What causes them? What are their consequences? Can you 

illustrate?  

 

Include a policy scenario that puts specific focus on the external aspects of CAP and its 

impact on developing countries, and in particular on food insecure countries and Net Food 

Importing Development Countries. 

 

To this regard, take specific account of 1) the wider responsibility of the CAP to contribute to 

global food security and the moral obligation to do no harm, 2) the use of trade defence 

measures by food insecure developing countries (NFIDC), 3) import surges in developing 

countries of products that receive specific support under CAP, 4) EU import and use of 

protein feed, 5) international standard setting and provide a legal framework for private 

business to business standards – as these operate along the whole of the global value chain 

and consequently impact on formal and informal economies in developing country, 6) 

possible indexation of CAP payments that aim at establishing a correlation with world market 

prices.  

 

 

Monitoring and evaluation 

 

Question 10: What Indicators would best express the progress towards achieving the 

objectives of the reform?  

 

CAP indicators should monitor trade regulation and policies on those tariff lines that are 

under the scope of the CAP and their impact on sustainable development and poverty 

reduction in developing countries. Indicators should be developed to monitor all relevant 
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financial and non-financial CAP policy instruments used by EU member states such as:  

 

 traditional market management tools (minimum price arrangements, processing aid 

payments, intervention buying and storage, withdrawals, export subsidies, set-aside 

land, production quotas),  

 direct aid payments (coupled direct aid payments, partially or fully de-coupled direct 

aid payments),  

 investment support tools (EU rural development programmes, veterinary and plant 

health measures, production promotion programmes),  

 new policy initiatives (consolidating and more rigorously enforcing SPS and food 

safety regulations, consolidating and more clearly defining agricultural product 

quality requirements, strengthening the functioning of the food supply chains),  

 national support to agriculture,  

 traditional agricultural trade policy tools (MFN import tariffs, tariff rate quota, 

seasonal TRQs, entry price system, import licences, export licences). 

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on international responsibility  

See forthcoming research South Centre (2011) EU’s increasing use of decoupled domestic 

supports in agriculture: implications for developing countries, and South Centre (2011) EU 

domestic supports and policy tools protecting European farmers (both researchers are 

supported by APRODEV). 

 

Monitoring trade flows should also include animal food imports and production  

 

 Will soya import decrease and own fodder production increase? 

 Are incentives for protein production in the EU leading to more sustainable livestock 

holding?  

 Is the EU Water Directive monitored and strictly adhered to?  

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on animal protein import  

See European Parliament (2010) Draft report on the EU protein deficit: what solution for a 

long-standing problem? Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development, Rapporteur 

Martin Häusling, (2010/2111 (INI), 29.10. 2010.  

 

Increasingly, standard setting replaces the importance of tariff policy as it is used to include 

or exclude producers from the global value chain and influences production and consumption 

patterns. Standards can be regarded as acting de facto as new export subsidies or import 

barriers as they are becoming leading standards on EU internal and external markets.  

 

 Will standard setting be less or more discriminative? 

 Will private standards lead to increasing inclusion or exclusion of smallholders in 

developing countries in the global food chain?  

 Are exceptions for smallholders from private standards on the increase or decrease 

(i.e. group certification, international mechanisms)? 

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on Standards  

See forthcoming Buntzel, Rudolf (2011) Standards and global value chain, published by 

EED.  
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Developing countries should be able to use all existing WTO flexibilities on trade defence 

tools to suit their development needs and strategies. For example, one country may not have 

the necessary regulatory set-up in place in order to make use of existing trade defence 

measures or anti-dumping measures, whilst another might be concerned that its small-scale 

agricultural processing sector is not yet prepared for competition with EU producers. There is 

a need to monitor all regulations of trade and policy on tariff lines that are under the scope of 

CAP. 

 

 Will food insecure countries be able to use all existing WTO flexibilities of trade 

defence tools?  

 Are the import surges of a product receiving specific support under CAP surpassing 

105% or 110% over the average imports preceding 3 years?  

 Is the price gap between domestic producers and imported product on the increase or 

decline?  

 

Monitor if developing countries have effective trade defence regulatory structures in place. 

Monitor if conditions are put in place that show to be more propitious for the domestic 

agricultural producers.  

 

 Is local food production in NFIDC and food insecure countries on the increase or 

decrease?  

 Are import surges causing damage to the domestic producers?  

 Are remedies used or available to developing countries sufficient to stop import 

surges taking place?  

 Are developing countries able to make use of any complaints mechanism that monitor 

import surges and prevent dumping?  

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on trade defence measures, and 

ARPODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on dumping 

See APRODEV (2009) Left in the cold by WTO – a paper based on South Centre research on 

import surges  

 

Monitor the introduction of an indexation that relates CAP support to world market prices: 

   

 Are direct subsidies decreasing in case of increasing world market prices?  

 Are existing indexes looked at with regard to their practical possible application?  

 Are budgetary flexibilities on the increase or decrease that allow for mechanisms to 

transfer savings under the CAP to EU food assistance commitments?  

 Will increasing or decreasing world market prices correlate with increasing or 

decreasing farm gate prices? 

  Is food aid and assistance increasing in times of high world market food prices? 

 

See forthcoming APRODEV (2011) CAP Lobby Brief on indexation 


