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MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION

on EU agriculture and international trade
(2010/2110(INI))

The European Parliament,

– having regard to Part Three, Title III and to Part Five, Titles II and V of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the EU,

– having regard to the WTO agreements, and in particular to the Agreement on Agriculture 
which was negotiated during the Uruguay Round and entered into force on 1 January 
1995,

– having regard to the Declaration adopted at the fourth Ministerial Conference held in 
Doha from 9 to 14 November 2001, to the Decision adopted by the WTO General Council 
on 1 August 2004 and to the Declaration adopted at the sixth Ministerial Conference held 
in Hong Kong from 13 to18 December 2005,

– having regard to its resolution of 4 April 2006 on the assessment of the Doha Round 
following the WTO Ministerial Conference in Hong Kong1,

– having regard to the revised draft modalities for agriculture circulated on 6 December 
2008 by the WTO chairperson of the agriculture negotiations, 

– having regard to the Memorandum of Understanding of 15 May 2009 between the United 
States of America and the European Commission regarding the importation of beef from 
animals not treated with certain growth-promoting hormones and increased duties applied 
by the United States to certain products of the European Communities,

– having regard to the mutually agreed solution reached on 15 July 2009 between Canada 
and the European Union to the dispute entitled ‘European Communities – Measures 
Affecting the Approval and Marketing of Biotech Products’,

– having regard to the agreement initialled on 15 December 2009 between the EU and Latin 
American countries setting the conditions for the final settlement of pending disputes on 
the EU import regime for bananas (Geneva Agreement),

– having regard to its resolution of 16 December 2009 on the prospects for the Doha 
Development Agenda (DDA) following the Seventh WTO Ministerial Conference2,

– having regard to the conclusion, on 17 December 2009, of the negotiations between the 
EU and Morocco on an agreement concerning liberalisation measures on agricultural and 
fisheries products,

– having regard to the conclusion, on 1 March 2010, of the negotiations between the EU, 
Peru and Colombia on the signing of a Multi-Party Agreement,

                                               
1 OJ C 293E , 2.12.2006, p. 155.
2 Texts adopted, P7_TA(2009)0110.
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– having regard to the mutually agreed solution reached on 18 March 2010 between the 
Argentine Republic and the European Union to the dispute entitled ‘European 
Communities - Measures Affecting the Approval and Marketing of Biotech Products’,

– having regard to its resolution of 25 March 2010 on ‘Agricultural product quality policy: 
what strategy to follow?’1,

– having regard to the conclusion, on 19 May 2010, of the negotiations between the EU and 
Central America on the trade pillar of the Association Agreement,

– having regard to its resolution of 8 July 2010 on the future of the Common Agricultural 
Policy after 20132,

– having regard to the Free Trade Agreement between the EU and South Korea signed on 
6 October 2010,

– having regard to the ongoing negotiations between the EU and Mercosur towards an 
Association Agreement,

– having regard to the ongoing negotiations between the EU and Canada towards a 
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement,

– having regard to the ongoing negotiations between the EU and India towards a Free Trade 
Agreement,

– having regard to the ongoing negotiations between the EU and Ukraine towards an 
Association Agreement,

– having regard to its study entitled ‘Stocktake of the WTO Agricultural Negotiations after 
the Failure of the 2008 Talks’, of June 2009,

– having regard to the guide entitled ‘Geographical Indications and TRIPs: 10 Years Later. 
A roadmap for EU GI holders to get protection in other WTO Members’, which was 
commissioned by the Commission,

– having regard to the Commission proposal of 15 September 2010 for a regulation of the 
European Parliament and of the Council on OTC derivatives, central counterparties and 
trade repositories (COM (2010)0484),

– having regard to Rule 48 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development and 
the opinions of the Committee on International Trade and the Committee on Development 
(A7-0000/2010),

A. whereas the EU remains by far the largest importer of agricultural goods in the world, 
with imports having almost doubled in value over the past decade and now accounting for 

                                               
1 Texts adopted, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0088
2 Texts adopted, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0286.
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nearly 20% of world imports,

B. whereas the EU’s share of global agricultural exports is declining as a result of the faster 
growth of other key agricultural trading partners; whereas final products accounted for 
68% of the value of EU exports in 2007-2009, while intermediate products and 
commodities represented 23% and 9% respectively,

C. whereas the EU agricultural trade deficit reached a record high of €7 billion in 2008; 
whereas the EU’s trade deficit with Mercosur, for example, has more than doubled since 
2000 and EU imports of agricultural products from Mercosur are now worth €19 billion 
worth, as against €1 billion worth of exports,

D. whereas the EU is the world’s largest importer of agricultural goods from developing 
countries, importing more than the US, Japan, Canada, Australia and New Zealand 
combined; whereas around 71% of the EU’s total agricultural imports originate from 
developing countries, as a result of the Everything but Arms (EBA) initiative for least 
developed countries (LDCs), the generalised system of preferences (GSP), and the 
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs),

E. whereas the 2008 WTO draft modalities on agriculture would require even greater 
concessions from the EU than those set out in the already substantial offer made by the 
EU in October 2005,

F. whereas the EU has already drastically reduced its trade-distorting domestic support, 
unlike key trading partners, in particular the US, which maintained and in some cases 
strengthened its instruments under the 2008 Farm Bill,

G. whereas the EU has unilaterally made a substantial reduction in its export refunds, with 
their share of the CAP budget falling from 29.5 % in 1993 to only 1.2 % in 2009; whereas 
some key trading partners are continuing to make considerable use of other forms of 
export incentives,

H. whereas, in the framework of the ‘beef hormones’ dispute, the US is continuing to impose 
sanctions on the EU and had even announced that they will be rotated to cover other EU 
agricultural products, in order to increase their impact (‘carousel’ legislation); whereas 
under the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) the EU grants a zero-duty import tariff 
quota of 20 000 tons of beef,

I. whereas the US has challenged, within the WTO, the EU rules governing the hygiene and 
marketing of poultry,

J. whereas a mutually agreed solution was reached with Canada and Argentina on the 
‘GMOs dispute’; whereas the US has made a general retaliation request,

K. whereas the ruling of the WTO panel on sugar was one of the main drivers of the sugar 
reform and is still having a severe impact on trade in sugar; whereas in the space of three 
years the EU has changed from being the second largest exporter of sugar to the second 
largest net importer,
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L. whereas the 2006 sugar reform has achieved the objectives of increasing competitiveness, 
reducing sugar prices and decreasing the sugar production quota by about 30%; whereas, 
however, it has led to the closure of 83 factories out of a total of 189 in the EU-27, the 
loss of over 16 500 direct jobs in rural areas, and the end of sugar beet cultivation for 
around 140 000 farmers,

M. whereas Parliament’s consent is required for the conclusion of trade agreements 
negotiated by the Commission,

Consistency between EU agricultural and common commercial policies

1. Considers that the EU agricultural sector has a clear added value for the European 
economy and a strategic role to play in the EU 2020 strategy towards tackling the 
economic, social and environmental challenges that the EU is facing; 

2. Stresses that external trade policy must not jeopardise the EU’s ability to maintain a 
strong agricultural sector and to ensure food security against a background of increased 
market volatility; calls on the Commission to defend the multifunctional role of EU 
agriculture and the European agri-food model;

3. Condemns the Commission’s approach, which far too often makes concessions on 
agriculture in order to obtain enhanced market access in third countries for industrial 
products and services; 

4. Calls on the Commission to propose an approach that strikes a balance between domestic 
production and imports, taking into account, for each agricultural sector, the development 
of multilateral and bilateral trade negotiations, as well as EU environmental, social, and 
safety standards;

5. Stresses that, in relation to the agricultural sector, the Commission must conduct impact 
assessments which must be made public before the commencement of negotiations and 
must be updated to take account of new positions arising in the negotiations; emphasises 
the need for a proper and transparent process for consulting all interested parties; 

6. Underlines the fact that financial compensation cannot offset the negative impacts of the 
discontinuation of EU agricultural production, which guarantees food safety and quality 
and is essential for the prosperity of EU rural areas and the protection of rural landscapes 
against the threat of land abandonment and rural depopulation; emphasises, therefore, the 
need to maintain the conditions necessary for EU farmers to remain viable and receive a 
fair income;

7. Recalls that EU producers meet the highest standards in terms of product hygiene, 
sustainable production methods, plant health, animal health and welfare, traceability, 
pesticide residue control, veterinary medicine and additives; 

8. Considers that standards equivalent to those applied in the EU must be imposed on 
imports so as to ensure that EU farmers compete on a level playing field and EU citizens 
are effectively protected; underlines the need for tighter import controls at borders;
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9. Stresses the need, in relation to imports, for strict compliance with origin rules and 
mechanisms for the prevention of triangular trade; 

10. Urges the Commission proactively to promote the EU’s offensive agricultural interests, 
given the vast export potential of the EU’s high quality agri-food products; underlines, 
inter alia, the need to step up promotion programmes, including through an increase in the 
percentage of EU cofinancing; notes that these measures are WTO-compatible, falling as 
they do into the ‘green box’;

Agriculture in the multilateral trading system

Doha Development Agenda (DDA) 

11. Considers that, in a bid to secure a successful outcome to the DDA, the EU made an 
extremely generous offer on agriculture, but this was not reciprocated by an equivalent 
level of ambition from other developed and advanced developing countries;

12. Calls on the Commission to comply strictly with its negotiating mandate from the 
Council, which sets the most recent reform of the CAP as the limit of its action, provided 
that equivalent concessions are obtained from its trading partners; asks it to refrain from 
making any proposals that would predetermine the decisions to be made on the future of 
the CAP post-2013; 

13. Deplores the absence of progress on the establishment of a multilateral register for wines 
and spirits as well as on the extension of the protection of geographical indications to all 
agricultural products; recalls that these elements are sine qua non for a balanced outcome 
to the agricultural negotiations; 

14. Recalls that the EU has already significantly reduced its trade-distorting domestic support 
and asks for firm commitments to do the same from other trading partners; 

15. Recalls the commitment made by the WTO members during the 2005 Hong Kong 
Ministerial Conference to achieving the elimination of all forms of export subsidies in full 
parallelism with the imposition of disciplines on all export measures with equivalent 
effect, notably export credits, agricultural state trading enterprises and the regulation of 
food aid;

16. Considers that the general reduction in customs tariffs should be assessed in the light of 
the EU offer concerning the domestic support and export competition pillars, and should 
depend on the possibility of keeping the Special Safeguard clause, on a specific exemption 
from tariff simplification disciplines and on adequate flexibility in the formula for tariff 
cuts and in the designation of sensitive products; is of the opinion that the proposed 
mechanism for designating sensitive products is fatally undermined by the obligation to 
achieve a significant tariff quota expansion; 

WTO dispute settlement

17. Calls on the Commission to ensure that the settlement of the ‘beef hormones’ dispute will 
allow for the suspension of the sanctions on EU products, while guaranteeing that beef 
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imports to the EU will be in line with EU requirements; 

18. Considers, with regard to the ‘chlorinated poultry’ dispute, that the importation of such 
products into the EU would be contrary to the public demand in the EU for safe products;

19. Asks the Commission vigorously to defend the EU regime for authorising and marketing 
GMOs against challenges in the WTO; 

Agriculture in plurilateral, inter-regional and bilateral trade relations

20. Stresses that in order to avoid ‘paying twice’– first at bilateral and then at multilateral 
level – the concept of a ‘single pocket agreement’ must be supported, under which
concessions in bilateral agreements will be linked to the final outcome of the Doha 
negotiations; 

21. Calls on the Commission strongly to defend the inclusion of geographical indications 
(GIs) as an essential part of the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agreement (ACTA); regrets 
that, in the framework of recently concluded or ongoing trade negotiations, only a ‘short 
list’ of EU GIs is to be protected by our trading partners;

22. Asks the Commission to ensure that trade agreements do not affect the EU system of entry 
prices for fruit and vegetables, while maintaining the current import schedules, and to 
improve the system’s functioning;

23. Regrets that the Commission is not willing to require, in the framework of trade 
agreements, that equivalent standards be imposed on imported goods; considers that these 
agreements must provide at least for compliance with international obligations and 
standards (such as sanitary and phytosanitary standards); 

24. Points out that any additional bilateral EU sugar market access concessions granted to 
third countries (for example Latin America countries) will be destabilising for the EU 
sugar market and will cause preference erosion for LDCs and ACP countries; is all the 
more concerned by the fact that such concessions, when granted to net importing 
countries, encourage swap mechanisms; calls on the Commission to continue to exclude 
sugar and sugar-derived products, including ethanol, from the scope of bilateral 
negotiations;

25. Considers it unacceptable that the Commission resumed negotiations with Mercosur 
without making publicly available a detailed impact assessment and without engaging in a 
proper political debate with the Council and the Parliament; 

26. Is deeply concerned about the impacts on the EU agricultural sector of a possible 
association agreement with Mercosur, given the request made by Mercosur in March 2006 
for access to the EU agricultural market, which went considerably further than the already 
substantial offer made by the EU in 2004; 

27. Notes that farm businesses in Mercosur countries have much lower production costs, 
including land, labour and other capital costs, and that Mercosur producers do not have to 
meet the same high safety and sustainability standards as EU producers;
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28. Is of the opinion that the level of market integration in the Mercosur customs union is 
currently insufficient to guarantee an adequate circulation of imported goods within the 
region; 

29. Underlines the fact that a series of reports from the Food and Veterinary Office highlights 
the ongoing failure of Brazilian beef to meet EU producer and consumer standards on 
food safety, animal identification and traceability, animal health and disease controls;

30. Expresses its strong concern about the policy that Argentina is implementing, in violation 
of its WTO obligations, with a view to restricting imports of food products competing 
with domestic production; points out that those measures come on top of the Argentine 
non-automatic import licensing system, which is already having an adverse impact on EU 
exports; calls on the Commission to take all necessary action to ensure that those 
measures, which go against the spirit of negotiating an EU-Mercosur agreement, are 
effectively discontinued;

31. Notes that, according to the Commission, the EU-South Korea Free Trade Agreement 
(FTA) would relieve EU exporters of the burden of €380 million in duties annually, by 
eliminating duties on 99% of EU agricultural exports; 

32. Is concerned about concessions made within the Euro-Mediterranean agreements on 
products which show the same seasonal fluctuations as European products;

33. Calls on the Commission to guard against the circumvention of import duties on ethanol, 
since growing quantities of ethanol are now entering the EU in the form of mixtures with 
a very low import duty;

34. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and the Commission.



PE450.614v01-00 10/12 PR\833565EN.doc

EN

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

At a time when the EU is reflecting on the future of its Common Agricultural Policy, ensuring 
consistency between agricultural and external trade policy becomes all the more crucial. 

The CAP constitutes a symbol of European integration, representing one of the highest 
developed forms of EU supranational decision-making. The successive CAP reforms have 
taken place in the light of various internal and external pressures. Multilateral trade 
negotiations and the WTO disciplines on agricultural policies have been a major driving force 
of CAP reform. The internal EU pressures towards market orientation of the CAP and greater 
emphasis being placed on other European policies, are equally reflected in the EU’s external 
trade policy, where the Commission’s negotiating strategy consists of offering agricultural 
market opening in exchange for improved market access for European industrial products and 
services in third country markets.

Agriculture and trade are two intersecting policy agendas. The dynamics of both economic 
activities influence and, to a great extent, are influenced by regulatory settings at the 
multilateral, inter-regional, regional, and bilateral level. These regulatory settings are not 
static; they create hierarchies and evolve through negotiations. Regulative diversity, divergent 
commercial interests, trade tensions and disputes reflect the complexity of domestic 
agricultural policies and international trade. 

Since agriculture is not simply an economic activity, but agricultural and food policies are to 
serve fundamental objectives, such as food security and safety, the principal challenge 
consists of effectively accommodating trade and non-trade concerns. This accommodation, 
depending on the level of integration among constituent parts of a legal system (varying from, 
at the lowest level, complete diversity, through mutual recognition, to uniformity), poses 
fewer difficulties within the EU than at the multilateral level. In the WTO, negative 
integration by way of market opening through dismantling of trade barriers, is not sufficiently
accompanied by positive integration through regulatory convergence. However, the WTO 
Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS Agreement) and 
the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT Agreement) can be considered as a step 
towards a new regulatory philosophy.

Agriculture was integrated in the WTO framework by the Uruguay Round Agreement on 
Agriculture (AoA), with the long-term objective to ‘establish a fair and market-oriented 
agricultural trading system’ through ‘substantial progressive reductions in agricultural support 
and protection’, ‘resulting in correcting and preventing restrictions and distortions in world 
agricultural markets’. 

A major difficulty in the Doha Round agricultural negotiations is that they involve groups of 
countries with very different agricultural models and interests. The non-trade concerns of the 
EU and other Members with multifunctional agricultural models are not duly taken into 
account. In the course of these negotiations, the EU has for a long time been -and to a certain 
extent still is- on the defensive as regards agriculture. However, some observations need to be 
made in relation to certain misconceptions, which fail to take into account just how much the 
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CAP has changed since its inception. 

The EU is the world’s largest importer of farm products from developing countries, importing 
more agricultural goods than the US, Japan, Canada, Australia and New Zealand combined. 
Ongoing pressure for further EU market opening comes mainly from competitive agricultural 
exporters. Granting enhanced market access to these countries not only has a potentially 
detrimental impact on EU agricultural producers, but also on those developing countries 
which are most in need, and whose preferential margin will be eroded. 

Moreover, the EU has, unlike other key partners, substantially reduced its trade-distorting 
support, through the decoupling of direct aids from production, and through a general move 
towards safety-net intervention, leaving it with less effective instruments to cope with 
increasing market volatility. The EU has equally made a substantial offer to phase out its -
already drastically reduced- export subsidies, provided that equivalent disciplines would be 
imposed on other forms of export incentives, and especially export credits and guarantees 
(used in particular by the US), agricultural state trading enterprises (used in particular by 
Australia, New Zealand and Canada), and food aid (used on a wide scale in the US). 

In the WTO framework, the EU has also been a ‘defendant’ in major dispute settlement cases, 
namely the ‘GMOs’, the ‘Geographical Indications’, the ‘Beef Hormones’ and the 
‘Chlorinated Poultry’ cases. In the ‘Beef Hormones’ case, despite the legitimacy of the EU 
public health concern, and the non-discriminatory nature of its measure, it was held that there 
was no rational relationship between the risk assessment and the means to achieve this 
purpose. 

It has been argued that the ‘judicial activism’ of the WTO ‘judicial organs’ in the settlement 
of certain disputes poses a profound challenge to the legitimacy of the WTO from the 
perspective of democracy. It should be noted that the dispute settlement mechanism of the 
WTO is widely considered as the most important systemic outcome of the Uruguay Round, 
marking a legal paradigm shift introduced by compulsory adjudication and binding outcomes. 

The establishment of the WTO has broadened the scope of regulatory issues, which directly 
affect domestic law and policies, with focus being shifted from barriers that lie ‘at the border’
to barriers that exist ‘within the border’. This shift challenges the scope for WTO Members to 
exercise legislative authority and set (public health, environmental protection, food security) 
standards, which are potentially trade restrictive. The WTO Agreements identify the 
objectives, which may be legitimately pursued by the WTO Members (e.g. Article XX of the 
GATT, the SPS and the TBT Agreements). According to the SPS Agreement, domestic 
standards are presumed to be WTO compatible if they are based on international standards (as 
formulated e.g. in the Codex Alimentarius), while standards set higher than the international 
level need to be scientifically justified through a risk assessment. 

Given the impasse in the multilateral trade negotiations, the EU has pursued the negotiation of 
bilateral and interregional trade agreements, as complementary and not as a substitute to the 
multilateral framework. Some may argue that the conclusion of this type of agreements will 
make trading partners lose their interest in a WTO deal if they obtain the desired access in 
target markets. They also see a risk in the proliferation of these agreements that will 
undermine the multilateral trading system by creating competing trading blocks. Others may 
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take issue with the fact that these agreements offer an opportunity, not currently available in 
the WTO framework, to negotiate sustainable development and other clauses and subject 
concessions to respect of social and environmental standards. Preference for bilateral 
agreements may simply be due to their less complex character and the belief that interests are 
better served through a selective approach of trading partners. Currently, there is 
‘competition’ between the US and the EU as to who will enter first -and under which 
conditions- key new markets. 

There is a clear need for the EU, in the framework of these negotiations, to ensure a more 
balanced approach among different sectors and to promote both defensive and offensive 
European agricultural interests. Coherence between the CAP and the EU external trade policy 
shall ensure the preservation of the European agricultural model, as well as a level playing 
field for EU producers in the world market. 

The multifunctional role of the European agricultural sector can serve as a catalyst for new 
paradigms, since it delivers public goods of major importance to our societies, whose supply 
cannot be secured through the market: food security, safety and quality at an affordable price 
for EU citizens. There is a global increase in food demand against a background of higher 
production costs, severe volatility in agricultural markets, less land, less water and reduced 
energy inputs. A strong CAP is also fundamental for the preservation, environmental 
sustainability and economic development of the EU rural areas against the threat of land 
abandonment and rural depopulation. 

The economic geography of the CAP is interlinked with other societal and policy objectives. 
The European agricultural sector has a clear added value and a major role to play in the ‘EU 
2020’ strategy towards tackling the socio-economic and environmental challenges that EU is 
facing, both internally and as a leading global player. EU trade policy will play a determinant 
role in whether agriculture will continue to make a full positive contribution to these 
objectives. Trade policy should not undermine the dynamic of the EU agricultural sector. To 
the contrary, trade policy and agricultural policy can and must be mutually supportive. 


