Follow-up to the European Parliament non-legislative resolution on the development impact of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), adopted by the Commission on 8 April 2009
1.
Rapporteur : Jürgen SCHRÖDER (EPP-ED/DE)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0513/2008 / P6_TA-PROV(2009)0051
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 5 February 2009
4.
Subject: Development impact of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs)
5.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Development (DEVE)

6.
Background of the resolution:

The resolution makes certain requests for action by the Commission concerning both the interim EPAs initialled in 2007 and the full EPAs currently being negotiated.

7.
Analysis of the text and of Parliament’s requests:

While emphasising the importance of development assistance to accompany the EPA process, this resolution is based on a broader understanding of the development dimension of EPAs. This includes the issue of net ACP revenues, improved ACP supply-side capacities, a wider range of cheaper goods for ACP consumers and businesses, increased exports to a liberalised EU market, regional integration and ACP reform. To achieve these objectives, the resolution calls on those involved (Commission, Member States, ACP Governments) to make specific efforts while negotiating and implementing the EPAs and in putting Aid for Trade commitments into practice. Through its various requests, the resolution seeks to contribute to the overall objective of sustainable development to which EPAs are to contribute.

8.
Reply to these requests and outlook regarding the action that the Commission has taken or intends to take:
The Commission remains committed to ambitious and WTO compatible EPAs tailored to the needs, capacity and development context of each EPA region and, subject to the following comments, requests will be accommodated as appropriate in the negotiation and implementation process. The Commission believes that it is important to maintain a high ambition for pro-reform and pro-development agreements that provide the necessary flexibility through revision clauses, capacity building and variable geometry where necessary rather than lower ambition from the agreed vision of EPAs set out in the Cotonou Agreement. In this perspective, the Commission underlines the diverse nature of ACP regions and regional integration plans and the need to respect the wishes of ACP negotiators means that the precise response will vary according to the region concerned and that it is up to the ACP partners to determine which issues will be negotiated.

The resolution reflects the diversity of opinions on the EPAs and presents a balanced view of the issues. The full CARIFORUM EPA and interim EPAs with Cameroon and Ivory Coast have been signed. The Commission recognises that, as expressed in paragraph K, EPAs will entail reforms and related adjustment costs. However, most of these reforms are already part of the domestic and regional integration agenda for growth and development. The Commission notes further in this context the baseline trends of declining trade shares, marginalisation, preference erosion and increasing commodity dependency that are prevalent among many ACP states. The Commission notes that measures addressing infrastructure, economic governance, regional integration or private sector development (the whole Aid for Trade agenda) are directly supportive of EPAs; these represent a far higher share of the total allocation of the NIPs than the 0.9% mentioned in the report. Indeed, Aid for Trade makes up more than a quarter of the national programmes of the 10th EDF (i.e. around 4.5 billion Euros over 2008-2013), three-quarters of the regional programmes (1.3 billion Euros) and almost half of the all-ACP programme (1.2 billion Euros).

In addition to this and following the Council conclusions of 10 November 2008 on Regional integration and EPAs for development, the Commission is working with ACP regions and countries and EU Member States towards regional Aid-for-Trade packages that will respond to the needs expressed by the ACP in the most effective and coherent manner. In this context, the EU is committed to contributing to the absorption of the net fiscal impact in full complementarity with appropriate fiscal reforms undertaken by the country.

The Commission actively co-operates with its ACP partners to support them in dealing with the effects of the global food and financial crisis, including by addressing their specific vulnerability and, for example, already approved additional financing in the context of the Euro Food Facility, of which around 600 million will support agricultural production in ACP countries.

Recent formal and informal contacts with ACP Ministers indicate a much improved negotiating atmosphere as requested in paragraph 1. The EPA trade regime that is currently in place for the countries that have concluded interim agreements goes further than Cotonou by providing free access to the EU and all ACP countries and regions remain engaged in EPA negotiations. The Commission affirms that its intention, in line with paragraph 6, is to conclude full EPAs covering all members of the ACP regional groupings in line with ACP choices over regional structures and integration processes. With respect to the call for sufficient evaluation time in paragraph 10, interim EPAs bring ACP-EU trade relations into compliance with WTO rules and there is no fixed deadline for negotiators to conclude their work on full EPAs so that ACP countries will have the time needed to review documents. The Commission believes that a review clause is appropriate as called for in paragraph 11 and that the necessary revisions must be handled in line with the appropriate EPA provisions and institutional competencies. One of the key tasks for EPA institutions will be to establish appropriate monitoring arrangements and the Commission believes that the European Parliament and civil society should be associated to these as proposed in the CARIFORUM-EU EPA. It also believes that monitoring and identifying the exact effect of a trade agreement in diverse regions and countries compared to wider political, social and economic factors requires a flexible and participatory approach where the right mechanism should be decided upon by the EPA Council with the countries concerned, with a view to assessing the socio-economic impact referred to in paragraph 17.
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