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“The impact of EU policies on the satisfaction of world food needs (URoma3, INRA, Leuven, JRC) 

The goal is to assess and measure the effects of past and current EU policies (i.e. EU border protection, EU agricultural 

policy, EU climate change policy and EU energy policy) on developing countries from the food security point of view and 

to identify some issues where EU policies are incoherent with the FS strategies. Here, econometric methods (including 

gravity models, econometric estimates of demand systems ) and will be used, together with case studies in sectors where 

the EU policies (e.g. the CAP, the renewable energy policy) have been accused of generating price instability or unfair 

competition with local staple food production. This includes a compilation of information through databases on of trade 

issues and trade facilitation aspects; the review of empirical evidence and case studies on the impact of EU quality and 

safety standards through global value chains; an assessment of the effect of the CAP using specific (spatial) models of 

the agricultural sector. A particular focus will be on assessing the consequences of renewable energy policies, and in 

particular EU biofuels programs (through the spillovers on the food market) on food security in developing countries. The 

analysis will include the household level study of effects of EU external polices in selected Least Developed Countries / 

Net Food Importing countries where reliable micro level data can be gathered, with particular focus on sub-Saharan 

Africa” 

DETERMINANTS: Task 4.2 (DOW) 



• 4.3: Historical database & typology on EU policies and FNS indicators: 

A set of data for econometric assessment and measurement of the 

effects of past and current EU policies (i.e. EU border protection, EU 

agricultural policy, and EU energy policy) on developing countries from 

the food security point of view and to identify some issues where EU 

policies are incoherent with the FS strategies. [month 18] 

• 4.4: The effects of EU policies on food security: Quantitative 

assessment of the effects of EU policies (agricultural, trade, 

environmental, bioenergy) on global food and nutrition security, security 

and assessment of the coherence regarding global FNS. [month 36] 

DETERMINANTS: Deliverables 



Relevant EU policies 

1. Common Agricultural Policy 

2. Climate change and energy policy 

3. Biofuel Policy 

4. Trade Policy 

5. Aid Policy (case study on farm households in 

Sierra Leone) 

 



Common Agricultural Policy 

(http://capreform.eu/intervention-arrangements-in-the-

new-cap/) 

• The use and importance of market support instruments and particularly 

public intervention has steadily diminished as part of the CAP architecture.  

• The number of commodities eligible for public intervention has been 

reduced, limits have been placed on the guaranteed quantities, and support 

prices have been lowered to safety-net levels. Indeed, inflation is further 

eroding the real value of these safety net guarantees as reference prices 

have not been updated. For example, the reference (and intervention) price 

for cereals has remained the same at €101.31/t since 2000/2001. 

• The efforts of some member states and COMAGRI to strengthen the role of 

public intervention in the most recent CAP reform were not successful. 

 



Climate change and energy policy 

• With a turnover that reached around €90 billion in 2010, the EU's 

Emissions Trading System is the world's largest carbon market. 

• The ETS aims to encourage companies to invest in low-polluting 

technologies by allocating or selling them allowances to cover their annual 

emissions. 

• Current allocation system: quotas are determined for a four-year period 

and remain fixed regardless of the macroeconomic context. 

• Problems on the carbon market have come up because of over-

optimisticmacroeconomic projections, which led to an over-allocation of 

quotas: carbon emissions currently trade at around €5 per ton 



Biofuel Policy (Bureau, Laborde, Valin…) 

• Since 2003, a EU-wide framework, with 

compulsory objectives since 2009.  

• But policies largely left to Member States. Hence, 

different instruments and even targets 

• But a general trend away from subsidies and 

direct tax exemptions. Trend to set compulsory 

objectives enforced by penalties. Shifts cost from 

taxpayers to car drivers 

 



3.Biofuel Policy (Bureau, Laborde, Valin…) 



Biofuel Policy (Bureau, Laborde, Valin…) 

Revision of RED (renewable energy content) and FQD 

(emission  reduction)  

• Likely to see a cap on the use of 1st generation 

biofuels.  

• Could lead to include ILUCs in life cycle analyses, 

which could disqualify biodiesel  

• Potentially could eliminate all support to oilseed 

based biofuels and some of the ethanol after 2020. 

But needs to pass the Council 

 



Trade Policy: export subsidies 

(http://capreform.eu/the-end-of-export-subsidies/) 

Limits on export subsidies are tightened 

• Currently, the only limits on the EU’s use of export subsidies are the value and volume limits set out 

in the EU’s WTO schedule of commitments under the Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture  

• In trying to gauge how frequently export subsidies will be used in the future, it all depends on how 

the Commission assesses a market disturbance (Article 154) or a specific problem likely to cause a 

rapid deterioration of production and market conditions (Article 156). 

• Assuming that the Commission will adopt a strict approach in evaluating when a market disturbance 

or emergency occurs in the future, we can conclude that the new regulation setting export  

subsidies to zero in all circumstances except where there is a market disturbance or a market 

emergency does represent a further tightening of the limits on using this policy instrument.  



Trade Policy: variable levies (http://capreform.eu/how-

the-cap-contributes-to-world-market-food-price-

volatility/) 
The EU made widespread use of variable import levies prior to the WTO Agreement on Agriculture in 1995. In principle, 

this required the EU to convert all its variable levies into fixed tariffs. However, there remain some loopholes. 

1. Many of the EU’s agricultural tariffs contain a specific, or fixed, component which is often the largest element of the 

tariff. A specific tariff of, say, 20/tonne on wheat is equivalent to a 20% ad valorem (or percentage) tariff when the 

world wheat market price is 100/tonne but drops to the equivalent of a 10% ad valorem tariff if the world wheat 

market price increases to 200/tonne. Thus, implicitly, a specific tariff functions as a type of variable import levy and 

directly contributes to increased volatility on world markets. 

2. The EU makes the situation worse, not least for key food grains, by varying its applied tariffs within its agreed bound 

rate (maximum) ceilings. It is precisely this counter-cyclical behaviour to stabilise the domestic grain price which 

contributes to the destabilisation of international grain prices => exactly the same destabilising effect on world 

markets as export restrictions.  

 



Trade Policy: preferential policies 

(FOODSECURE Working paper no. 04 ) 

The EU rice policy reform: sharp reduction of MFN 

tariffs because of the 2003 Cap Reform, preferential 

tariffs have been almost the same as before → 

preference erosion 

 34 rice products (HS8 digit)  

 123 partner countries of the EU 

 In-quota and MFN tariffs converted in ad valorem 

tariffs 



Evidence of preference erosion after 

2004 for EBA, ACP and Bangladesh 

Trade Policy: preferential policies 

(FOODSECURE Working paper no. 04 ) 
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Trade Policy: impact of EU PTAs on the export 

diversification of developing countries (Scoppola, 

Raimondi, Olper2013) 

• The extensive product margin is a weighted 

count of the exported varieties, with weights 

based on comparisons with a reference 

country 

•  The intensive product margin measures the 

export share in the varieties actually exported 
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Trade Policy: trade diversion impact of EU 

PTAs (Cipollina, Laborde, Salvatici, 2013) 

% impact on trade depends on:  

• margin sign  

• margin size 

• elasticity value  VII 

(Plastics), XIII 

(Ceramic&Glass), XVIII 

(Mechanics)  

• Absolute impact also affected 

by sector dimension  XI 

(Textiles), XV (Metal) 

• The net overall impact on 

trade is trivial (1%) but we are 

only assessing ‘trade diversion’ 

(NOT creation) 
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Thanks! 


