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European banana market

Ten ACP countries
that ship bananas
to the European
Union should
benefit from the
third support plan
set up by the EU
since 1994. Three
of the sources are
in Africa and seven
in Caribbean. The
BAM (Banana Ac-
companying Meas-
ures) are to cover
the period 2010-
2013 with funding
of EUR190 million.
It takes over from
the SFA (Special
Framework of As-
sistance) that ran
until the end of
2008. The objec-
tives have never
changed, whatever
the plan: competi-
tiveness in the ba-
nana export sector
and diversification.

Competitiveness and diversification
on the ACP support plan menu

CP banana producing

countries exporting to
the EU have received funding
since 1994 to be able to con-
tinue to operate in a European
market where their privileges
are dwindling. The SSA

(Special System of
Assistance) covered
the period 1994 to
1999 with an alloca-
tion of EUR 78 million.
The Special Frame-
work of Assistance
(SFA), with EUR 376
million, took over until
2008 and concerned
12 traditional banana
suppliers. Neither the
Dominican Republic,
that was not an ACP
country, nor Ghana,
that did not have tradi-
tional supplier status,
benefited from the
plan.

In March 2010, the
European Commis-
sion published a bal-
ance of this decade of
support. It shows that
the Caribbean coun-
tries gained most from
the SFA, taking 73%
of the budget alloca-
tion in comparison
with the 23% received
by African ACPs. The
three Windward Is-
lands concerned (St
Lucia, Dominica and
St Vincent) shared
175 million euros. In
terms of intensity of
aid (ratio of
aid:volume exported
to the EU during the
period 1999-2008),

EUR 33 was awarded to Afri-
can sources during the same
period. But should one be
surprised? No. Because the
July 1999 rules setting the
procedure for the application
of the SFA were compara-
tively clear as regards alloca-
tion, allowing for the differ-
ences in competitiveness and
the importance of banana
production in the country con-
cerned. This was a double
whammy for the Caribbean
states as their competitive-
ness was considered to be
well short of world standards
and banana was often one of
the only exports. The imbal-
ance in the sums awarded
told the most virtuous ACP
countries that they thought
they had to be practically
in danger of disappearing
completely before Euro-
pean support would come to
the rescue.

Caribbean ACPs,
Iarge consumers
of SFA funds

As a direct or indirect effect of
aid, exports to the EU from
Cobte d’'lvoire and Cameroon

increased from 353 000 to
497 000 tonnes from 1999 to
2008. Meanwhile, those from
the Caribbean ACPs de-
creased from 283 000 to
206 000 tonnes. Stranger still,
by virtue of its special situa-
tion (Article 4 of the regula-
tion), Somalia was awarded
4% of the funds (EUR 14 mil-
lion), although it had not ex-
ported a single banana for
decades. It would seem that
the funds were not allocated
to the banana sector alone. In
the Windwards and in Ja-
maica as well, agricultural
diversification has become
over the years more important
than the improvement of com-
petitiveness in the banana
sector. Finally, aid devoted to
the competiveness of the ba-
nana sector formed 48% of
total SFA allocations, falling to
42% in 2007 and 37% in
2008. As highlighted by the
rapporteurs, the four countries
that continued to support the
objective (Belize, Cameroon,
Cote d’lvoire and Surinam)
maintained or increased the
volumes of bananas exported
to the EU during the period
2006-2008. The report also
stresses the mixed success of
diversification, noting that the
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the differences are colossal.
While Dominica scored
EUR 339 per tonne, only
EUR 17 per tonne was
awarded to Cote
d’lvoire. Average support for
Caribbean exporters was
EUR 128 per tonne while only

Banana plantations in Belize
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Banana — Review of the Special Framework of Assistance

for ACP producers — 1999-2008

ports in 2020 (FruiTrop 177, page
20). And competitiveness is a daily
battle. Nobody becomes a com-
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Madagascar 3500 1 1 0 3500 for the BAM, a kind of extension of
) this support programme. It is to
al’ otwhich 31 YWEE T = o have a EUR 190 million budget
spread over a four-year period
Caribbean 272 830 2138 73 33 128 p y P

(2010-2013) and has the same

Source: European Commission

programme would have benefited from clearer
orientations.

Finally, was the programme effec- g%
tive? The authors do not give a
clear opinion on this point. Indica-
tors do not seem to have been fully
developed. In any case, only half of
the funds had been actually re- - %
leased at the end of 2008 and very
large investment programmes (road
infrastructure, buildings, etc.) are still
being conducted. It is also difficult to
give a verdict as to the sustainability
of banana exports from these coun-
tries. The authors of the review point
out that the prospects of lasting com-
petitiveness depend to a considerable
degree on first the results of ongoing
international trade negotiations and
second on the capacity of the coun-
tries concerned to achieve further pro-
gress in productivity and cost savings.
The situation does not seem very §
promising as regards the first point. The
EU-CACM, EU-Andean Pact and even EU-

MERCOSUR bilateral agreements have been
practically completed, with the setting of the
EUR 75 per tonne customs levy on banana im-
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objectives as previous plans—
competitiveness and diversifica-

tion. Only ten ACPs will benefit from the BAM:
Cameroon, Céte d’'lvoire, Ghana, Belize, Domin-
ica, the Dominican Republic, Jamaica, St Lu-
cia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and
Surinam. Three main criteria will be used for
s awarding aid: the volumes of bananas
released on the EU market, the impor-
wtance of banana exports to the EU for
© the economy of the country and the

More details will be provided in the
W regulation of application. National pro-
@' _grammes are being drafted in each of the
ten eligible countries. However, the no-
tion of competitiveness is not longer ad-
“® dressed using unit import values calcu-
Iated from Eurostat data (as was the case
in the SFA). This is a very controversial
point as it was not really known whether
declaring a tonne of bananas at above the
European price was the sign of a good mar-
ket position (e.g. for organic or fair-trade
fruits) or demonstrated the economic impos-
sibility of matching the lower market price.

The principles have been more or less defined,
the budget has been set and the beneficiaries
chosen. There remains the question of the pros-
pects of post-2013 funding and also that of fixing
the official launching of the plan. As it has from
the start, the Commission seems to want to link
it with another dossier—no BAM without the
ratification of the Geneva Agreements of 15 De-
cember 2009, should a grain of sand damage
the work of the complex ratification machine.
ACP and community producers would seem to
be for this caution by the Commission, with insis-
tence on a package negotiation. The EU would
thus have avoided lowering its customs tariff
twice in six months—once at the multilateral and
the second time at the bilateral level m
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