The Blair House Agreement: Context and Background 

Summary

· The Blair House Agreement (1992), which set a ceiling on oilseed production in Europe, broke the deadlock between the US and the EU and enabled agriculture to be included in the Uruguay Round 

· Subsidised food dumping by US and EU continues (as intended) to generate dependence in the global south

· However, Europe is also completely dependent: on imported animal feed
· But the Blair House Agreement is now coming to an end

EU CAP 1962-1992

· Animal feed lobby and US: succeeded in making animal feed imports to EU duty free
· EU moves to intensive industrial farming that relies on imported maize and soybean

· EU tried later to change this, and produce its own oilseeds, programme: 1975-90

· US contested this and won in 1990

Agriculture and GATT prior to the Uruguay Round of 1986

· Agriculture was not part of GATT because it was felt that agriculture should not be treated like other trade sectors because of food security needs
· Export subsidies and tariffs were widely used, especially by industrialised countries

· Most trade disputes taken to GATT 1980-90 concerned agriculture, even though agriculture was not then in GATT

· EU and US were the main disputants

· They were dumping their surpluses on the world at low prices

· This depressed international prices, especially of temperate commodities

· Farmers were being ruined in developing countries where there was no protection

· This drove farmers out of production, made countries more dependent on cheap imports

· Cheap imports were favoured by growing urban populations of developing countries who had more influence on governments than rural populations

Uruguay Round of GATT, 1986-1994 put agriculture on the agenda for the first time

· First call was for removal of all subsidies and support everywhere.

· The Cairns Group argued strongly for a reduction in the protectionism and domestic support measures enjoyed by farmers in developed countries. (Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Chile, Uruguay, Fiji and Hungary). 

· EU opposed this as it wanted to reintroduce tariffs on non cereal animal feed in exchange for granting access to EU cereals market

· Uruguay Round supposed to be complete by 1990

· It was not until 1991 that the negotiators finally arrived at a consensus, whereby countries would agree to make concessions in each of the following three areas: 

· import access; 

· domestic support; 

· export subsidies. 

· Internal pressure in EU for CAP reform also had an effect

· McSharry plan: substitute a certain amount of domestic price support with direct payments to agricultural producers (US model), as compensation for lower farm prices: the condition: reduce amount of land under production
· But EU did not want to reduce export subsidies … 

· Uruguay GATT Round in danger of failing because EU and US could not agree. 

Blair House agreement saves Uruguay Round: Amendments to Dunkel Uruguay GATT text agreed by EU and US

· 24 percent cut originally proposed in the volume of exports reduced to 21 percent 

· Base period used for establishing the baseline from which export subsidies would be cut was made more flexible, and had the effect of initially raising the level of permitted export subsidies!

· Direct payments made under programmes to limit production, such as those made under the EC’s CAP reform, and the USA’s policy of deficiency payments and land set-aside, were made exempt from domestic support reduction commitments 

· Commitments to reduce domestic support on a product by product basis were replaced by a commitment to reduce overall support to the agricultural sector. 

· Peace clause: A ten-year peace clause enabled the EU to maintain its aids to compensate farmers for price decreases without attack!    (Source: FAO)

oilseeds
· US forced through ceiling on oilseed production for food (5 million ha) and for industrial use (1 million tonnes)

· restriction on the areas planted to rapeseed, soybeans and sunflowers. This Maximum Guaranteed Area (MGA) was 5.128 Mha for EU-12 (base EU Membership), increasing to 5.482 Mha for EU-15 (expanded EU membership). A minimum set-aside rate of 10% of the base area applies. 
Consequences

· EU increased intensive animal production still further

· EU decided in 1999 to prolong the 1992 CAP reform: to reduce premiums for oil and protein crops, further decrease cereals price and maintain ensilage maize premium

· Results of skewed policy: BSE, dioxin crises; abuse of antibiotics etc

· Public loss of confidence in industrial farming

GMOs

· Predictably, the first ones were soy and maize: imported from US and Argentina in huge amounts for animal feed on which EU is dependent – a captive market 

· Industry hoped GM resistant public would not understand GM and feed link
Imported animal feed becomes surplus production (year: 2000)

· EU imported about 50 million tonnes of feed, including 29 million tonnes of soya

· produced 201% of its total consumption of whole milk powder, 132% in the case of skimmed milk powder

· 108% for pork, 111% for poultry, 105% for beef and 115% for cereals (no figure is published for slurry!). 

· Dependence on imported plant proteins has climbed back up to 70%. (source CPE)

Subsidised Surpluses are exported, so destroying other countries’ agriculture

· Exporting these surpluses cost the European taxpayer 4.4 billion EUR in 1999 for the above mentioned products.

· Agriculture has moved from inland grazing areas to be near ports for export

· Farms are factories where farmers have few rights

· Animal feed scandals, eg: BSE:  increased demand for soy to substitute animal protein

· Manure mountains (source: CPE)

· Small farmers in Europe as well as the global south continue to be driven out of business

CAP reforms 2003

· No change to free imports of animal feed or intensive industrial farming model

· EU switches from direct payments to decoupled payments: cynical view: this is to avoid WTO/south pressures to reduce support, as these are not subject to WTO discipline
· Next phase likely to be intensive animal production relocated abroad to avoid protest and regulation: companies and not farmers will benefit
From Blair House to Hong Kong, December 2005

· For Hong Kong (2005) US and EU tried to use promised reductions in export subsidies in exchange for access to non-agricultural market access (NAMA) and services in developing countries.

· The south responded that the concessions offered do not even go as far as commitments made under the Uruguay Agreement and completely fall short of what was promised under the Doha Development round. (Devinder Sharma in Znet, Hindu Business Line, Barbosa Brazil, TWN et al)

· Hong Kong: south appears to have accepted as meaningful US and EU commitments to reduce export subsidies, even though these are now a very small proportion of the support given, which is now mostly in the form of direct payments

The end of the Blair House Agreement

· Blair House restrictions will cease as support to cereals, oilseeds and set-aside reach similar levels, enabling a rethink on cereal/oilseed production balance in Europe

Action required in EU: Change farm policy to be more self reliant, sustainable, geographically and culturally appropriate (based on CPE)

· End EU dependence on imported animal feed, over-production and export dumping

· Ensure international trade rules forbid all kinds of dumping, including the new US/EU variety (low internal prices + direct payments

· Produce more oilseeds and protein crops in Europe

· Research protein sources for EU – and grow more: lupin, pea, faba bean, vetch, clover, rye, spelt

· Shift from intensive industrial livestock rearing to extensive and return to grazing and combinations of grass and leguminous fodder crops

· Breed animals suited to the above and protect appropriate native breeds

· Soya varieties suitable for Europe? soya is grown in Albi France, Turkey and E Europe. Can we develop suitable varieties or if there are other crops as good. 

· Address GM contamination in Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey 

· Redefine protection and delink it from “trade as export dumping”

· Bring in full and mandatory labelling of feed, with a positive list of all ingredients.

· Beware biofuels as strategy to gain acceptance for GM oilseeds (rape and soya)

Conclusion

· Unrestricted imports of animal feed since 1962 have distorted EU agriculture and encouraged intensive rather than extensive animal rearing

· Real problem is the dominance of corporate interests right through the food chain
· Continue to improve public understanding of GM in animal feed as part of the wider problem of dependence on imported animal feed for intensive farming

· Analyse the nature and impact of EU dependence on imported animal feed and develop a plan to address it 

GMO free regions conference, 14-15 January 2006, workshop a3: GMO free animal feed
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