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The World Sugar Trade –

TRADE UNION BRIEFING NOTE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Background

Brazil is the largest producer of sugar in the world, accounting for 16.6% of world production in 2002. Second is India with 13.7% and third the European Union (EU)
 with 12.8%. Australia’s share is 4%, the US 4.8% and China 6.9%.  Taken together, Brazil, the EU, US, Australia, Thailand and Cuba account for 70% of exports. 
EU sugar policy has a significant influence on the world sugar market.  This is based on an EU-wide policy, set up in 1968, which was developed to pay fair prices to producers and to enable self-supply to the EU market. It consists of a quota system which sets quotas for production; a price setting system; arrangements for trade with third countries; and self-financing. The total quota now provides 17.4 million tonnes for the 25 EU countries, divided into A quota (82%) and B quota (18%), set per state, and corresponding to the level of internal demand. All sugar produced in excess is classified as C sugar and must be exported.  Over the years, and due to several factors, EU sugar policy has resulted in the EU becoming a net sugar exporter with some 5 million tonnes of sugar per year exported to world markets. 

High barriers for imports are applied, consisting of a fixed duty of Euro 419 per tonne (Euro 339 per tonne in the case of raw sugar for refining), and an additional average duty of Euro 115 per tonne (depending on the world price of sugar). The internal price of sugar is two to three times the price on the world market and a minimum price for sugar is guaranteed. As a result, the EU pays large subsidies to farmers, processing industries and exporters. Annual sugar subsidies amount to Euro 1.721 billion, of which export refunds account for Euro 1.285 billion. Exporters are paid funds compensating for the difference between the EU internal price and the price on the world market. The EU thus exports sugar in the world market at prices of 50%-65% less than the EU internal prices, and far below production costs. 

Total EU25 production is estimated at 19-20 million tones per year. Although the EU is a net exporter, it also imports sugar, basically under preferential quotas for some African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries and for some Least Developed Countries (LDCs) under the Everything But Arms (EBA) initiative. Exports account for 5.3 million tonnes, and imports for 1.9 million tonnes.  Some processing companies, such as Danisco, control quota production in more than one country while others, such as Sudzucker, exert great control over a sizeable portion of the EU total quota through their operations (and subsidiaries) in more than one country.  The current situation in sugar production is most profitable for 8 large sugar processing companies, located in each of 8 European countries, which control the entire sugar quota for that country, while at the same time receiving subsidies on sugar exports. Sugar beet farmers, in particular the big farmers, are significant beneficiaries of subsidies. 

The subsidised production of sugar by the EU therefore depresses the world market price of sugar, bringing it sometimes below the production costs of sugar of even the most competitive countries, while at the same time guaranteeing its own producers a price equal to the internal EU market price, which provides incentives for further increasing supply to the world market.  Such dumping of sugar by the EU on the world market has consequences for developing countries’ exports, which compete with EU exports in a large number of countries. 

Among the developing countries, as noted above, two groups have preferential access to the EU market through a quota system, while enjoying the high EU internal market price. These two groups are 17 ACP countries, and some LDCs under the EBA (everything but arms) initiative. This imported sugar is refined into white sugar primarily in the UK (by Tate & Lyle), Portugal and France, and accounts for 8% of total EU production.

Under the Sugar Protocol
, these 17 ACP countries, including four LDCs (Malawi, Zambia, Tanzania and Madagascar), export approximately 1.6 million tonnes of sugar to the EU annually, under the so-called Sugar Protocol (SP) quota and the Special Preferential Sugar (SPS) quota.  It should be noted that a similar amount of sugar is re-exported with the aid of Euro 802 million of refunding – which was the subject of the complaint of Brazil, Australia and Thailand at the WTO. Mauritius benefits most from the Protocol, and gets one third of the total quota, while Fiji and Guyana receive another quarter between them. Exports to the EU account for 60% of the total sugar production of Fiji, Guyana and some Caribbean islands, and more than 90% for Mauritius. In Guyana sugar exports account for 20% of export earnings and 7% of employment. Similar figures apply in Mauritius and Fiji. 

Within the ACP Sugar Protocol countries, some of the Caribbean island producers are among the most high-cost ones. Their costs of production are above current world market prices, and more than double  those of other ACP suppliers such as Swaziland, Zambia and Malawi. The four ACP/LDC beneficiaries of the Sugar Protocol (Madagascar, Malawi, Tanzania and Zambia) account for 4% of the total SP quota. 80% of the benefits of the Sugar Protocol go to 5 countries: Mauritius, Fiji, Guyana, Swaziland and Jamaica.

There is at present only limited access for LDC sugar under the EBA, probably because it was only adopted in 2001.  EBA sugar quotas will increase gradually till 2009, after which access for the EBA group of countries will be unrestricted. 

ACP Sugar Protocol countries can export raw or white sugar to the EU market, but EBA sugar exporters can only ship raw sugar, not processed sugar.  

Based on price differences and dumping, foreign exchange losses as a result of EU sugar subsidies in 2002 were estimated to be $494m in Brazil, $151m in Thailand, and around $60m in South Africa and India. For 2004, estimated losses for Malawi are $32 million and for Mozambique $38 million.
 This year, Mozambique and Ethiopia have the right to export 25,000 tonnes of raw sugar to the EU, representing three days of EU sugar consumption. 

The EU is not the only country supporting its sugar industry. In Brazil there is cross-subsidy from its ethanol (fuel alcohol) programme, which accounts for half of Brazil’s sugar cane.  Thailand has a quota system similar to that of the EU as well as a price support system, while Australia provides support packages as well.

Although not providing direct subsidies, US sugar policy provides preferential loan agreements and tariff rate quotas, keeping the domestic price of sugar higher than world market prices
. A small number of producers benefit from the sugar policy. There is a strong sugar lobby in the US and imports have declined by a third since the mid 1990s.  Direct costs to consumers due to higher prices could be as much as $1.9 billion a year, and the US government spends close to $1.68 billion a year buying and storing excess sugar to maintain high domestic prices.
 

The EU Sugar Reform Proposal of July 2004

There is an overall agreement within the EU on the need to reform the current EU sugar regime, which benefits in particular a few larger European farmers and processing industries while the European consumer pays prices as much as three times as high as the world market price and European taxpayers contribute to the huge export subsidies given to a small group of larger farmers and processing industries (although the export refund system is also financed by industry-self imposed levies). 

The basic elements of the European Commission  proposal of 14 July 2004 are significant price reductions, abolition of the intervention price, a reduction in production quotas and quota transferability.  The proposal contains the following main elements
:

· Cutting of EU sugar prices by approximately 33% in the next two years. The current sugar intervention price (632 Euro/t) would be replaced by a reference price, which would be 506 Euro/t in 2005/2006 and reduced to 421 Euro/t in 2007/2008. This reference price would be used to calculate the minimum price for sugar beet (to be reduced from Euro 43.6 per tonne to Euro 27.4 per tonne in two steps over three years). This reference price would also serve as a reference for determining import tariffs and preferential import prices.

· Merging of the two national production quotas (A and B) and reducing overall production from 17.4 million tonnes to 14.6 million tonnes (1.3 tonnes in the first year and then 0.5 million tonnes over each of the three subsequent years). 

· Subsidised exports are expected to fall by 2.0 million tonnes per year. 

· The quota for ACP countries would remain at 1.3 million tonnes, but the price would fall to 329 Euro/t. 

· The EBA price will be at least equal to the ACP price, but new proposals for rules of origin will be made as well, in particular with regard to the definition of processing and the calculation of added value.

· Western Balkan imports would be subject to tariff rate quotas equal to current trade levels.

· Programmes would be undertaken under the European Development Fund to help ACP countries adapt (similar to the programmes for the banana sector), to improve the quality and productivity of their sugar sectors, while supporting diversification where improvement in competitiveness is not sustainable. 

· Public intervention would be eliminated and replaced by a private storage scheme.

· Compensation for producers would be provided in the form of a direct decoupled payment within CAP budget limits.

· Transferability of quotas would be permitted between member states, with the seller remaining liable for the environmental condition of the factory site and the redeployment of the workforce.

· Isoglucose quotas would rise by 100,000 tonnes a year for three years starting in 2005/2006.

· Part of the current support for the EU sugar sector would be transferred to a single farm payment scheme (based on the quota in the historical reference period), subject to respect of the statutory EU environmental and food safety standards. 

· A five year factory conversion scheme would be implemented, with a co-financing rate of 50% (75% in objective 1 areas) for adjustment programmes where factories are closed and labour redeployed. The quota of the member in question would then be cancelled. 

This reform proposal is predicted by the European Commission to result in sugar beet prices declining by 33%, and output from 20.5 million to 17.5 million tonnes a year. An annual increase of imports is expected from 1.8 million to 2.4 million tonnes from preferential partners, basically LDCs under EBA with zero tariff arrangements. The exports of the EU25 after the reform proposal are estimated to be 5.3 million tonnes. Quota cuts of 2.8 million tonnes would thus still leave exports of 2.5 million tonnes. The EU agriculture ministers are to discuss the proposal, with a decision is expected in the latter part of 2004
. The reform is to start in July 2005, and a review will take place in 2008.

Implications of the proposed reform - some reactions 

· WWF and Oxfam state in their press release
 that the proposal will not reduce poverty or achieve higher environmental standards. It does not end dumping of EU sugar on the world market, while at the same time it reduces prices for preferential access to its markets - thus from a development perspective the proposed reforms are not adequate. They ask for immediate elimination of all export subsidies; an increase in imports from the poorest countries at remunerative prices; a cut in EU production to allow for more imports; support for developing countries to improve environmental sustainability and labour rights in their sugar industries; an action plan for ACP adjustment and compensation; protection of small scale farmers in Europe; and reorientation of agriculture policies in favour of small farmers, the environment and social equity.

· CAFOD expects that a price of 329 Euro/t for ACP imports would end exports of producers such as Mauritius, Burkina Faso, Tanzania, Jamaica, Madagascar, Democratic Republic of Congo and Ivory Coast. A second category of countries, producing around the 329 Euro/t price, might more or less survive, such as Cuba, Congo Brazzaville and Guyana.  Other more competitive producers should be able to continue even with the lower price, such as Malawi, Senegal, Swaziland, India and Fiji.  The most efficient producers are Ethiopia, Mozambique, Sudan, Zimbabwe and Zambia. However, the low price may still be too much of a disincentive for adequate investments in the sugar sector.  More detailed information on production costs would be needed to look at impacts for individual developing countries.

· IATP has been advocating a much broader approach for sugar and other commodities, in which food safety and food security, environmental concerns and small sustainable farming are priorities, rather than trade liberalisation. IATP questions whether low prices for commodities are really desirable, and attaches importance rather to fair prices for farmers of commodities such as sugar.

Conclusions regarding the EU proposal of 14 July

A few conclusions can be reached:

1. The proposal will not end export dumping, as a large part of EU production will still be exported. Export dumping will be reduced, however. 

2. The proposal will result in lower prices for LDCs and ACP countries, which will make it unprofitable for many to continue exporting to the EU, despite guaranteed quotas.

3. Sugar processing might offer possibilities for LDCs and ACP countries, but to do so, import barriers in the EU and elsewhere would have to be addressed.

4. While some other countries may benefit from the EU policy changes, less competitive LDC and ACP countries will be forced out of the market.

The WTO panel dispute

In 2003 Brazil, Australia and Thailand filed a complaint at the WTO stating that the EU illegally subsidised exports of “C” sugar and, in addition, that the EU offered export subsidies to an amount of white sugar equivalent to the amount of imported raw sugar from ACP countries, but excluded these subsidies from its WTO commitments. The measures at issue are the export subsidies for sugar and sugar-containing products, which include cane or beet sugar, chemically pure sucrose, molasses, isoglucose and inulin syrop. 

ACP countries have reacted to the challenge by arguing that large multi-commodity producers and exporters are using legal methods through the WTO to marginalise further the interests of small and vulnerable economies.

The WTO panel issued a provisional ruling in August 2004, as follows:

 1 
The panel found that C-sugar exports are effectively cross-subsidised by EU support provided for the production of quota sugar (“A” and “B” sugar).  

2 
The panel considered that the EU contravened its WTO commitments by subsidising the re-export of an amount equivalent to imports of sugar from the ACP countries and India (1.6 million tonnes). These subsidised exports further exceeded the EU’s permitted level of subsidised sugar exports. Crucially, the panel ruling did not affect the right of the EU to import sugar from the ACP and India on preferential terms. This means that the EU has the freedom of manoeuvre to reassure ACP countries and India that it will implement the WTO ruling in a way that protects their preferential access to the EU. 
3 
The sugar panel ruling said specifically that the EU should implement reforms in a way that protects preferential access for ACPs and India, and called on the EU to ‘fully respect its international commitments with respect to imports, including its commitments to ACP’. The panel cited the European Commission reform proposals (14 July 2004) in which the Commission said it ‘fully stands by its commitment to ACP countries and India’ and that ACP countries should ‘keep import preferences and retain an attractive export market’.
Some Trade Union Considerations

Brazil, being the lowest cost producer among the larger sugar exporters, can be expected to take up much of the share of the world market currently occupied by the EU. However, it must be noted that Brazil has a poor record in terms of workers’ rights and working conditions in the sugar cane industry. The same holds for several other so-called low cost sugar producing countries where often catastrophic working conditions prevail (including child labour), where trade unions are not recognised or respected, and many of which are dominated by large multinational companies. In some African LDCs such as Sudan and Mozambique private sector companies are investing heavily and production is set to expand.  

On the other hand, some countries are already undertaking reforms. Among the ACP countries, Guyana has launched an expansion production programme that would help to reduce costs, while Mauritius’s restructuring process retrenched about one third of the labour force in 2001. Jamaica plans to move from a sugar-based industry to a cane-based industry.

Mauritius provides an example of one of the countries likely to be among the most affected by the sugar reform proposal as presented by the European Commission. It relies on preferential access to the EU market for 90% of its production, and is among the least competitive countries. This could have serious consequences for the Mauritian sugar sector, which employs 30,000 people, while 25,000 small farmers depend on this industry. Conservation of its market access quota but at a lower price will not allow countries such as Mauritius to gain from exports to the EU.  Consequently, trade union organisations in Mauritius have expressed their strongest concerns about the negative impact of the sugar reform proposals, emphasising that the economy of Mauritius stands to lose some 3 billion rupees (approximately 100 million Euros), compromising the country’s development programmes and leading to the loss of thousands of jobs in the sugar sector.  
The Guyanese sugar industry would face a similar fate as the proposed transition period is short and cuts on preferential prices very drastic. 

While the EU should certainly look at options to promote development as proposed by the European Commission, it is of crucial importance to find a negotiated agreement to the process of reform with developing countries, especially the ACP countries, that would include a reasonable transition period. While such agreements are worked out, the EU should continue to guarantee a preferential price, or allow quota buy backs for those countries that no longer find it profitable to export to the EU market. 

In addition the EU should look at increasing its financing for adjustment programmes in those countries that will no longer be able to export to the EU, either offering compensation or reorientation towards other sectors, including processing. The EU could increase access to its markets for processed sugar products and end dumping of processed sugar in developing countries, to enable developing countries to move up the value chain. And the EU could give more access for LDC and ACP countries to its internal sugar market by reducing internal production quotas and increasing LDC/ACP quotas.

The 79th Session of the ACP Council of Ministers (4 - 5 May 2004, Gaborone, Botswana) adopted a resolution on sugar which requests the EU to maintain a high remunerative price for the ACP and LDCs supplying the EU, and to guarantee ACP and LDC sugar supplying states “at least the same treatment” as will be provided to EU regions. It stated that any price reduction affecting the Sugar Protocol and the EBA initiative must be accompanied by full compensation. 

At the Grenada Summit
 which took place in mid-July 2004, Caribbean countries said the EU sugar price reduction would result in ”an annual catastrophic loss of 90 million dollars by CARICOM sugar-supplying countries from 2008”. Their statement adds that “Heads of government noted that while under the proposals EU sugar producers would be compensated for 60 percent of the price reduction, ACP producers would receive no such support. They emphasised that the assistance proposed for ACP producers through the European Development Fund was totally inadequate as this would only be a short-term measure.” The ACP states called on Europe to ensure that they are treated “similarly to the outermost region of the EU,” and underscored the need for the sugar reform” to be in conformity with article 36 (4) of the Cotonou Agreement, so as to safeguard the benefits derived from the sugar protocol.” 

In their 13 July Communiqué, Ministers at the G90 conference in Mauritius expressed “serious concerns about the EU sugar reform proposals, in particular on the depth of the price cut, the short implementation period, as well as on the imprecise and vague language on the necessary compensation payable to the ACP sugar supplying states”.
 

In addition there are serious concerns with regard to the workers in the European sugar industry as a result of the proposed reform. EFFAT
 considers that the European Commission proposal does not pay enough attention to the consequences of the proposed reform for the farmers and workers in the sector (35,920 workers are employed in 134 factories). Over the last ten years the EU sugar sector has shed about 17 000 jobs. The number of sugar mills in the EU has decreased from 240 sugar mills in 1990 to 135 in 2001. A cut in sugar production of 2.8 million tonnes as the Commission proposes would lead to the closure of another 28 factories, and could affect 80,000 jobs (both directly and indirectly) according to EFFAT estimates. The conversion scheme as presented in the proposal is too limited to address the social impacts, EFFAT says, as it only provides for compensation for farmers while no measures are foreseen for workers. EFFAT highlights the fact that the European sugar price is much higher than the world market price because it complies with European social legislation and observes social and ecological standards beyond the legal minima, and makes the European sugar industry far more sustainable. And finally, EFFAT questions the effect of reduced sugar prices on the processing industries’ costs of production. EFFAT argues that the reductions in costs are expected to be minimal and that prices therefore will only see slight reductions, if any at all. 

As has been stressed by the International Union of Food, Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers' Associations (IUF) for many years, and most recently at the first world sugar conference in May 2004 (see Appendix I), developments in the sugar sector require a broader approach, including trade union involvement and the improvement of living and working conditions in the sector. There are many serious problems including repression of trade unions, unsafe working conditions, sexual harassment and child labour. Organising those workers is therefore a priority, including migrant workers, field workers, seasonal workers and women workers, who are among the most poorly organised. Outsourcing and subcontracting are increasing in this sector and require close monitoring. Trade unions have to play an important role in restructuring of the industry, which often affects women disproportionately, and pressure multinational companies for inclusion of core labour standards throughout the production chain in the sugar sector. 

Recommendations

1. An assessment of the social impacts, including employment, of the sugar reform proposals, both in ACP countries and in European countries has to be undertaken, with a full role for non-state actors, in particular sugar workers’ trade unions at the national, regional and international levels.

2. The EU should end dumping of sugar on the world market and export subsidies should therefore be eliminated.

3. Access to the EU sugar market by ACPs and LDCs should be kept at present levels without price reductions, while a comprehensive agreement is negotiated with them concerning the duration, pace and extent of the reform as it affects EU international sugar commitments.

4. Part of the EU’s budget for export subsidies should be used instead for social adjustment compensation and industrial restructuring in ACP and LDC countries. Alternative opportunities for the use of sugar in these countries should be studied, for example in the fuel energy sector.

5. To enable developing countries to move up the value chain, and to develop their processing industries, import tariffs for processed sugar should be reduced in the industrialised countries. 

6. Socially and environmentally sustainable production should be promoted among ACP/LDC and EU farmers.

7. Working conditions in the sugar industry must be addressed, including in Brazil, where serious violations of workers’ rights take place on the sugar plantations. Core labour standards must be respected throughout the sugar sector.

8. Some restructuring is already taking place in countries such as Mauritius, Fiji and Guyana, and lower prices now could harm the restructuring process. Sugar has social and economic importance, and also environmental importance by avoiding soil erosion and protecting vulnerable hillsides.  The EU must provide a longer transition period and find means to help assist the workers affected.

9. Beet-growers and workers in the sugar sector should be provided with tailor- made programmes to help them adapt to the new market conditions.

10. Negotiations for Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) between the EU and ACP countries must focus on solutions and support with regard to possible reductions in access and prices for ACP sugar. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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Appendix I: Conclusions of IUF First Global Sugar Conference (Germany, May 19-21, 2004)
The IUF first global sugar conference, meeting in BZO, Germany from May 19-21, 2004 involving 110 participants from 38 countries/unions,

NOTES

· That close to 10 million workers are employed directly in the sugar sector (mills and fields); that the sector is facing massive restructuring which is having, and will continue to have, a very direct effect on employment; rural communities and the environment;

· That there is concentration of ownership and that transnational companies are increasing their control of the sector;

· That mechanisation, often imposed without consultation, is continuing with subsequent job losses;

· That working conditions are often very poor eg low salaries, bad occupational health and safety.

FURTHER NOTES

Article 29 of the International Sugar Organisation Agreement that requests member governments to "ensure fair labour standards are maintained in their respective sugar industries". 

This conference therefore

RECOGNISES the need for a united and sustained trade union effort to improve living and working conditions in the sugar sector globally and to protect employment in the sector.
Calls on the IUF to:

1) Continue to have sugar as a priority area of work and to focus on the following key areas:

(i) Organising and representing workers.

Union strength comes from organising workers in the workplace. IUF should continue its programme to help unions to organise and bargain for the workers across the sugar sector. This will be the most effective and sustainable way of achieving decent work in the sugar sector, and of helping to eliminate problems e.g. unsafe working conditions, sexual harassment, child labour etc;

(ii) Migrant workers, field workers, seasonal workers and women workers are the most poorly organised and so are particularly vulnerable to exploitation. They should be targets for trade union organising drives and for improving working conditions eg. by including them in collective bargaining agreements;

(iii) Outgrowing/outsourcing/contract growing of cane and beet production is increasing in many countries. This phenomenon needs further research and subsequent development of trade union strategies;

2) Restructuring
Build trade union capacity to deal with restructuring of the sugar sector. Special attention needs to be paid to the needs of woman workers who have been hardest hit by restructuring.

3) Transnational companies
Negotiate with TNCs to agree to apply core labour standards throughout the company and share information on good practice in dealing with TNCs.

4) Trade
Assist affiliates to work on international, regional and sub-regional trade negotiations, and to assist directly where required.

Campaign at regional and international level for the inclusion of compliance with (core labour standards in trade agreements. 

5) Gather information on the impact on the sugar industry from developments in:
(i) The production and use of sugar substitutes, e.g. artificial sweeteners;

(ii) The use of GMOs in beet and cane sugar cultivation;

(iii) The use of GMOs in sugar substitutes, e.g. HFCS production from maize.
Particular attention should be paid to the impact of these technologies on employment, the health and safety of workers, and the environment.
Calls on affiliates to:

(a) Research changing work patterns in the sugar sector and to develop appropriate strategies to organise, recruit and service sugar workers;

(b) Document the social impacts of restructuring using IUF Sugar Worker and other appropriate publications to disseminate information;

(c) Develop capacity to work on national sugar trade negotiations and, through IUF, to work together at sub regional and regional levels to ensure workers' concerns are reflected in the outcomes of the talks;

(d) Campaign for ratification and implementation across the sugar sector of core labour standards and Convention 184 (safety and health in agriculture) and other relevant international labour and environmental standards as the national situation demands;

(e) Pressurise governments who are members of the ISO to implement Article 29 of the International Sugar Agreement.
	Appendix II: Deliveries of EBA sugar to the EU

	Units: tonnes, w.s.e.  Marketing years July-June

	

	LDC sugar producing country
	2001/2002
	2002/2003
	2003/2004

	 
	actual
	actual
	scheduled

	Angola
	-
	-
	-

	Bangladesh
	-
	-
	8,989.403

	Benin
	-
	-
	-

	Burkina Faso
	7,073.275
	7,237.486
	7,671.614

	Burma
	-
	-
	-

	Burundi
	-
	-
	-

	Cambodia
	-
	-
	-

	Central African Republic 
	-
	-
	-

	Chad
	-
	-
	-

	Congo DRC
	-
	-
	-

	Ethiopia
	14,298.046
	14,689.294
	15,248.701

	Guinea
	-
	-
	-

	Haiti
	-
	-
	-

	Laos
	-
	-
	-

	Madagascar
	-
	-
	-

	Malawi
	10,402.191
	10,661.327
	10,959.420

	Mali
	-
	-
	-

	Mozambique
	8,331.410
	8,384.155
	10,116.464

	Nepal
	-
	8,970.055
	8,666.994

	Rwanda
	-
	-
	-

	Sierra Leone
	-
	-
	-

	Senegal
	-
	-
	-

	Somalia
	-
	-
	-

	Sudan
	16,256.658
	17,036.783
	16,978.713

	Tanzania
	9,065.436
	9,317.211
	9,940.272

	Togo
	-
	-
	-

	Uganda
	-
	-
	-

	Zambia
	8,757.984
	9,016.689
	9,538.419

	Total
	74,185.000
	85,313.000
	98,110.000


Source: Least Developed Sugar Producing Countries signatory to the Framework Agreement on EBA Sugar and their sugar industries. (http://www.rawsugar.co.uk/)
Appendix III: Importance of sugar for the ACP sugar exporters

		Sugar revenue as:


	Country

	% of  GDP

	% of  Total 

Agricultural Production


	Barbados

	1.8

	41.4


	Belize

	9.5

	61.9


	Côte d’Ivoire

	0.9

	3.3


	Fiji

	8.1

	93.0


	Guyana

	15.8

	30.0


	Jamaica

	1.0

	13.9


	Madagascar

	3.9

	N/A


	Malawi

	4.9

	N/A


	Mauritius

	8.0

	70.0


	St. Kitts

	28.0

	74.0


	Swaziland

	24.0

	51.0


	Tanzania

	3.1

	5.0


	Trinidad & Tobago

	0.6

	27.8


	Zambia

	2.3

	15.0


	Zimbabwe

	2.3

	17.2



	


Source: ACP London Sugar Group, 2003
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� 	Unless specified otherwise, statistics for the “EU” refer to the 15-member European Union prior to enlargement in May 2004.


� 	The EU Sugar Protocol, which is an agreement between the EU and certain ACP signatories, states that “the EU undertakes for an indefinite period to purchase and import, at guaranteed prices, specific quantities of cane sugar, raw or white, which originate in the ACP states and which these states undertake to deliver to it…. These quantities may not be reduced without the consent of the individual states concerned.” ACP guaranteed prices are negotiated annually between the EU and the ACP states, and are in practice linked to the intervention price for EU produced raw sugar. 
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� 	EFFAT is the European Federation of Trade Unions in the Food, Agriculture and Tourism sectors. It comprises 128 national trade unions set up in 37 countries representing 2 600 000 workers.





( Core labour standards are the following International Labour Organisation Conventions:  Declaration of fundamental principles


Convention 87 - freedom of association


Convention 98 - right to organise and bargain


Conventions 29 & 105 - no forced labour


Conventions 100 & 111 - elimination of discrimination & equal re-numeration


Conventions 138 and 182 - child labour





