G10 intervention, COASS 24 July 2007

Mr. Chairman.

The G10 thanks you for your carefully drafted paper and your tireless efforts towards moving these negotiations forward.  We agree with you that progress can only be harvested through serious multilateral engagement and your paper provides us with a basis for further work in the months ahead together with the NAMA text. Of course, the two papers presented last week fall against the background of the “single undertaking” and will be examined in that context. The G10 remains dedicated to achieving a successful outcome of these negotiations and will continue to contribute to the multilateral process in that spirit.

In your draft modalities you have both sought to capture perceived progress in negotiations between Members to date and introduced certain nuances to facilitate progress where such has been lacking.  These innovative ideas certainly merit further study, both from a technical and political standpoint, and we will come back with more detailed comments when we resume our work after the summer break. At this stage, our comments are of a more general nature and primarily focused on Market Access in agriculture.

We welcome the fact that you recognise that the principle of a “one size fits all” solution cannot work. We nevertheless need to go further in this direction to add the necessary flexibilities so as to meet the G10 needs and specificities. In the current form all deviations come at a price which on top of all is very expensive.

We note that the level of ambition for agricultural tariff reductions is extremely high, while the avenues of flexibility are not only narrow and constricted, but also cluttered with tollbooths where additional payment must be made at every turn.  It should be recalled that the G10 is a group of net food importers who will among the Membership make the largest contribution in terms of tariff cuts by virtue of their tariff structures through the tiered approach.  In our view, very ambitious range of tariff cuts in the top band warrants greater respect and flexibility for sensitivities than generally reflected in your document.  

We definitely see some merits in your approach for sensitive products, although we feel that the rules defined are too stringent, the payment through TRQ expansion is too costly and the number is too limited. We consider the various proposed options as a positive step, but we cannot accept to be penalised for our tariff structures beyond the effects of a strongly harmonising formula to which we have already agreed to.

The second half of paragraph 58 seems designed to replace the tariff cap so sensibly absent from your document.  The imposition of such a penalty in view of the substantial cuts to high tariffs resulting from the tiered approach is in our view excessive and uncalled for.
As Net-Importers, G10 Members compared to other participants pay the highest bill in this negotation  without getting anything in return. An outcome is politically sellable only if the burden is equally shared with other Members in a position to do so.
We disagree with the restriction to dutiable lines when it comes to the calculation base for sensitive products, as if there is some inherent logic to the penalization of Members who have bound a large proportion of their tariff schedules at zero.  

We would also like to indicate our reservation with respect to the direct link you propose in paragraph 89 between the SSG and sensitive products. The SSG is an important tool and should therefore be maintained for the ongoing reform process.
On domestic support, we would at this stage like to reiterate that rules governing the green box must continue to promote further farm reforms, including new programmes and provisions for newcomers. 

Mr Chairman, we are certainly ready to work with all the Membership under your guidance towards an acceptable result for all, but we need to tackle all the issues under negotiation in this round.

