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Foreword

It was a historical moment for Africa, when some of our leaders took a bold step and refused to sign the EPAs by the end of 2007. It is clear that the EU went to the EU-Africa Summit with an agenda that they were not ready to compromise on. The message from our leaders was clear: that Africa is now much more aware of the negative impacts of the reforms process that our countries have been adopting for a long time; and that the time has come for European countries to stop imposing their economic and trade agenda on the developing nations. The rejection of the EPAs by Africa will hopefully encourage other least developed nations to protect their own interests more vigorously in bilateral agreements with industrialised countries. The message from Africa is that developing countries should be more inclined to enter into cooperation with other developing nations than to sign trade agreements with the North, which for too long compromised their own interests and endangered the livelihoods of their people. The emerging economic powers, notably China and India are clearly providing African countries with an alternative to the usual bilateral and multilateral negotiations and agreements. 

Some have responded by saying it is in our own interest as Africans not to reject EPAs.  However, supporters of EPAs failed to convince us about the benefits of the proposed agreements. Trade related issues are usually framed in technical language, which is difficult for many people to understand despite the fact that it affects their livelihoods in very significant ways. One thing is for sure, we do not have the capacity in Africa to compete with the manufacturing power of the EU. It will be helpful if the EU would be willing to assist us to develop our manufacturing capacity instead of continuing to extract our raw materials and selling us finished products at very high prices. If this is allowed to continue, then –at best- Africa will remain an under-developed economy based on agriculture and extractive industries. To add insult to injury, through EPAs, we are being urged to open up our already vulnerable agricultural sector to continue being the dumping ground of the EU’s agricultural produce such as chicken and tomato paste, which has already led to loss of millions of jobs in Africa.

In this reader, Wallie Roux takes us back into history and informs us of the background of EPAs. He cautions that EPAs in their current format do not seek to intensify the economic integration of Africa, but seek to ‘divide and rule’ the continent. Roux therefore warns that in its current format, EPAs may be potentially more damaging to the economies of Africa. At LaRRI we commend African leaders for realising that they were being fast-tracked through a process that could force them to further open up markets that are supposed to be protected; a process that will have negative implications for their countries’ already crippled economies. 

This reader is therefore timely as it will greatly contribute to a nuanced understanding of where and how EPAs were conceptualised and their implications for Africa in particular. It is my wish that this reader attracts a broader audience and much needed attention on the continent and beyond so that more people are better informed about the history, the reality and the consequences of the much talked about but yet less understood Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs).

Hilma Shindondola-Mote

Director, LaRRI

June 2008

Clarification

In the Trade Reader reference is made to the trade agreement(s) between the European Union and the countries of the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) group.  Technically and legally this is correct.  However, note that the European Commission – the Executive arm of the European Union – is conducting the trade negotiations on behalf of the member states of the European Union.

The European Commission’s Directorate-General Trade, with the European Trade Commissioner as the chief negotiator, conducts these trade negotiations.  Also involved in the trade negotiations with the African, Caribbean and Pacific group of countries is the European Commission’s Directorate-General Development, with the European Development Commissioner assisting the Trade Commissioner.

However, throughout this trade reader the term “European Union” is used to indicate the two main parties in these trade negotiations, namely the European Union and the African, Caribbean and Pacific group.  Readers need to keep in mind that the European Commission actually conducts these trade negotiations.

The first three Lomé Conventions were concluded between the European Economic Community and the African, Caribbean and Pacific group of countries.  However, the Lomé IV Convention was concluded between the European Union and the ACP group.

The Maastricht Treaty of 1992 transformed the European Economic Community into the European Union, as we know it today.  After 1992 all agreements between the two parties to date, namely the Lomé IV Convention, the Cotonou Agreement and the initialled interim Economic Partnership Agreements, were concluded between the European Union and the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific group (albeit in the latter case it was individual countries within the identified regional configurations – except in the case of the Caribbean – that initialled interim agreements with the European Union).

Introduction

EPAs are Economic Partnership Agreements – a name given by the European Union (EU) for their new trading arrangements with countries from the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) group.

In recent times the word EPA has become a new buzzword as EPAs are being debated, and the media carries regular articles on this new concept. These EPAs are not yet finalised and implemented, but the deadline is set for the end of 2008.  Thus the EPAs are new trade dispensations awaiting all of us in the near future.

This reader traces the developments leading to EPAs and points to the dangers of the proposed agreements for Africa.  The reader examines what precisely these EPAs are and how they will eventually impact on the lives of ordinary citizens.  In order to explain this, we have to step back a couple of years into history – in fact, we have to step back into the year 1975.

Section 1: EPAs from a historical perspective 

Origins and background

1975 delivered two important milestones in terms of international trade.  This was the year of the adoption of the Georgetown Agreement that led to the formal establishment of the ACP group of countries.  It was also the year that the first Lomé Convention was concluded between the ACP and the (then) European Economic Community (EEC).  Through the Lomé I Convention the EEC extended non-reciprocal (one-way) trade preferences and development aid to the ACP countries for a period of five years, which included protocols on bananas, beef, rum and sugar.

The second Lomé Convention was concluded between the ACP and the EEC in 1980, also for a period of five years.  The Lomé II Convention built on its predecessor to provide non-reciprocal trade preferences and more development aid, albeit not enough according to the ACP expectations. It was also the first time that the EEC questioned the effectiveness of development aid and its development cooperation with the ACP.

The conclusion of the third Lomé Convention in 1985 between the ACP and the EEC brought new dimensions to the agreement.  For the first time the agreement included references to human dignity, economic, cultural and social rights, and political dialogue.

The Lomé III Convention also saw a shift in development aid from a project approach to community self-sufficiency to promote food security and the combating of drought and desertification.

The Lomé IV Convention was concluded in 1990 between the ACP and the EEC – the same year that Namibia gained its independence.  Lomé IV was the first of these Conventions that was concluded for a period of 10 years, including a mid-term review after five years.  It was also the first Convention that included human rights as a principle and emphasized the promotion of the private sector and regional cooperation.

Namibia became a signatory to the Lomé IV Convention during December of 1990.  This included signing onto the Beef Protocol of Lomé IV, which afforded the country preferential access for beef to the European markets.  This preferential access applied to beef primal cuts that could be exported to European markets with a zero duty and an 8% special levy, i.e. duty free and a 92% subsidization of the special levy.

In addition, Namibia was allocated a total export quota of 10 500 tonnes of deboned beef for the first two years.  The annual quota was increased to a total of 13 000 tonnes of deboned beef from year three onwards (and this quota remained in place until the end of 2007).  During the mid-term review of Lomé IV in Mauritius in 1995, the respect for human rights and democratic principles were emphasized.

Spanner in the works

During 1994, the United States – on behalf of the South American banana-producing countries – launched a trade dispute against the EU before the World Trade Organisation (WTO) for giving non-reciprocal market preferences to the Caribbean banana-exporting countries.

The WTO eventually ruled that these non-reciprocal preferences for Caribbean banana-exporting countries were in violation of the WTO rules, because the Lomé Convention gave an unfair trade advantage to Caribbean countries over other WTO members (especially developing countries) with regards to banana exports.  This in turn meant that all the Lomé non-reciprocal market preferences of the EU extended to the ACP countries were in violation of WTO rules.

After the final ruling in favour of the United States, the EU applied to the WTO for an extension (waiver) until the end of 2007 to negotiate and conclude a new trade arrangement with the ACP countries that would be compatible with the WTO rules.

Interim arrangements

The first result of these negotiations to find a new WTO compatible trade arrangement was the conclusion of the Cotonou Agreement in 2000 to replace the Lomé IV Convention.  The Cotonou Agreement is a 20-year trade and development agreement between the ACP and the EU, with the trade chapter as a transitional arrangement until the end of 2007 when the WTO waiver expired.

Since 1996 the EU embarked on a range of debates and negotiations to find a post-Lomé (and later a post-Cotonou) trade dispensation that would be consistent with the WTO’s trade rules.  Initially the EU came up with a proposal of Regional Economic Partnership Agreements (REPAs) with the ACP, placing the emphasis on future regional integration and development.

However, the final proposal by the EU was to engage in EPAs with the ACP (note that the EU silently discarded the word “regional” in their final proposal). This final proposal effectively split the ACP bloc into six different geographical groupings or configurations.  These configurations were identified as the Caribbean-, Pacific-, West African-, Central African-, Eastern and Southern African- and a Southern African Development Community (SADC) configuration.

The emphasis of EPAs is on regional integration, aid and development, with this time, reciprocal (both ways) trade arrangements to be consistent with the WTO rules.

Challenges

The EU’s final EPA-proposals brought four distinct challenges for the ACP:

1. The once mighty ACP bloc of almost 80 countries was now split into six different regional configurations.  This step had a detrimental effect on the ACP’s bargaining power with the EU.  Where once the ACP could negotiate as a bloc with the EU, its bargaining power was now diminished to six smaller regional blocs.

2.  The proposed regional configurations in Africa resulted in the splitting of already existing regional integration initiatives on the continent.  For example, the 14-Member SADC bloc was eventually split into four EPA configurations, namely Central Africa, Eastern and Southern Africa, SADC and the East African Community (EAC).  The EAC-EPA configuration was only decided upon late in 2007.

The new SADC EPA configuration initially consisted of Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland (the BLNS countries), Mozambique, Angola and Tanzania (the MAT countries).  The Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) eventually opted to negotiate an EPA with the EU as part of the Central African configuration, while the rest of the SADC Member States decided to negotiate an EPA as part of the Eastern and Southern African configuration.  Late in 2007 Tanzania decided to negotiate an EPA as part of the EAC configuration.

Just to complicate matters further, the BLNS countries are all members of the Southern African Customs Union (SACU) together with South Africa – which incidentally is the oldest customs union in the world, dating back to 1910.  South Africa was initially only given an unspecified role of observer in the SADC EPA configuration.  However, on request of the SADC EPA configuration, South Africa was eventually included as a full member in February 2007.

In July 2006 during the 7th African Union (AU) Summit in Banjul, a decision was taken to recognize only eight Regional Economic Communities (RECs) in Africa.  SADC is one of the eight RECs recognized by the AU as building blocs of the African Economic Community.  The SADC bloc of 14 Member States has its own regional integration agenda in Southern Africa.  According to SADC’s Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISDP) the bloc will establish a Free Trade Area in 2008, a customs union by 2010, a common market by 2015, a monetary union by 2016 and one central bank with a single currency in 2018.

What will become of these regional integration goals of SADC given that its members are fragmented between four African EPA configurations?

3.  The EU included services and other so-called “new generation issues” (investment, competition, government procurement, intellectual property rights, etc) as part of their EPA agenda.  These issues are not a requirement to comply with WTO rules, because the developing countries resisted its inclusion during the WTO Ministerial in Cancun.

Despite complaints from the different EPA configurations, the EU kept these issues on their EPA agenda (i.e. the EU’s EPA agenda requires more than what is needed to comply with the WTO rules).

4.  Lastly, there are still unresolved issues in the WTO itself that negatively impact on developing countries when they engage in trade agreements with developed countries – like the developing countries in the ACP currently engaged in the EPA negotiations with the EU.

One of the unresolved issues is the Special and Differential Treatment (SDT) of developing countries under WTO rules.  Article XXIV of the WTO lays down the rules for establishing Free Trade Areas and customs unions, which currently excludes SDT for developing countries.

An anomaly is found in the WTO rules when comparing Article XXIV (trade in goods) with the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) Article V.  GATS Article V makes provision for SDT for developing countries, especially with regards to the absence or elimination of discriminatory measures in accordance with a country’s level of development.  GATS Article V also provides for SDT for developing countries in the case of trade cooperation between developed and developing countries.

Why the inconsistency between the WTO’s Article XXIV (trade in goods) and GATS Article V (trade in services)?  To date the issue of this inconsistency has not yet been resolved.  Unfortunately the EPA negotiations are conducted under the auspices of the unresolved issues in Article XXIV of the WTO.

Almost some relief …

During 2001 the WTO’s Doha Round of multilateral negotiations was launched with a promise to developing countries that their concerns would be addressed and the focus would be on development.  The Round was initially referred to as the Doha Development Agenda (DDA) to emphasize the envisaged development aspect for developing countries.

The initial timetable for the conclusion of the Doha Round was set for the beginning of 2005.  However, this never materialized and the Doha Round is still not concluded.  In the meantime the development aspect was totally watered down given the unresolved disputes in market access for agricultural and non-agricultural goods.

This was the last hope for the developing countries in the ACP group to rectify the discrepancies in the WTO rules to be applied in the EPA negotiations.  Thus the EPAs would have to be compatible with WTO rules that still include some unresolved issues.

Unfortunately the ACP developing countries have to adapt to this situation, given that Cotonou Article 37.7 stipulates that the EPA negotiations will be conducted under the “… WTO rules then prevailing.”  This means that the ACP countries entered into the EPA negotiations with the EU with a given handicap!

Launch of the EPA negotiations

According to the EPA proposals the negotiations between the ACP and the EU would be conducted in two phases.  Phase one of the EPA negotiations was formally launched in Brussels on 27 September 2002 on an all-ACP level.  This paved the way for an EPA negotiating framework and a roadmap to conduct the negotiations on a regional level.

During 2003 and 2004 phase two of the EPA negotiations was launched with the identified six regional configurations.  The EPA negotiations with the SADC configuration were officially launched in Windhoek on 08 July 2004.

A totally new dimension in terms of regional integration in Southern Africa earmarked this launch, given that the members of the SADC bloc were now fragmented and South Africa was initially sidelined from the negotiations.

One of the agreed principles of the EPA negotiating framework stipulated specifically that these negotiations “… shall build on regional integration initiatives of ACP states,” (Cotonou Article 35.2) and support regional integration initiatives in the different ACP regions (Cotonou Article 37.3) – a provision totally neglected by the EU with the commencement of their EPA negotiations with the SADC configuration.

Section 2: Key issues for developing countries 

Internal problems

Apart from the fragmentation of the SADC bloc and the unfeasible composition of the SADC EPA configuration, countries in Southern Africa were faced with another dilemma, namely that of overlapping memberships to regional organisations – referred to as the “spaghetti-bowl syndrome”.

This “spaghetti-bowl syndrome” was (and to a large extent still is) also evident within the composition of the SADC EPA configuration.  As an example, the BLNS countries are all members of SACU (together with South Africa), while Swaziland is also a member of the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) – albeit under derogation.  South Africa, as a SACU and SADC member, was not part of the original EPA configuration and was only given an unspecified observer status in the negotiations.  Tanzania is a member of the EAC customs union – and customs unions (in this case EAC and SACU) cannot overlap in economic terms.

These internal conflicts resulted in the SADC configuration falling behind in the EPA negotiations in comparison to the other EPA configurations.  At the end of 2005 only Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) measures, and Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) were negotiated with the EU – with the EU being unwavering in their approach to SPS measures.

Also, in terms of international trade law, what actually transpired when the SADC bloc members decided to negotiate under different EPA configurations, is that the SADC member states neglected their regional commitments of the adopted RISDP by entering into separate negotiations with the EU without any legal institutional framework and no supporting institutions.  The same happened with the other three EPA configurations in Africa.

This presents an international legal challenge that is still valid, given that the SADC bloc envisages introducing a Free Trade Area in 2008. Taking into account that the EU concluded the Trade, Development and Cooperation Agreement (TDCA) with South Africa before the commencement of the EPA negotiations, they knew then that South Africa could not be included in any of the EPA configurations.  Hence the eventual split-up of the SADC bloc was on the cards long before the launch of the EPA negotiations.  Note that the BLNS countries are de facto members of the TDCA courtesy of their SACU membership (free movement of goods between Member States:  SACU 2002 Agreement, Articles 18 and 19).

A possible solution?
Realizing the inherent problems within the SADC configuration and that the original SADC regional integration ambitions could not be realised under this fragmented dispensation, the SADC EPA Trade Ministers on 12 February 2006 adopted a range of Strategic Framework Proposals in an effort to salvage part of the Southern African regional integration agenda.

The objective of the SADC Strategic Framework Proposals was to align the EPA negotiations with the TDCA review underway at that stage.  In short, the Strategic Framework Proposals recommended that the BLNS countries be incorporated as de jure members of the TDCA, taking into account their sensitivities, as well as the Least Developed Country (LDC) status of Lesotho.

Likewise, the MAT countries are all LDCs and should be contractualised into the EU’s Everything But Arms (EBA) trade preferences, while services and the other so-called new generation issues should be excluded from the EPA negotiations (since not being a requirement to comply with the WTO’s trade rules).  These SADC Strategic Framework Proposals were submitted to the EU for consideration on 07 March 2006.

After a delay of 11 months the EU eventually responded to the SADC Strategic Framework Proposals on 14 February 2007.  The EU’s response was to include South Africa as a full member of the SADC EPA configuration, albeit with a differentiated approach in market access to the EU.  Furthermore the EU did not approve the EBA contractualisation of the MAT countries and they also insisted that services and the new generation issues be kept on the EPA agenda.

The EPA negotiations in 2007

The EU’s response was not at all what the SADC configuration had expected and they were stuck with this agenda when the first (real) round of EPA negotiations commenced in March 2007 in Brussels.  Despite minor progress, the negotiations ended in a stalemate primarily because the EU insisted that services and the other new generation issues be kept on the negotiating agenda (please note:  this is not a requirement in terms of WTO’s trade rules).

Three more rounds of EPA negotiations followed in 2007 between the EU and the SADC configuration.  As if history repeated itself, all rounds ended in a stalemate because of the EU’s insistence to negotiate services and the other new generation issues as part of the EPA agenda.  

The EU getting desperate

The EPA negotiations were suppose to be concluded at the end of 2007 with the expiring of the WTO waiver, with the signing of full EPAs between the EU and the different ACP EPA configurations.  Given this deadline, the EU was facing more and more resistance from the different ACP configurations for their insistence to include services and the other new generation issues on the EPA agenda.

This eventually forced the EU to subside to adopt a two-step approach in their EPA negotiations.  Step 1 would include the initialling (note, not signing!) of a goods-only agreement (i.e. an interim EPA, or IEPA) before the end of 2007 to comply with the WTO’s trade rules as stipulated in the WTO waiver.

Step 2 would include of a commitment with the initialling of an IEPA to negotiate services and the other new generation issues during 2008 towards the signing of a full EPA.  This is again a new EU initiative to keep services and the other new generation issues on their EPA negotiating agenda!

The EPA negotiations in 2007 did not work out the way the EU had intended – especially with regards to the five EPA configurations in Africa and the Pacific region.  The WTO waiver was about to expire at the end of 2007 and most of the different ACP-EPA configurations (except the Caribbean) were not yet in a position to engage in negotiations regarding the liberalization of services and the other new generations issues.

Given that the EU was about to loose face in their over ambitious EPA campaign, they eventually backed-off on their demands to have full EPAs signed before the end of 2007.  Instead they agreed to goods-only agreements, but there was a catch in the detail.

The countries in the different ACP EPA configurations were given the choice to initial a goods-only IEPA before the end of 2007.  However, this initialling was linked to an undertaking to negotiate services and the other “new generation issues” during 2008 – this undertaking was compulsory and part and parcel of the deal offered by the EU.

Divide and rule

As the year 2007 was drawing to a close, the EU was unable to convince the undivided EPA configurations to initial IEPAs (except for the 15-nation Caribbean configuration), they reverted to another tactic of luring vulnerable individual countries within EPA configurations to initial IEPAs – a step which is totally against the spirit of the original EPA framework agreement and contrary to the regional integration principle of the EPA negotiations.

Using tariffs to force ACP countries into line

Despite this unconditional prerequisite imposed by the EU late in 2007, they still (very ingeniously) had more aces up their sleeve than the ACP configurations ever could have anticipated.  Should an ACP developing country decide against the initialling of an IEPA, then such country would be subjected to punitive tariffs under the EU’s Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) as from the beginning of 2008.  

The EU’s Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) is a WTO compatible preferential trade regime, but its provisions and tariffs are not as generous as the Cotonou trade agreement.

A specific complication for Namibia (and Botswana) is that beef is not included in the list of beneficiary products under the EU’s GSP.  This means that beef exports to the EU under the GSP would receive no preference, hence the WTO’s Most Favoured Nation (MFN) duties would apply.  In this case beef exports would attract EU import duties of between 40% and 140%, depending on the type of product exported.

If this is compared to the zero import duty and an 8% special levy under the Beef Protocol of the Cotonou Agreement, it is easy to understand that beef exports to the EU under their GSP system would be uneconomical and would thus be terminated.

The ACP’s Least Developed Countries (LDCs) could opt for the EU’s Everything But Arms (EBA) scheme instead of the GSP.  The EBA scheme was specifically designed for LDCs to export all products (except arms) to the EU duty free.  However, the Rules of Origin (RoO) under the EBA scheme are very restrictive.

Even under the threat of being downgraded to the GSP the different EPA configurations resisted the EU’s proposal because of the inclusion of a commitment to negotiate services and other new generation issues in 2008.

Then the EU changed tactics again – this time by targeting vulnerable individual countries within configurations to initial IEPAs under the auspices that the IEPAs need to be notified to the WTO in order to avoid a challenge from non-ACP developing countries.  However, by April 2008 the EU had not yet notified any of the initialled IEPAs to the WTO.  This new tactic by the EU is contrary to the regional integration principle of EPAs in that they were now splitting the member countries within the EPA configurations.

Some countries bowed to this pressure and eventually initialled IEPAs with the EU (many because of the hidden danger of forfeiting development aid).  By the end of 2007, only 35 ACP countries (out of a total of 79) initialled IEPAs with the EU.  This number includes 18 countries from Africa, two from the Pacific and the 15 countries from the Caribbean who initialled a full EPA with the EU.

In the SADC configuration, Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland (all SACU members) and Mozambique initialled an IEPA with the EU during November 2007, while Tanzania decided to initial an IEPA as part of the EAC.  At the time Namibia and South Africa decided against the initialling of an IEPA, while Angola indicated that it would accede to the agreement at a later stage.

Section 3:  The case of Namibia

Namibia’s decision not to initial an IEPA came after the last round of EPA negotiations in Brussels when the country was faced with a list of unresolved issues that could have a detrimental effect on its long-term economic development – referred to as limit its policy space for future development.

Namibia eventually initialled an IEPA in December 2007 after the EU-Africa Summit in Lisbon.  During the Summit African governments complained about the contentious issues in the IEPAs and the immense pressure by the European Commission (EC) to have these interim arrangements initialled by the end of 2007.

This prompted the EC President, Manuel Barroso, to assure the African governments that the unresolved issues on the IEPAs would be reopened for negotiation in 2008.  On condition of the Barroso assurance, Namibia initialled the IEPA together with an accompanying statement with a condition that the initialling is contingent on the assurance that its unresolved issues encountered in 2007 be reopened for negotiation in 2008.  Furthermore, Namibia did not sign onto the services agreement, because the government felt that this highly complicated area could not be negotiated within a period of one year.

Tensions within SACU

As was mentioned before, the EU’s latest tactic to target vulnerable individual countries within an EPA configuration is contrary to the regional integration principle.  This is specifically applicable to the SADC configuration, with special reference to SACU.  The EU’s tactics resulted in a split between the members of the SADC configuration, as well as the members of SACU.

The initialling of an IEPA by Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland, and later the conditional initialling by Namibia, with South Africa’s decision not to initial an IEPA, caused tensions between the Member States of SACU.

Article 31.3 of the SACU 2002 Agreement states specifically that no member shall negotiate or enter into new preferential trade agreements with third parties without the consent of the other members.  Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland initialled an IEPA without the consent of Namibia and South Africa, while Namibia consulted with South Africa before it conditionally initialled the IEPA. These unilateral decisions placed a high degree of pressure on the integrity of SACU.

Furthermore, Article 31.2 of the SACU 2002 Agreement explicitly states that the members shall establish a common negotiating mechanism when negotiating agreements with third parties.  Taking into account the outcome at the end of 2007 with regards to the initialling of the IEPA, it is clear that the stipulation in Article 31.2 was never followed.

SACU, with its focus on trade, is an important regional integration initiative in Southern Africa.  The annual receipts of the BLNS countries from the common customs pool are a significant source of national revenue and the merits of splitting up SACU should seriously be questioned.

The year 2008 would be decisive for the continuation of SACU as a customs union.  Should the negotiations in 2008 result in the break-up of SACU, then the BLNS countries would be the losers and the blame should be squarely placed at the door of the EU.  All indications to date point to the fact that the EU is disregarding the provisions contained in the Cotonou Agreement in order to further their own interests.

Key challenges facing Namibia
Let’s first take a look at the consequences of some of the unresolved issues experienced by Namibia during the EPA negotiations in 2007.

The EU introduced a last minute ‘non-negotiable’ Most Favoured Nation (MFN) treatment clause in the IEPA text.  This clause contains a condition that should Namibia in future trade negotiations with other countries afforded better market access to any of those countries than is currently contained in the IEPA text, then that (better) market access would automatically apply to the EU’s goods entering Namibia.

This in effect means that Namibia cannot in future negotiate any new trade agreements with other countries that contain better market access conditions than that stipulated in the IEPA text, because it would be obliged to extend the same (better) market access to the EU.  The inclusion of this MFN clause by the EU is an infringement to the economic policy sovereignty of Namibia, especially since the country did not agree to its inclusion in the IEPA text.  The EU’s insistence that this inclusion is ‘non-negotiable’ is a disregard of internationally agreed conventions on the independent decision-making right of individual countries.

Endangering food security

Furthermore, the EU requires that the quantitative restrictions on the importation of cereals (maize and wheat) be abolished.  Namibia applies quantitative restrictions on the importation of maize and wheat during the year at the time when these crops are ready for harvesting.  During that time the importation of these crops is prohibited until the local crop is harvested and sold to the processors for further processing.  Thereafter the importation of maize and wheat is again open to anyone who wants to import these commodities.

The application of these import restrictions gives local producers a chance to sell their harvest to the processors without competition from imports.  The rational behind this policy is to boost Namibia’s food security options and to allow for the employment of workers in the primary cereal production industry.

Should these quantitative restrictions be abolished as required by the EU, then the local cereal producers would be faced with direct competition from lower priced and subsidized cereal imports – a situation that would seriously jeopardize Namibia’s food security options.

Equally important, direct competition from lower priced and subsidized cereal imports during the harvesting season would result in local producers losing their market share and consequently they would be put out of business.  This in turn reflects on the workers on these farms who would have to be laid off since the local primary cereal production industry cannot compete with the cereal imports that are subsidized and imported at lower prices.

Given the number of cereal production farms in Namibia and the number of dependents of a single worker, including the place and circumstances these workers are currently accommodated, the abolition of these quantitative restrictions would result in a socio-economic disaster for Namibia within a short period of time.

Abolishing protection of infant industries

The EU also requires that Namibia’s protection of infant industries, afforded to it under the SACU 2002 Agreement, be phased out over time.  The infant industry protection of SACU allows newly established industries in the BLNS countries a grace period of duty protection for an eight-year period to establish themselves in order to meet future competition from other producers or manufacturers in SACU.  Currently Namibia enjoys infant industry protection for its pasta- and UHT-milk producing industries.

Should this temporary protective measures be phased out as required by the EU, then future investors in the Namibian economy, may it be local or foreign, would think twice before investing capital locally as opposed to South Africa, which is the economic powerhouse in Southern Africa.  Also, the phasing out of the infant industry protection would have serious consequences on current and future employment of workers in these industries.

Trade liberalisation and the threat to local manufacturing

The IEPA text inter alia contains a stipulation for the provisional implementation of the trade arrangement, i.e. Namibia should introduce reciprocal trade (both ways) with the EU at the latest from 01 July 2008.  According to the trade liberalization schedule of the IEPA, Namibia should liberalize (open up) 80% of trade with the provisional implementation of the IEPA, with 44 sensitive tariff lines to be liberalized by 2015 and a further three sensitive tariff lines to be liberalized by 2018.

The result of this would be that processed and manufactured goods in Namibia would be in direct competition with subsidized exports from the EU.  Given the size of the economies in Europe in comparison to that of Namibia, the bulk of these goods would enter the country at lower prices than local processed or manufactured goods.  This in turn could eventually result in local processing and manufacturing industries having to close down because they cannot compete with the lower priced EU exports.

The closing down of any local industry would result in even higher levels of unemployment as most affected workers would be unable to secure employment in other sectors of the economy.  Eventually the country would become dependent on EU exports without the necessary income to pay for these goods – a clear example of how the EU’s self-interest would perpetuate poverty and under-development in Africa.

Conclusion

The proposed EPAs hold little promise for developing countries and will become an effective impediment to local economic development. It is thus hardly surprising that worldwide protests against EPAs are beginning to emerge.  Even in Namibia, where trade issues receive very little public attention, several non-governmental organisations came together in early 2008 to discuss the proposed EPAs and their likely effects on local workers and citizens. At the beginning of March 2008 nine non-governmental organisations handed a petition letter to the EC delegation in Namibia in an effort to strengthen the Government’s position of its unresolved issues experienced in 2007 during the EPA negotiations.

In April 2008 the same non-governmental organisations wrote a letter to the Swedish Minister for Trade, highlighting these issues in support of the Government.  The Swedish Minister met with Ambassadors from Angola, Kenya, Namibia and Rwanda to discuss the way forward in the EPA negotiations.  In this pre-emptive letter the nine non-governmental organisations reiterated the negative consequences of the IEPA on Namibia.

It will be critical in the coming months to mobilise resistance to the implementation of the IEPA in its current format and thereby strengthen the Namibian Government’s hand not to sign a final EPA with the EU.  This action would force the EU to reconsider its current position towards Namibia under the auspices of the IEPA and to rather focus on the real needs of the people in the country.  Namibia should also link up with African and international campaigns against EPAs, which have emerged in the past few years.  The battle is not lost but there is little time left to prevent EPAs from becoming a new and powerful too to promote EU interests at the expense of Africa’s development needs.
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ANNEX 1: Selected Trade-Related Documents

AFRICAN UNION 7th Summit in Banjul – Decision on the moratorium for the recognition of Regional Economic Communities (RECs):  July 2006
The Assembly:

1.
TAKES NOTE of the recommendations of the First Conference of African Ministers in charge of Integration held from 30 to 31 March 2006, in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso on the Rationalization of Regional Economic Communities (RECs);

2.
REQUESTS Member States, RECs and the United Nations System, as well as development partners to collaborate closely with the Commission in conducting the rationalization process;

3.
DECIDES to suspend, until further notice, the recognition of new RECs with the exception of the following eight (8):

i) Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS);

ii) Common Market of East and Southern Africa (COMESA);

iii) Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS);

iv) Southern African Development Community (SADC);

v) Inter-Governmental Authority for Development (IGAD);

vi) Arab Maghreb Union (AMU);

vii) Economic Community for Sahelo-Saharian States (CENSAD);  and

viii) East African Community (EAC);

4.
URGES the above-mentioned RECs to coordinate and harmonize their policies among themselves and with the Commission with a view to accelerating Africa’s integration process.

COTONOU AGREEMENT

Article 35.2:

Economic and trade cooperation shall build on regional integration initiatives of ACP States, bearing in mind that regional integration is a key instrument for the integration of ACP countries into the world economy.

Article 37.3

The preparatory period shall also be used for capacity-building in the public and private sectors of ACP countries, including measures to enhance competitiveness, for strengthening of regional organisations and for support of regional trade integration initiatives, where appropriate with assistance to budgetary adjustment and fiscal reform, as well as for infrastructure upgrading and development, and for investment promotion.

Article 37.7

Negotiations of the economic partnership agreements shall aim notably at establishing the timetable for the progressive removal of barriers to trade between the Parties, in accordance with the relevant WTO rules.  On the Community side trade liberalization shall build on the acquis and shall aim at improving current market access for the ACP countries through inter alia, a review of the rules of origin.  Negotiations shall take account of the level of development and the socio-economic impact of trade measures on ACP countries, and their capability to adapt and adjust their economies to the liberalization process.  Negotiations will therefore be as flexible as possible in establishing the duration of a sufficient transitional period, the final product coverage, taking into account sensitive sectors, and the degree of asymmetry, while remaining in conformity with WTO rules then prevailing.

Namibia’s List of Unresolved Issues Encountered During the 2007 EPA Negotiations

These include (but are not limited to):

· the non-negotiable Most Favoured Nation treatment provision sought by the European Commission;

· the freezing of export taxes/levies/charges and thus Namibia’s ability to use such measures as incentives for value-addition and manufacturing;

· the abolition of quantitative restrictions on imports with respect of cereal production and thus food security in Namibia;

· inadequate provision made for Infant Industry Protection;

· the abolition of restrictions on local content in manufactured or processed goods;  and

· the modalities of administering the free movement of goods within the SADC EPA States in a manner that may not be compatible with our Southern African Customs Union (SACU), or would predicate the modalities for a future SADC Customs Union.

Apart from these there is also a dispute with regards to the changes made to the Rules of Origin (except for fish) that would favour the EU in terms of trade.

SACU 2002 AGREEMENT

Article 18

Free Movement of Domestic Products:

1.
Goods grown, produced or manufactured in the Common Customs Area, on importation from the area of one Member State tot the area of another Member State, shall be free of customs duties and quantitative restrictions, except as provided elsewhere in this Agreement. 

2.
Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 1 above, Member States shall have the right to impose restrictions on imports or exports in accordance with national laws and regulations for the protection of – 


(a) health of humans, animals or plants; 


(b) the environment; 


(c) treasures of artistic, historic or archeological value;


(d) public morals; 


(e) intellectual property rights; 


(f) national security; and 


(g) exhaustible natural resources. 

Article 19

Goods Imported from outside the Common Customs Area:

Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, a Member State shall not impose any duties on goods which were imported from outside the Common Customs Area on importation of such goods from the area of any other Member State. 

Article 31.2

Member States shall establish a common negotiating mechanism in accordance with the terms of reference to be determined by the Council in accordance with paragraphs 2 and 7 of Article 8 for the purpose of undertaking negotiations with third parties. 

Article 31.3

No Member State shall negotiate and enter into new preferential trade agreements with third parties or amend existing agreements without the consent of other Member States.
WORLD TRADE ORGANISATION

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) Article XXIV:  Customs Unions and Free Trade Areas (trade in goods):

1.
The provisions of this Agreement shall apply to the metropolitan customs territories of the contracting parties and to any other customs territories in respect of which this Agreement has been accepted under Article XXVI or is being applied under Article XXXIII or pursuant to the Protocol of Provisional Application. Each such customs territory shall, exclusively for the purposes of the territorial application of this Agreement, be treated as though it were a contracting party; Provided that the provisions of this paragraph shall not be construed to create any rights or obligations as between two or more customs territories in respect of which this Agreement has been accepted under Article XXVI or is being applied under Article XXXIII or pursuant to the Protocol of Provisional Application by a single contracting party. 

2.
For the purposes of this Agreement a customs territory shall be understood to mean any territory with respect to which separate tariffs or other regulations of commerce are maintained for a substantial part of the trade of such territory with other territories. 

3.
The provisions of this Agreement shall not be construed to prevent: 

(a)
Advantages accorded by any contracting party to adjacent countries in order to facilitate frontier traffic; 


(b)
Advantages accorded to the trade with the Free Territory of Trieste by countries contiguous to that territory, provided that such advantages are not in conflict with the Treaties of Peace arising out of the Second World War. 

4.
The contracting parties recognize the desirability of increasing freedom of trade by the development, through voluntary agreements, of closer integration between the economies of the countries parties to such agreements. They also recognize that the purpose of a customs union or of a free-trade area should be to facilitate trade between the constituent territories and not to raise barriers to the trade of other contracting parties with such territories. 

5.
Accordingly, the provisions of this Agreement shall not prevent, as between the territories of contracting parties, the formation of a customs union or of a free-trade area or the adoption of an interim agreement necessary for the formation of a customs union or of a free-trade area; Provided that: 


(a)
with respect to a customs union, or an interim agreement leading to a formation of a customs union, the duties and other regulations of commerce imposed at the institution of any such union or interim agreement in respect of trade with contracting parties not parties to such union or agreement shall not on the whole be higher or more restrictive than the general incidence of the duties and regulations of commerce applicable in the constituent territories prior to the formation of such union or the adoption of such interim agreement, as the case may be; 


(b)
with respect to a free-trade area, or an interim agreement leading to the formation of a free-trade area, the duties and other regulations of commerce maintained in each of the constituent territories and applicable at the formation of such free–trade area or the adoption of such interim agreement to the trade of contracting parties not included in such area or not parties to such agreement shall not be higher or more restrictive than the corresponding duties and other regulations of commerce existing in the same constituent territories prior to the formation of the free-trade area, or interim agreement as the case may be; and 


(c)
any interim agreement referred to in subparagraphs (a) and (b) shall include a plan and schedule for the formation of such a customs union or of such a free-trade area within a reasonable length of time. 

6.
If, in fulfilling the requirements of subparagraph 5 (a), a contracting party proposes to increase any rate of duty inconsistently with the provisions of Article II, the procedure set forth in Article XXVIII shall apply. In providing for compensatory adjustment, due account shall be taken of the compensation already afforded by the reduction brought about in the corresponding duty of the other constituents of the union. 

7.
(a)
Any contracting party deciding to enter into a customs union or free-trade area, or an interim agreement leading to the formation of such a union or area, shall promptly notify the CONTRACTING PARTIES and shall make available to them such information regarding the proposed union or area as will enable them to make such reports and recommendations to contracting parties as they may deem appropriate. 


(b)
If, after having studied the plan and schedule included in an interim agreement referred to in paragraph 5 in consultation with the parties to that agreement and taking due account of the information made available in accordance with the provisions of subparagraph (a), the CONTRACTING PARTIES find that such agreement is not likely to result in the formation of a customs union or of a free-trade area within the period contemplated by the parties to the agreement or that such period is not a reasonable one, the CONTRACTING PARTIES shall make recommendations to the parties to the agreement. The parties shall not maintain or put into force, as the case may be, such agreement if they are not prepared to modify it in accordance with these recommendations. 


(c)
Any substantial change in the plan or schedule referred to in paragraph 5 (c) shall be communicated to the CONTRACTING PARTIES, which may request the contracting parties concerned to consult with them if the change seems likely to jeopardize or delay unduly the formation of the customs union or of the free-trade area. 

8.
For the purposes of this Agreement: 

(a)
A customs union shall be understood to mean the substitution of a single customs territory for two or more customs territories, so that 

(i)
duties and other restrictive regulations of commerce (except, where necessary, those permitted under Articles XI, XII, XIII, XIV, XV and XX) are eliminated with respect to substantially all the trade between the constituent territories of the union or at least with respect to substantially all the trade in products originating in such territories, and, 

(ii)
subject to the provisions of paragraph 9, substantially the same duties and other regulations of commerce are applied by each of the members of the union to the trade of territories not included in the union; 

(b)
A free-trade area shall be understood to mean a group of two or more customs territories in which the duties and other restrictive regulations of commerce (except, where necessary, those permitted under Articles XI, XII, XIII, XIV, XV and XX) are eliminated on substantially all the trade between the constituent territories in products originating in such territories. 

9.
The preferences referred to in paragraph 2 of Article I shall not be affected by the formation of a customs union or of a free-trade area but may be eliminated or adjusted by means of negotiations with contracting parties affected.* This procedure of negotiations with affected contracting parties shall, in particular, apply to the elimination of preferences required to conform with the provisions of paragraph 8 (a)(i) and paragraph 8 (b). 

10.
The CONTRACTING PARTIES may by a two-thirds majority approve proposals, which do not fully comply with the requirements of paragraphs 5 to 9 inclusive, provided that such proposals lead to the formation of a customs union or a free-trade area in the sense of this Article. 

11.
Taking into account the exceptional circumstances arising out of the establishment of India and Pakistan as independent States and recognizing the fact that they have long constituted an economic unit, the contracting parties agree that the provisions of this Agreement shall not prevent the two countries from entering into special arrangements with respect to the trade between them, pending the establishment of their mutual trade relations on a definitive basis.* 

12.
Each contracting party shall take such reasonable measures as may be available to it to ensure observance of the provisions of this Agreement by the regional and local governments and authorities within its territories.

General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) Article V:  Economic Integration (trade in services):

1.
This Agreement shall not prevent any of its Members from being a party to or entering into an agreement liberalizing trade in services between or among the parties to such an agreement, provided that such an agreement:


(a)
has substantial sectoral coverage, and 



(b)
provides for the absence or elimination of substantially all discrimination, in the sense of Article XVII, between or among the parties, in the sectors covered under subparagraph (a), through:



(i)
elimination of existing discriminatory measures, and/or


(ii)
prohibition of new or more discriminatory measures,

either at the entry into force of that agreement or on the basis of a reasonable time-frame, except for measures permitted under Articles XI, XII, XIV and XIV bis.

2.
In evaluating whether the conditions under paragraph 1(b) are met, consideration may be given to the relationship of the agreement to a wider process of economic integration or trade liberalization among the countries concerned.

3.
(a)
Where developing countries are parties to an agreement of the type referred to in paragraph 1, flexibility shall be provided for regarding the conditions set out in paragraph 1, particularly with reference to subparagraph (b) thereof, in accordance with the level of development of the countries concerned, both overall and in individual sectors and sub sectors.


(b)
Notwithstanding paragraph 6, in the case of an agreement of the type referred to in paragraph 1 involving only developing countries, more favourable treatment may be granted to juridical persons owned or controlled by natural persons of the parties to such an agreement.

4.
Any agreement referred to in paragraph 1 shall be designed to facilitate trade between the parties to the agreement and shall not in respect of any Member outside the agreement raise the overall level of barriers to trade in services within the respective sectors or sub sectors compared to the level applicable prior to such an agreement.

5.
If, in the conclusion, enlargement or any significant modification of any agreement under paragraph 1, a Member intends to withdraw or modify a specific commitment inconsistently with the terms and conditions set out in its Schedule, it shall provide at least 90 days advance notice of such modification or withdrawal and the procedure set forth in paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 of Article XXI shall apply.

6.
A service supplier of any other Member that is a juridical person constituted under the laws of a party to an agreement referred to in paragraph 1 shall be entitled to treatment granted under such agreement, provided that it engages in substantive business operations in the territory of the parties to such agreement.

7.
(a)
Members which are parties to any agreement referred to in paragraph 1 shall promptly notify any such agreement and any enlargement or any significant modification of that agreement to the Council for Trade in Services. They shall also make available to the Council such relevant information as may be requested by it. The Council may establish a working party to examine such an agreement or enlargement or modification of that agreement and to report to the Council on its consistency with this Article.


(b)
Members which are parties to any agreement referred to in paragraph 1 which is implemented on the basis of a time-frame shall report periodically to the Council for Trade in Services on its implementation. The Council may establish a working party to examine such reports if it deems such a working party necessary.


(c)
Based on the reports of the working parties referred to in subparagraphs (a) and (b), the Council may make recommendations to the parties as it deems appropriate.

8. A Member which is a party to any agreement referred to in paragraph 1 may not seek compensation for trade benefits that may accrue to any other Member from such agreement.

Appendix 2: Organisations working on trade issues

Komeho Namibia Development Agency

P.O.Box  8466

Tel: +264-61-230450

Fax: +264-61-240343

Windhoek

Email: komeho@iway.na

EcoNews Africa

P O Box 10332

001000 G.P.O.

Nairobi

KENYA

Tel:
+254 20 272 1076

Fax:
+254 20 272 5171

E-mail:  jochola@econewsafrica.org
www.econewsafrica.org
SEATINI

UN Development Programme Head Office

TAKURA HOUSE

67-69 Union Avenue

P O Box 4775

Harare

ZIMBABWE

Tel:
+263 (4) 792681/6 Ext. 276 & 341

Fax:
+263 (4) 251648 / 728695

E-mail:  seatini.zw@undp.org
www.seatini.org
Third World Network (TWN)

9 Olienu St.

East Legon

P O Box AN 19452

Accra-North

GHANA

Tel:
+233 21 503669 / 511189 / 500419

Fax:
+233 21 511188

E-mail:  politicaleconomy@twnafrica.org
www.twnafrica.org
One World Action

57, Pasteur Street

Windhoek West

Windhoek, Namibia

Tel: +264 61  237184

E-Mail: ilombardt@oneworldaction.org.na
www.oneworldaction.org
International Labour Research and Information Group (ILRIG)

	Community House, 41 Salt River Road, 

Salt River, Cape Town, South Africa

Tel: +27-21-4476375

e-mail: info@ilrig.org.za
www.aidc.org.za\ilrig

Alternative Information and Development Centre (AIDC)

129 Rochester Road, Observatory

	Cape Town, South Africa 

Tel: + 27-21-4475770

e-mail: info@aidc.org.za

www.aidc.org.za


Traidcraft Policy Unit

Unit 306, 16 Baldwin’s Gardens

London

UNITED KINGDOM

Tel:
+44 (0) 207 242 3955

Fax:
+44 (0) 207 242 6173

E-mail:  policy@traidcraft.org.uk
www.traidcraft.org.uk
Ecumenical Service for Advocacy Work on Southern Africa (KASA)

c/o Werkstatt Őkonomie

Obere Seegasse 18, D-69124

Heidelberg

GERMANY

Tel:
+49 (0) 6221 4333612

Fax:
+49 (0) 6221 4333629

E-mail:  kasa@woek.de
www.woek.de
Coordination Southern Africa (KOSA)

August-Bebel-Str. 62, D-33602

Bielefeld

GERMANY

Tel:
+49 (0) 521 9864851

Fax:
+49 (0) 521 63789

E-mail:  kosa@kosa.org
www.kosa.org
Network Africa Germany (NAD)

Strässchenweg 3, D-3115

Bonn

GERMANY

Tel:
+49 (0) 228 9239300

Fax:
+49 (0) 228 92393049

E-mail:  nad.bonn@netzwerkafrika.de
www.netzwerkafrika.de
terre des hommes Deutschland

Ruppenkampstr. 11a, D-49084

Osnabrück

Tel:
+49 (0) 541 71010

Fax:
+49 (0) 541 707233

E-mail:  info@tdh.de
www.tdh.de
World Economy, Ecology and Development (WEED)

Torstr. 154, D-10115

Berlin

GERMANY

Tel:
+49 (0) 30 27582136

Fax:
+49 (0) 30 27596928

E-mail:  weed@weed-online.org
www.weed-online.org
European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM)

Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21, 6221 HE

Maastricht

THE NETHERLANDS

Tel:
+31 (0) 43 350 29 00

Fax:
+31 (0) 43 350 29 02

E-mail:  info@ecdpm.org
www.ecdpm.org
ActionAid International

PostNet Suite #248

Private Bag X31

Saxonworld 2132

Johannesburg

SOUTH AFRICA

Tel:
+27 (0) 11 880 0008

Fax:
+27 (0) 11 880 8082

E-mail:  mail.jhb@actionaid.org
www.actionaid.org
Oxfam International

22 rue de Commerce, 1000

Brussels

BELGIUM

Tel:
+32 2 502 0391

Fax:
+32 2 

E-mail:  advocacy@oxfaminternational.org
www.oxfam.org
South Centre

Chemin du Champ d’Anier 17

Case postale 228, 1211

Geneva 19

SWITZERLAND

Tel:
+41 22 791 8050

Fax:
+41 22 798 8531

E-mail:  south@southcentre.org
www.southcentre.org
Christian Aid

Christian Aid 
35 Lower Marsh

P O Box 100
London

UNITED KINGDOM

Tel:
+44 (0) 20 7620 4444
Fax:
+44 (0) 20 7620 0719
E-mail:  info@christian-aid.org
www.christianaid.org.uk
Catholic Agency for Overseas Development (CAFOD)

2 Romero Close

Stockwell Road, SW9 9TY

London

UNITED KINGDOM

Tel:
+44 20 7733 7900

Fax:
+44 20 7274 9630

E-mail:  receptio@cafod.org.uk
www.cafod.org.uk
Trócaire

Maynooth

Co. Kildare

IRELAND

Tel:
+353 1 629 3333

Fax:
+353 1 629 0658 / 0661

E-mail:  info@trocaire.ie
www.trocaire.org
International Lawyers and Economists Against Poverty (ILEAP)

1240 Bay Street, Suite 602

Toronto

Ontario

CANADA

Tel:
+1 416 309 2330

Fax:
+1 416 309 2331

E-mail:  ileap@ileap-jeicp.org
www.ileap-jeicp.org
Aprodev

Boulevard Charlemagne 28, 
B-1000 Brussels

BELGIUM
Tel:
+32 2234 5660 
Fax:
+32 2234 5669

E-mail:  admin@aprodev.net
www.aprodev.net
Brot für die Welt
Stafflenbergstrasse 76
70184 Stuttgart

GERMANY

Tel:
+49 (0) 711 / 21 59 - 0
Fax:
+49 (0) 711 / 21 59 – 110

E-mail:  advocacy@brot-fuer-die-welt.de
www.brot-fuer-die-welt.de/
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