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Most Americans know very little
about the TTIP negotiations.



EU citizens tend to know
more about TTIP, and there
1s significant opposition to it:






A central focus of the politics of TTIP, far beyond their
share of U.S.-EU trade

Agriculture and Food



Agriculture has always been the key
impediment to US-EU trade negotiations:

Since the signing of ... (GATT) in 1947, agricultural policies
have been so contentious as to be left aside in the first seven
rounds of ... negotiations. They were responsible for the
eighth one (the Uruguay Round) taking a mammoth eight
years to complete; and are the major main reason for the
difficltures in concluding the current round ...

Anderson, K. ”Understanding Government Interventions in Agricultural Markets.” In Anderson, K. (ed.), The
Political Economy of Agricultural Price Distortions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2010, p. 5.



Historically, almost all the
opposition to agricultural trade
agreements has come from
agricultural producers wanting
protection from international
competition.



Nov 5, 2014: French farmers hold a country-wide strike to protest low
Cel‘eal, m||k and Vegetable priceS. (Source: The Atlantic, 2014 “French Farmers grow Angry”)

Not an accident! -
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But EU opposition to TTIP 1s
coming less from farmers than
from consumer and activist
groups. This 1sn’t your parents’
“protectionism.”
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“Greenpeace protesters ambushed the ship carrying 60,000
tonnes of genetically modified soybeans off Anglesey on

Friday morning.”



The current situation
in EU-U.S. ag and food
trade:



On average, tariffs already relatively low:

Table 1 — Average tariff protection on bilateral trade

between the EU and the US
(ad valorem equivalents in percent, 2010)

Agriculture  Industry Overall
Tariffs applied by the US
on imports from the EU 06 17 2:2
Tariffs applied by the EU 178 53 33

on imports from the US

Source: MAcMap-HS6.
Note: more details on bilateral tariff protection are given in a post on CEPII's blog (in
French): hitp://iwww.cepii.fr/BLOG/bi/post.asp?IDcommunique=183.

Source: Fontagné, Gourdon, and Jean (2013)



But averages hide significant tariffs in

sensitive products:

Figure 3. EU and US tariff profiles in agriculture: maximum applied MFN duty within the respective

produ ct group
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Source: WTO, ITC & UNCTAD (2013). Source: Josling and Tangermann (2014)



Actually, for all the fuss, ag & food trade

between the U.S. and EU 1s relatively modest,
and 1s dominated by alcohol.:

Table 1. Intra-industry trade in major EU-US trade flows in the food and agriculture sector

Grubel-Lloyd Share in total EU-US
HS Product sector index y agricultural and food trade
22 | Beverages, spirits and vinegar 0.273 35.6%
08 | Edible fruit and nuts etc. 0.157 7.0%
12 | Gilseeds and oleaginous fruits etc. 0.226 6.5%
15 | Animal or vegetable fats and oils etc. 0.624 4.5%
21 | Miscellaneous edible preparations 0.983 3.8%
20 | Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts etc. 0.587 3.7%
Residues and waste from the food
23 industries etc. 0.308 3.3%
04 | Dairy produce, birds' eggs etc. 0.165 3.3%
18 | Cocoa and Cocoa preparations 0.101 3.1%
19 | Preparations of cereals etc. 0.229 3.0%

Source: Authors” own calculations.

Source: Josling and Tangermann (2014)



CGE models’ estimates of how TTIP

would effect trade flows shows the ag
sector much affected, however:

Table 2. Estimated impacts of TTIP on bilateral trade flows (‘reference’ scenario percentage deviation
from baseline in 2025)

Exporter Importer Total Agriculture Industry Services
Transatlantic trade

US EU27 52.5 168.5 66.4 14.0

EU27 USA 49.0 149.5 61.8 24.0
Other trade flows

US RoW -1.4 -1.9 -1.3 -1.6

EU27 RoW -1.4 -04 -1.4 -1.4

RoW USA -2.5 -0.8 2.8 -0.7

RoW EU27 0.2 -1.5 0.1 0.6

EU27 EU27 -1.2 -2.6 2.3 2.8

RoW RoW 0.1 -0.0 0.2 0.2

Note: RoW refers to the rest of the world. Source: Josling and Tangermann (2014)

Source: Fontagné et al. (2013).



Absolute US gains 1n
ag from TTIP

estimated to be 2.5
times EU gains.

Source: Fontagné, Gourdon, and Jean (2013)



Some EU and US ag and food
markets are still highly
protected and the political-
economic situation in those 1s
pretty much the same-old

same-old:



US: tobacco, sugar, peanuts, dairy products,
beef, cotton, horticultural goods

EU: dairy, live animals, tobacco, gram
vy & e S \ . -
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Figure 2. EU and US tariff profiles in agriculture: MEN applied duties
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Source: WTO, ITC & UNCTAD (2013). Source: Josling and Tangermann (2014)



TTIP-consequences for the EU
agricultural sector:

EU producers who gain: dairy,
wine and spirits



Big EU loser: Beef.



SO one can expect somewhat
conventional trade negotiations
for these sectors:

* Exporters trying to gain access
into foreign markets

* Import-competitors trying to
keep their governments from
liberalizing trade



But the real debate 1s not
about tarifts.

Debate about non-tariff
barriers to trade (NTMs)
far outweighs their
economic 1mpacts.



That 1s,
harmonization of ag &
food technology and
safety standards
1s the most sensitive
political 1ssue:



Impacts of NTMs are
notoriously hard to quantify:

Table 4. Estimates of ad valorem equivalents of NTMs and tariffs in the sector of agriculture and food
in the EU and the US

R us
NTMs: Fontagné et al. 48.2% 51.3%

NTMs: Ecorys 733%

Tariffs in agriculture:
simple average MFN applied 13.2% 4.7%

Sources: Ecorys (2009); Fontagné et al. (2013) and WTO, ITC and UNCTAD (2013).

Source: Josling and Tangermann (2014)



Hormones:

25-year dispute.
US beef exporters believe EU
still not WTO-compliant.



Hormone implants increase growth rate
and feed conversion efficiency

¥ ‘ »‘.‘

- ~R
* FDA has approved steroid hormone drugs for beef since 1950

e Usually at entrance }nto feedyard, approx. duration 100 — 120 day



Some push from the anti-hormone
folks:

HORMONE TREATED BEEF

gy SERVED TO YOU BY TTIP



All Living Things

Contain Hormones
S Ome puSh- Comparison of estrogen levels in milk, women and medicine

b aCk fro l l I Nanogram - one billionth of a gram (1/1,000,000,000)

the beef
industry:

ng of estrogen

4 Y
1,000,000
1000000 =
800000 630,000 J
400000 [ ‘
20-30,000

"% Two ounces of potatoes = 225 ng of active estrogen

Three ounces of eggs = 2,625 ng of active estrogen

Source: www.bestfoodfacts.org




Beta-antagonists:

Growth enhancer.
Same dispute, new century.



Beta-agonists are veterinary drugs used as feed
supplements to increase weight gain in cattle

» Used to improve feed conversion — more beef
per animal

* Fed last 20 — 40 days before slaughter

Performance Advantages for using Beta
Agonists in Cattle Production

Added final live
weight

Added hot carcass




70-80% of US cattle produced using
Beta-agonists 1 2013
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EU27 BEEF MEAT IMPORT 2009 - 2013
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Hormone and beta-agonist ban
have had a huge effect on US
exports of beef to the EU



Pathogen reduction techniques:

e (Chlorinated chicken
« Lactic acid

EU says US uses these to compensate
for inadequate production techniques
earlier in the process



GMO S (of course)

e The issue that i1s never solved and
never goes away.

» TTIP talks unlikely to focus on
domestic adoption of transgenic crops



GMOs. For example,
"Roundup Ready Soybeans”




When Monsanto first -
L ‘L .+ developed the Roundup
g, e (glyphosate) herbicide,
they used it to control
 weeds near roads,
because it killed pretty:
.much everything.




Then they figured out a
“way to genetlcally modify
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So, when the soybean plants are still pretty
small, you can spray the whole field, and all
the weeds die but the soybeans don't.

1r 13




On most
farms, this
method
saves a lot of
money and
time.




Result:
U.S.: 95+% soybeans are GMOs
World: 85% soybeans are GMOs
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Many other crops are gentically
modified (for various reasons):

Corn,

Cotton

Canola (rapeseed)
Papaya ....



Unless you are a
really serious foody,
In the U.S. you eat
products from GM
soybeans every day:

%o | INGREDIENTS: OIL BLEND (SOYBEAN
& | PALM FRUIT, CANOLA, AND OLIVE Ol
WATER, CONTAINS LESS THAN 2% OF
130 | WHEY (MILK), SALT, NATURAL AND

ba* | VITAMIN B12, VITAMIN D3,
1 DL-a-TOCOPHERYL ACETATE (VITAM!!

LACTIC ACID, BETA-CAROTENE CO

== | AND POTASSIUM SORBATE AND CALLIUM

DISODIUM EDTA (TO PRESERVE
FRESHNESS).

s | Owned & Distributed by GFA BRANCS
= | Paramus, NJ 07652-1432 + 201427 ¢
A rw smarthalance com




You will not find GM food
products in EU
supermarkets.

Is it illegal? No.



Fifty GM plant varieties
whose product can be sold
in the EU for use 1n food or
animal feed.

Mostly GM maize. Also

soybeans, rapeseed, sugar
beets, cotton and potatoes.



So why no GMOs In EU
supermarkets?

One word:



G ree n p eaCe (actually, two words, sorta).

'GM cows' protest at supermarket

Fifty Greenpeace members
have staged a protest at
Sainsbury’'s, claiming cows
which produce its own brand
milk are fed genetically
modified maize.

Dressed as cows, they chained
themselves to the dairy aisle -
and entrance and scaled the Protesters say Sainsbury's milk comes
roof of the store in Greenwich, from cows fed GM maize

south east London.




GM crops are imported Into
the EU to use as livestock
feed. You can buy beef or
pork that once ate GM corn

or soybeans.



Discussion in some U.S. states:
foods containing GM products had
to be labeled, would this benefit
consumers, and would it provide
them with valuable information?



Genetically modified bread???

) N i .‘, . j. - " <
f. . v “ B/’ N & “‘jl‘ X !
| ! Y GMOE [
Project B} ~ 49,
B ; -

£ '_.1“'
Y ~:_7\' ’

19 ox. (539%)



Not to mention;

Non-GM Dirt:






Precautionary Principle
VS. Science?



Huge fear of low-
probabllity,
catastrophic events?



National
Academy
of Science

Report,
Dec. 2016:

The National Academies of
SCIENCES * ENGINEERING * MEDICINE

REPORT

~

GENETICALLY
ENGINEERED

CROPS

EXPERIENCES AND
PROSPECTS




Geographic Indicators



What i1s

Parmesan [

cheese,
anyway?




Does champagne have to come from
Champagne?



Can you distill Tennessee
Whiskey 1n Central Europe?



Negotiator’s dilemma:

Exclude ag & food from the
talks, or maintain lofty goals and
hope for the best?



It’s not impossible for the U.S. and EU
to actually come to agreements:

1996: US-EU Veterinary Equivalence Agreement (VEA).
Limited, but a start.

2004: EU Food Hygiene Package. Applies risk-based
approval for US slaughterhouses.

2006: US-EU Wine Agreement

2012: US-EU Organics Agreement. Made both
certification systems compatible.



