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As everyone would be fully aware, the Fifth WTO Ministerial Conference, held in 
Cancun on September 10-14, 2003 ended in complete failure. According to the 
Ministerial Declaration issued in Doha in November 20012, the meeting was supposed to 
have been a “mid-term review” of the Doha work programme (sometimes called the 
Development Round) and was even supposed to have approved certain specific 
commitments by member countries, such as their market access offers. However, in the 
two years since the Doha ministerial, not much progress took place in any of the 
negotiations and almost all major deadlines were missed. The Cancun ministerial broke 
down ostensibly because of failure to agree on the “Singapore Issues” (investment, 
transparency in government procurement, trade facilitation, and competition policy)3 but 
it is quite doubtful that, even if there had there been agreement on these, the agricultural 
issues would have been solved. 
 
The agricultural negotiations have been particularly problematic and this helped to set the 
stage for the Cancun breakdown. The ‘modalities’ for further negotiations (principles, 
formulas, etc. for commitments) that were to have been settled by March 31, 2003 were 
not agreed and thus the negotiations were stalled for several months. The draft modalities 
produced by the chairman of the Special Session of the Committee on Agriculture, Stuart 
Harbinsion4 were wide-ranging in scope and quite detailed. They were, however, 
objected to by almost all groups for one reason or the other – some arguing that they were 
not ‘ambitious’ enough in proposing tariff cuts and reductions or elimination of subsidies, 
while others argued that they went too far. CARICOM and other ACP countries, 

                                                 
1 Any opinions expressed are those of the author and not necessarily those of the Caribbean Regional 
Negotiating  Machinery 
2 WTO, Ministerial Conference, Fourth Session, Doha, 9-14 November, 2001, “Ministerial Declaration” 
WT/MIN(01)/DEC/W/1, 14 November 2001 
3 These are four issues originating from the First Ministerial Conference in Singapore in 1996. The main 
demandeurs in these areas are the EU and Japan. The US has been a promoter of trade facilitation and 
transparency in government procurement. Most developing countries object to starting negotiations in these 
areas citing lack of capacity and intrusiveness in government policy. They also pointed to the fact that the 
Doha Declaration, though including these issues, states that negotiations may only proceed on the basis of 
“explicit consensus” reached at the Fifth Ministerial, of which there was none. 
4 Chairman Harbinson’s first draft of modalities (revised) – attached to his report to the General Council, 
dated July 7, 2003 - TN/AG/10 
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concerned as they are about their preferences into the EU and the vulnerability of their 
domestic agriculture, took issue with the chair’s tentative proposals on preferences and 
the fact that their small size was not sufficiently taken into account in the area of market 
access.  
 
Only a few weeks before the Cancun meeting (August 13) did the agriculture talks regain 
some momentum with the publication of a joint EC/US ‘framework’ agreement5. This 
document, which contained no numbers, set the precedent for a number of similar 
proposals6 and indeed for the first revised draft Ministerial Text put out by the Chairman 
of the General Council on August 247. The framework approach basically consisted of a 
set of general approaches to the negotiations. For example, in market access, it was stated 
that x% of tariff lines would be subject to an across the board cut of y% and a minimum 
cut of z%, and so on. Had countries agreed to the framework, the details would have had 
to have been negotiated back in Geneva. Although countries did tend to rally around this 
approach, there was still little agreement to be found on matters of substance. A group of 
developing countries, formed just prior to the meeting, led by Brazil, India, China and 
others (the G21)8, quickly put out its own framework in which they called for substantial 
market access openings and subsidy reductions in the developed countries. The issuing of 
a second revision of the official draft, on the penultimate day of the ministerial, did little 
to bridge the differences. In fact, some countries, including CARICOM, protested that the 
second was worse than the first.  
 
The agriculture negotiations had proceeded from the premise that all areas of the 
Agreement on Agriculture were subject to negotiation9. Thus, both in papers submitted 
by member countries, and in the draft modalities and framework, the three pillars of the 
agreement – market access export subsidies and domestic support – were covered.  
 
Market Access 
 
CARICOM’s main preoccupation has been with the market access issues, both those 
relating to developed countries (because of the possible impact on preferences) and those 
relating to developing countries. The main issues in market access have to do with the 
tariff reduction formula to be adopted. Under the Uruguay Round (UR), the formula was 
a follows: for developed countries, average tariff reductions of 36% (minimum 15%) 
over 6 years. For developing countries, average tariff reductions of 24% (minimum 10%) 

                                                 
5 United States/European Communities Joint Text on Agriculture, August 13, 2003 (circulated in Geneva) 
6See, for example, “Proposal of a Framework Document” – Joint Proposal by Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, 
China, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, India, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru and Thailand, August 20, 
2003; and “Joint Text” by Dominican Republic, Honduras, Kenya, Nicaragua, Panama and Sri Lanka on 
Agriculture, August 19, 2003 
7 Draft Cancún Ministerial Text – JOB(03)/150/Rev.1 -  dated August 24, 2003 
8 At the time of the Cancun ministerial, the G21 consisted of South Africa, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Egypt, El Salvador, Ecuador, Guatemala, India, Mexico, 
Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Thailand and Venezuela 
9 The agriculture negotiations had actually commenced in March 2000, as mandated in Article 20 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture. Along with services, agriculture was part of the “in-built” agenda of the 
Uruguay Round – commitments on the part of member countries to continue the reform process. 
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over 10 years. Least developed countries were not required to undertake tariff reduction 
commitments. The competing formula is the “Swiss” formula, which is meant to cut 
higher tariffs by larger amounts than lower tariffs, it is therefore called a “harmonizing” 
formula. With the Swiss formula, even fairly low tariffs of, say, 25% would be cut 
substantially10. CARICOM, along with the ACP as a whole, early on expressed support 
for the Uruguay Round formula and a rejection of the Swiss Formula. 
 
In all the draft modalities leading up to Cancun, differential commitments for developed 
and developing countries were proposed. It is noteworthy, however, that the EC-US text 
made no distinction between the approach to be adopted by developed and developing 
countries. In fact, the only mention of special and differential treatment (S&D) was one 
that would have prevented “significant net food exporting countries” from having access 
to S&D provisions or at least would have reduced the flexibility that would be available 
to these countries. Of course, there was an angry reaction from Brazil and others who saw 
this as an attempt to smuggle in a re-categorization of developing countries though the 
back door as well as a device to penalize their competitiveness. 
 
All countries were committed to a formula approach to tariff reduction but the main 
problem had to do with whether developing countries regarded the proposed levels of 
tariff reduction (or the formula to be applied) as representing the right balance, 
particularly compared to the levels of subsidies that developed countries would be 
allowed to maintain. Although there is no single coalition of developing countries in the 
WTO, there is the generally stated argument that developing countries should not be 
required to make substantial cuts in their tariffs, since this is the only means that they 
have of protecting their agriculture. Developed countries are wont to make the argument 
that their tariffs are much lower than those of developing countries, and that their applied 
tariffs are more or less equal to their bound tariffs11. But this hides the fact that tariffs on 
products of export interest to developing countries are often quite high, and that levels of 
budgetary support given to the producers of these products in developed countries are 
also high. Thus, “any concession on market access from the part of developing countries 
constitute a proportionally larger contribution to the reform process than it represents for 
developed countries which use a wide array of measures and instruments to protect and 
promote their agricultural production and exports”12. 
 
Harbinson’s draft modalities in the area of market access had called for hybrid formula 
that was meant to be a compromise between those calling for the Uruguay Round formula 
and those advocating a “Swiss” formula. On the side of the Uruguay Round formula were 
the European Union, the Eastern European countries, South Korea, Japan, and the ACP 
(including CARICOM). Promoting the Swiss formula were the US and members of the 
                                                 
10 For a discussion of tariff reduction formulas, see WTO Backgrounder “Tariff Negotiations in 
Agriculture: Reduction Methods” available on the WTO website - 
http://docsonline.wto.org:80/DDFDocuments/t/tn/ma/S3R2.doc) 
11 It should be noted that, in the WTO, negotiations for tariff reduction proceed on the basis of “bound” 
tariffs, i.e. the maximum tariffs, per tariff line, which countries has committed to imposed on all other 
members. In fact, the tariffs that are actually applied may be substantially below the bound tariffs. In 
CARICOM’s cases, most agricultural tariffs have been bound at 100%. 
12 South Centre, Comments on EC – US Joint Text on Agriculture, 13 August 2003 
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Cairns Group (Australia, Brazil and others). Harbinson’s attempt to bring the two sides 
together consisted of an approach that divided tariffs into several bands according to their 
levels (three for developed countries and four for developing countries) with a Uruguay 
Round formula being applied to each, but with progressively higher levels of tariff 
reduction being applied to the higher bands. 
 
The draft Cancun ministerial text (both revisions) followed the EU/US approach of 
dividing tariffs into “percentages of tariff lines”, and applying different formulas to each. 
One formula (for “import-sensitive” products) would be a Uruguay Round-like formula; 
another would be a Swiss Formula; and for the rest, tariffs would be brought to zero. 
There was also a requirement to cap the overall levels of tariffs to a certain level. 
Developing countries would have been required to apply UR-type formulas to all three 
categories with the option of applying a Swiss formula to the second and third categories.  
 
Harbinson had also introduced the concept of Special Products (SP) – one that is meant to 
partially answer the concerns of developing countries, many of whom argued that they 
should be able to exempt certain key products from tariff reduction on the grounds of 
food security, protection of rural livelihoods etc. and even be allowed to increase tariff 
binding where these are considered too low13. Harbinson’s Special Products proposal did 
not, however, aim at exemptions but at a lower rate of tariff reduction than would be 
applicable to products in general. A huge debate ensued in Geneva on this proposed 
modality with strong objections being raised by the US, the Cairns Group and others. 
These countries argued that, even with the strictest criteria being applied to the concept, it 
could result in large volumes of products (particularly from large developing countries 
such as India) being excluded from tariff reductions. CARICOM was certainly a 
supporter of SP and, at Cancun, joined an alliance of a number of countries supporting 
the concept. While the SP concept was included in both revisions of the draft Ministerial 
Text, it was severely compromised by having it tied to only one category of tariff 
reductions (the “import-sensitive” category), thereby limiting the flexibility of countries 
in determining the products that could qualify. Importantly, there was no mention of SP 
in the joint EC/US framework.  
 
Another of Harbinson’s proposals was for a safeguard mechanism (SSM) that would be 
generally available to developing countries, unlike the current special safeguard 
mechanism (SSG), which is only available to countries that underwent the “tariffication” 
process during the Uruguay Round. Barbados is the only CARICOM country that has 
access to the SSG. Those countries supporting SP also supported the SSM. After initial 
objections by US and Cairns group, these countries eventually accepted the SSM 
proposal, but with a twist – they claimed that SSM was sufficient to deal with the 
concerns that the SP was intended to address. In addition, the EC/US framework, as well 
as the draft ministerial text, also provided that not only should the conditions attached to 
the SSM be negotiated but also the products to which it could be applied. CARICOM 

                                                 
13 These proposals originated in 2000, based on advice by the South Centre. See WTO, Committee on 
Agriculture, Special Session, “Proposal to the June 2000 Special Session of The Committee on Agriculture 
by Cuba, Dominican Republic, Honduras, Pakistan, Haiti, Nicaragua, Kenya, Uganda, Zimbabwe,  
Sri Lanka And El Salvador” G/AG/NG/W/13, 23 June 2000 
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argued that there should be no prior determination of the products that may be subject to 
SSM. 
 
The other problem had to do with the insertion of the Swiss formula into the draft 
ministerial text, following the lead of the EC/US framework, as applicable to developing 
countries. The first revision had included the Swiss formula as an option for the second 
category of tariff reductions, i.e. developing countries could opt to apply either an across 
the board cut with a minimum percentage cut per tariff line (UR-type formula), or a 
Swiss formula. In the second revision, however, this option was removed and the Swiss 
formula was presented as the only modality for that category. Given that there would 
have been pressures to place a major portion of tariff lines within this category, this 
proposal was quite unacceptable to CARICOM and many other developing countries. 
 
Further, there would have been a requirement that for the “import-sensitive” category, 
market access would have to be achieved through a combination of tariff cuts and tariff 
rate quotas. This would have proven to be highly problematic since it implies that, after 
having imposed the basic tariff cuts, countries would have been required to establish or 
expand tariff rate quotas at tariff levels below those resulting from the basic cuts, at least 
for certain products. 
 
One notable absence from the draft Ministerial Text was a Harbinson proposal on 
preferences. This would have allowed developed preference-giving countries to both 
delay and subject to lower tariff reductions, products that have been the subject of “long-
standing preferences to developing countries”. CARICOM and other ACP countries, 
though having expressed concerns about the meagerness of the Harbinson proposal were 
alarmed at its absence from the initial draft texts. The revised version of the text did, 
however, make reference to preferences and called for further talks, based on the 
Harbinson proposal but nothing more definitive was proposed. 
 
Finally, developed countries would have been required, after having made the basic tariff 
cuts, to ensure that “the simple average tariff reduction” for all products would not be 
below a certain percentage. The applicability of this modality to developing countries 
was left open but not precluded. 
 
With respect to subsidies, CARICOM and the ACP as a whole took a somewhat neutral 
approach. This was primarily because of the fact that subsidies form an essential part of 
the EU’s common agricultural policy (CAP) and thus help to support the higher prices 
from which CARICOM’s exports benefit. This is particularly the case with sugar. 
 
The EC and US in their joint proposal had, in effect, sought to create a new category of 
allowable subsidies that would not be subject to reduction. These they called “less 
distorting support” and fashioned the criteria after the blue box. Blue box payments 
would have been maintained in addition to this new category. They did, however, seek to 
cap these payments along with those in the de minimis, blue box and amber box. It is 
clear that both countries wished to maintain the integrity of the “green box”, which is the 
vehicle for massive amounts of subsidies that are deemed to be “non- trade distorting”. 
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Developed countries have been accused of using the green box as a means of shifting 
their budgeted support from the “trade distorting” categories while maintaining or 
increasing the overall support provided to their farmers14. 
 
Export subsidies (heavily used by the EU), would only be eliminated on some products, 
and export credits (used heavily by the US) would only be reduced or eliminated “in 
parallel with” reductions of export subsidies on the same products. Although the text 
proposed the elimination of export subsidies on “products of particular interest to 
developing countries”, neither the time frame nor the products were stated. 
 
The official draft text adopted the concept of “less trade distorting” subsidies but sought 
to subject all trade distorting subsidies to reduction commitments. Also, Green box 
criteria would be reviewed to ensure that they have “no, or at most minimal trade-
distorting effect or effects on production”.  
 
The G21 Group had, however, proposed much more radical reforms for subsidies. They 
had, for example, proposed the total elimination of export subsidies over a fixed period 
and not merely reduced as the EU and US would have had it. The subsidy component of 
export credits and related programmes would also be eliminated. G21 had also proposed 
the elimination of the Blue box, an overall cut in the Amber box, reduction in de minimis 
for developed countries, and capping and/or reduction of direct payments under the 
Green box. 
 
Thus, both the EC-US text and the draft text from the Chairman of the General Council, 
would have entailed commitments for developed countries on domestic support and 
export subsidies that were considerably watered from what was being demanded by many 
exporting countries, including other developed countries such as Australia. The 
compromises reached during the redrafting of the official text would have been 
insufficient to bridge the differences. 
 
CARICOM’s concerns with the draft text were basically the same as those expressed 
during the Geneva talks – a lack of protections for its preferences and an overly 
ambitious tariff cutting agenda for developing countries. In their statements to the 
meeting of heads of delegation on the penultimate day of the meeting therefore, 

                                                 
14 Under the WTO Agreement on Agriculture, there are three main categories or “boxes” of domestic 
support – the Amber Box (those with are deemed trade-distorting and must be reduced), the Blue Box 
(those relating to “production-limiting” schemes where farmers are paid to confine their output to certain 
amounts), and the Green Box (those subsidies that are deemed to have no or minimal trade-distorting 
effects). While the Green Box covers such things as research, training and extension, it also allows 
countries to make direct payments to farmers, as long as they do not involve price supports, and “de-
coupled” payments, i.e. as long as the payments are not linked to the amount produced. Many developing 
countries have called for a review of the qualifying criteria for the Green Box claiming that direct 
payments, for example, do have both wealth-increasing and production-inducing effects. An additional 
category, the de minmis, allows developed countries to apply trade-distorting support up to the level of 5% 
of the value of the production, both with respect to the “non-product-specific” and product-specific” 
support, i.e. they may give support equal to 5% of their production, plus 5% of the value of each product. 
For developing countries, the applicable figure is 10%. 
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CARICOM Ministers rejected the draft text, calling it a backward step. Most other 
developing country delegations also rejected the draft. 
 
Alliances 
 
The alliances of developing countries played a crucial role in the events at Cancun. The 
G21 probably played the most important role in shaping the outcome. Although this 
group consists of countries with very different agendas in the agriculture talks (India and 
Chile could not be further apart on most issues, for example) they were united in their 
opposition to the EU/US compromise on subsidies, which would have seen both being 
able to retain large portions of their support programmes. The African and LDC groups 
also played their role, particularly in relation to the Singapore Issues. Whether or not 
these alliances will hold up in future is debatable but the fact is that it marked a 
substantial departure in alliance-making in the WTO. 
 
Small Economies 
 
Much of the difficulty that CARICOM and other small countries face in the WTO 
negotiations is the lack of recognition of small economies as a separate category of WTO 
members. Indeed, the Doha Declaration makes it clear that no such category of countries 
is contemplated. Many of the flexibilities that small states have been proposing (e.g. on 
special products) would have been much less problematic had it been clear that these 
facilities would only be available to small states. But, being part of the large group of 
developing countries, consisting of countries such as China and India – all of whom 
benefit from special and differential treatment provisions – makes it almost impossible to 
craft rules that would have the effect of exempting small states from across-the-board 
disciplines. One possible route is to develop proposals that are defined on the basis of the 
participation of countries in world trade and/or production. Indeed, CARICOM’s 
proposals for amendment to the Cancun text contain some of these and it may well 
become necessary to intensify this approach15. 
 
Implications for the Future 
 
Judging from the reactions of CARICOM delegations, there was great relief that a 
damaging agreement was not imposed on them. In large measure, this relief related to the 
inability of the developing countries to prevail on the Singapore Issues. But, the sense of 
relief was also related to agriculture. There was no way in which CARICOM could have 
accepted the agriculture text, given that it barely addressed its concerns. But, while the 
multilateral process may have stalled for the time being (negotiation meetings in Geneva 
have been cancelled at least up to December 15) attention will almost certainly shift to 
the bilateral processes. Indeed, the US has made no secret of their desire to intensify 
bilateral free trade processes. The following statement (liberally paraphrased) from 

                                                 
15 See WTO, Ministerial Conference, Fifth Session, Cancun 10-14 September 2003 “CARICOM Proposals 
for Amendment to the Annes A of the Draft Cancun Ministerial Text (JOB(03)/150/Rev.1)” 
WT/MIN(03)/W/11, 8 September 2003 
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Ambassador Zoellick, the US Trade Representative, at the end of the conference, is 
instructive: 
 

“Others” were not willing to negotiate, only to make demands and engage in 
negative rhetoric. There were the “can do” countries and the “can’t do” countries. 
We had a reasonable text that we could have worked on but others refused to 
negotiate. We are going to open up markets one way or the other. Many 
developing countries have approached us asking for free trade agreements and 
we will do everything to bring these about. Developing countries have the most 
to lose from the collapse at Cancun. They must realize that frustration is not a 
policy. One of the best things that can happen for development is for the U.S. 
economy to grow. As for the FTAA, it will be up to “the others” to make it a 
success. Some Latin American countries (read Brazil) chose to oppose us at 
Cancun and they will have to face the consequences of their own actions. They 
missed the opportunity to cut our agricultural subsidies and we’re not prepared to 
do that in the FTAA. There are a lot of other Latin American countries that are 
willing to move forward.16 

 
The EU has been ahead of the bilateral game for some time and not shown any desire to 
slow down. CARICOM has had very limited engagement in bilateral negotiations with 
only two fully reciprocal agreements having been signed (Dominican Republic and 
Cuba). However, negotiations are almost complete with Costa Rica, and exploratory talks 
have commenced with Canada. The emphasis and urgency that CARICOM places on 
future bilateral arrangements will therefore have to be assessed. 
 
A Note on the FTAA and EU/ACP Negotiations 
 
The FTAA should be distinguished from bilateral negotiations if only because of the 
number of countries involved (34). For that reason, it has more of the characteristics of a 
multilateral negotiation than of a bilateral. In addition, the range of issues being 
negotiated is as large as in the WTO and then some. Thus, the possibility of gaining 
consensus in the FTAA is as difficult as in the WTO.  Indeed, the FTAA negotiations 
have been more or less stalled for a year or more and successive meetings of ministers 
and high officials have not been able to move them forward. To be sure, the process of 
making offers for tariff reduction has commenced but this is only one aspect of the 
negotiations, and there is every indication that most countries are not willing to make 
substantial market access offers until other issues, such as the treatment of subsidies, are 
sorted out. The possibility of the failure of the FTAA to materialize is fully recognized 
throughout the hemisphere and this has therefore given more impetus to bilateral 
approaches. The US has already completed a free trade agreement (FTA) with Chile and 
is currently engaged in negotiations with five Central American countries and the 
Dominican Republic. Canada already has FTAs with Chile and Costa Rica, and has 
almost completed its negotiations with the other Central American countries. Other 
agreements exist among other countries of the Hemisphere. All this means that the 

                                                 
16 for a full transcript of Ambassador Zoellick’s statement, see the US government’s Cancun Ministerial 
website - http://www.ustrade-wto.gov/03073001.html  
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preferences that CARICOM currently enjoys in the US and Canadian market are being or 
will be eroded, even if the WTO and FTAA processes continue to be stalled. 
 
The main difficulty in the FTAA agricultural negotiations relates to the need to balance 
market access commitments with those on subsidies. The US and Canada – the major 
subsidizers in the Hemisphere – continue to argue that most subsides should not be 
subject to FTAA disciplines and should only be dealt with in the WTO. While the failure 
of Cancun has not changed their position, it is clear that this development will not make 
the negotiations any easier. CARICOM, like most FTAA countries, has argued that it 
cannot be expected to make significant market access offers in agriculture while the 
developed countries of the Hemisphere are allowed to continue pumping subsidized 
products into their markets. The issue of agricultural safeguards has also been raised 
since the beginning of the negotiations but it is only in recent months that the US has 
proposed such a mechanism. Unfortunately, this is not expected to unblock the 
negotiations, since the US proposal is clearly meant to protect their own sensitive 
products and there is not indication that they are willing to accept an approach that has 
significant S&D features. More broadly, CARICOM has also made it clear that it requires 
an agreement, at least in principle, on the establishment of a Regional Integration Fund, 
which would provide financial support for the adjustment process, and which would go 
beyond the technical assistance approach envisaged under the Hemispheric Cooperation 
Programme. 
 
The ACP/EU negotiations, as provided for in the Cotonou Agreement of June 2000, have 
now entered their second phase. The first “all-ACP” phase, which started in September 
2002, consisted mainly of general discussions on the parameters for the more detailed 
regional negotiations to be undertaken in Phase II. There continues to be a divergence in 
views between the ACP and EU on the issue of “WTO compatibility” of the future 
regional agreements as well as the need for additional resources (over and above that 
provided for in Cotonou) that would support the adjustment process. This is particularly 
so in agriculture, where the ACP has argued additional assistance is necessary before 
negotiations can begin. The EU has continued to resist this call and has insisted that all 
the resources that they intend to give are already set out in the Cotonou Agreement. This 
will clearly continue to be contentious issue. 
 
The issue of fisheries agreements will also feature prominently in the negotiations and the 
debate on the merits of concluding a framework ACP-EU Agreement on fisheries, 
incorporating principles such as those relating to responsible fishing, and sustainable 
management of fisheries resources will continue. 
 
The negotiations with the EU have the potential for removing once and for all the 
uncertainty surrounding the compatibility of the Lomé/Cotonou arrangements with WTO 
rules. On the other hand, the degree of flexibility provided for in WTO, in terms of 
asymmetrical reciprocity, is not substantial. CARICOM must be concerned about the 
extent to which EU agriculture can compete in its markets, particularly given the high 
level of subsidization that exists in the EU. The EU has not, however, given any 
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indication that it is willing to go the extra mile in ensuring that the Caribbean is protected 
from the sort of competition that can easily devastate its agriculture. 
 
Given that the ACP enjoys duty free access in the EU market for most products, the main 
challenge will be to ensure that there is substantial improvement in market access for 
products that are not subject to full unrestricted access. Unfortunately, several of the 
products in which CARICOM has an export interest on the EU market are those that are 
subject to restrictions, even under the Cotonou arrangements, and which the EU may 
wish to continue to restrict for some time in the future. The other major challenge 
concerns the “protocol products” (bananas and sugar). The problems facing the banana 
industry are well known and all efforts must be placed on ensuring that the tariff-only 
regime that is due to come into effect at the beginning of 2006 does the least damage to 
the sector. For sugar, the situation is quite grave – the WTO challenge to the EU’s sugar 
regime by Brazil, Australia and Thailand holds the possibility of devastating 
CARICOM’s sugar industry, even the most competitive producers among them. While it 
may not be feasible to prevail on the litigants to withdraw their challenge (this has 
already been tried) it is necessary to obtain firm commitments from the EU on their 
intention to protect the interests of ACP sugar exporters. 
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