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Executive summary 

The EU‟s trading relations with the 77 members of the African, Caribbean and 
Pacific (ACP) countries have historically been framed by a series of conventions, 
most recently Lomé, which granted unilateral preferences to the ACP countries 
on the EU market. Although the ACP countries are amongst the most vulnerable 
countries in the global trading system, the conventions nevertheless violated 
WTO rules as they established unfair discrimination between developing 
countries. A change was therefore required. The Cotonou Agreement in 2000 
paved the way for a new trading regime based on reciprocal preferences. On 
this basis, in 2001 the WTO agreed to give a waiver to the EU to continue 
providing unilateral preferences until January 2008. 

Under the Cotonou Agreement, Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) will 
be established between the EU and the ACP countries. EPAs define a new stage 
in the policy of the EU towards the ACP developing countries, establishing a 
framework which is fully compatible with the WTO trading rules, in the sense 
of GATT Article XXIV.  

However, the EPAs, which should replace the Cotonou agreement by the 
beginning of next year, will pose important challenges for many ACP countries. 
The negotiations with the EU to establish EPAs began in September 2002. For 
the purposes of negotiations, the 77 ACP countries have been grouped into six 
negotiation regions (West Africa, Central Africa, Eastern and Southern Africa, 
the Southern African Development Community, the Caribbean and the Pacific) 
based on existing regional integration institutions. 

The EPAs raise several concerns amongst ACP countries. Firstly, ACP countries 
fear that giving preferential access to EU products, under a reciprocal 
arrangement, would put their producers in numerous sectors at risk of 
increased competition. Secondly, they also fear that cutting tariffs for EU 
products would result in a sizeable loss of tariff revenue that would hurt their 
public budgets. Thirdly, they claim that the timetable for the negotiations and 
their implementation is extremely tight given the numerous modalities still to 
be precisely determined. For example, what will be the scope and pace of 
liberalisation? Which products will be considered to be sensitive for ACP 
regions and thus excluded from liberalisation? How will integration inside each 
region be linked with ACP-EU liberalisation?  

In order to better address these concerns, our study intends to present a very 
detailed analysis of the trade-related aspects of EPAs negotiations. We use a 
dynamic partial equilibrium model at the HS6 level (covering 5,113 HS6 
products). The main source of trade data are Comext and BACI, while ad-
valorem tariffs and Tariffs-Rate-Quotas are provided by MacMapHS6v2. The use 
of these data sources means that we can accurately deal with the crucial aspect 
of sensitive products. Two alternative lists of sensitive products are 
constructed, one giving priority to the agricultural sectors (H1 option), the 
other focusing on tariff revenue preservation (H2 option). The dynamic aspect 
of the model allows us to measure the impact of the agreement over different 



An impact study of the EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) in the six ACP regions 
 

4  Fontagné L., Mitaritonna C., Laborde D. 
 

 

time periods. It is important to remember the strong asymmetry existing 
between the two trading partners. ACP countries are highly dependent on the 
EU market, largely due to their historical links. For the EU, on the other hand, 
despite this longstanding partnership, the ACP region remains of more modest 
economic importance, accounting for very little in terms of trade. The ECOWAS 
group alone accounts for half of total EU imports from the whole region. On the 
export side, ACP countries tend to be highly specialised in a few key products. 
This strong concentration mainly derives either from the abundance of 
minerals and natural resources in many African countries (petroleum, gold, 
diamonds and uranium and radioactive elements) or a heavy reliance on a few 
unprocessed agricultural commodities such as coffee or cotton.  

Looking at protection levels, ACP regions apply differing tariff rates on EU 
exports. CEMAC, COMESA and Pacific regions appear to be the most protective. 
Tariff structures present the usual shape. The highest level of protection is in 
agriculture, with high peaks in agro-food and vegetable production. In 
manufacturing, CEMAC and SADC still protect textiles while COMESA has high 
tariff rates in the metallurgic sector. On the other hand, EU trade policy is quite 
generous to ACP countries. The Cotonou agreement gives largely free access on 
all industrial products. The only protection remains in agriculture. However, 
given the high level of specialisation of many ACP countries on agricultural 
products, some of which are still protected, the average protection they face is 
often higher than that applied by the EU to the rest of the world. 

To be WTO compatible, the EPAs will have to satisfy GATT‟s Article XXIV, 
including the liberalisation of „substantially all‟ trade. However, this reciprocity 
is not the only objective of EPAs and, as the European Parliament has rightly 
pointed out there is the need “to be vigilant that the issue of compatibility does 
not take precedence over the overall aim of sustainable development”. In this 
sense, EPAs include several other elements, including support for deep 
integration and development assistance.  

Although both of these elements can be important catalysts for growth, due to 
difficulties in their integration into the model, they are not quantified in this 
study. However they should not be overlooked when it comes to the 
interpretation of the results. In other words our results need to be seen in the 
light of broader positive effects that can be expected from EPAs, but which are 
not modelled here. 

To define what “substantially all trade” means in terms of share of trade, we 
have followed the guidelines of the EU Commission. They consider that a 
Preferential Trading Agreement (PTA) is WTO compatible if 90% of bilateral 
trade is fully liberalised1. We use this criterion to simulate EPAs for each 
negotiating regional block. We assume that the full implementation of EPAs will 
be achieved within 15 years. To reflect the asymmetry between partners, the EU 
is modelled as granting free access to all ACP exports in 2008. The selection of 
sensitive products for the ACP remains a key issue. Two approaches have been 
chosen, following the advice of DG Trade experts. Under the H1 scenario, 
priority is given to agricultural products, to reflect the political sensitivity of 

                                                  
1
 This quantitative requirement (90 per cent of free trade) is achieved considering both 90 per cent of bilateral trade 

in volume and 90 per cent of tariff lines in the Harmonised System. 
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the sector. Under the H2 Scenario, sensitive products are selected such that 
tariff revenue losses are minimised at the regional level. 

The framework for the analysis is a partial equilibrium model focusing on the 
demand side. Different simulations are performed in order to assess the impact 
of both potential outcomes from the EPA negotiations and alternative scenarios 
in the event that EPAs are not signed. In the latter context, firstly, we consider 
the end of Cotonou, no EPA and GSP tariffs applied to non-LDC ACP countries 
(Everything But Arms-EBA-will still provide market access for LDCs). Secondly, 
we model the end of Cotonou, no EPA and the GSP+ tariffs applied to non-LDC 
ACP countries (EBA for LDCs). Lastly, we consider the end of Cotonou following 
successful EPA negotiations, using the H1 and H2 scenarios. As a sensitivity 
analysis, we also examine the H1 case in circumstances where the Doha round 
of multilateral negotiations is also completed, in order to measure the 
magnitude of potential preference erosion. 

The consequences of EPAs are assessed through different indicators: changes in 
exports and imports, changes in tariff income and the countries‟ current 
accounts. We avoid to put emphasis on the effects on domestic production, due 
to the fact that information at the product level is scarce and of low quality. 
However our analysis seems to indicate that in general there would be minor 
effect on ACP domestic production due to EPAs (see Table 13). This result is in 
line with the fact that EU products are not in direct competition with ACP 
production (in particular in H1 where agricultural commodities are excluded 
from the liberalization process).  

All the results have to be interpreted as deviations from the reference situation, 
which is not the status quo (which is no longer legally tenable) but rather the 
only current legal alternative, which is a combination of GSP for ACP-non LDCs 
and EBA for ACP LDCs. 

For instance, when considering the impact on trade, ACP exports to the EU are 
forecast to be 10% higher with the EPAs than under the GSP/EBA option. In 
percentage terms, the largest increases in exports will occur in the livestock 
sector, which is forecast to at least double in the EPA scenario. Exports of 
agricultural products (excluding meat and cotton) and textile products are 
forecast to increase by 40%. On the import side, a 7% average increase overall is 
forecast for ACP countries in 2015, against 17.7% in 2022. This low forecast in 
the short run is explained by the limited liberalization of ACP imports over this 
time horizon.  

On average ACP countries are forecast to lose 70% of tariff revenues on EU 
imports in the long run, under the central scenario (H1). The most affected 
region is ECOWAS. Yet imports from other regions of the world will continue to 
provide tariff revenues. Thus when tariff revenue losses are computed on total 
ACP imports, losses are limited to 26% on average in the long run under H1, 
and 19% under H2 (when the product lists are optimised).  

Furthermore, the final impact on the economy depends on the importance of 
tariffs in government revenue and on potential compensatory effects. Some 
positive impacts can be expected from EPAs, whenever an enlargement of the 
fiscal basis upon which other public incomes are based is achieved. However 
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this long term and less visible effect will mainly depend on the capacity of each 
ACP country to reorganise its fiscal base, shifting to other forms of taxation. 

Some improvements in the efficiency of the customs administration could be 
attained, as a consequence of diminished trade flows to tax and monitor. 
Considering a 50% increase in the collection rate, we find that tariff revenue 
losses could be significantly alleviated. 
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Glossary 

 
ACP African, Caribbean and Pacific Group (Lomé Convention) 

ACWL Advisory Centre on WTO Law 

AD Anti-dumping measures 

AFTA ASEAN Free Trade Area 

AGOA  African Growth and Opportunity Act 

AMS Aggregate measurement of support (agriculture) 

AoA Agreement on Agriculture 

APEC Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

ATC Agreement on Textiles and Clothing 

ATPA Andean Trade Preference Act 

CACM Central American Common Market 
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CARICOM Caribbean Community and Common Market 

CARIFORUM Caribbean Forum of the ACP Countries 

CBERA Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act 

CBD Convention on Biological Diversity 

CBI Caribbean Basin Initiative 

CBTPA  Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act 

CEPII Centre d‟Etudes Prospectives et d‟Informations Internationales 

CEMAC  Communauté Économique et Monétaire de l'Afrique Centrale 

CNL Competitive Need Limitation 

COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 

CTD Committee on Trade and Development 

CU  Customs Union 

CVD Countervailing duty (subsidies) 

DDA Doha Development Agenda 

DSB Dispute Settlement Body 

DSU Dispute Settlement Understanding 

EBA Everything But Arms 

EC European Communities 

ECDPM European Centre for Development Policy Management 

ECOWAS  Economic Community of West African States 

EDF  European Development Fund 

EFTA European Free Trade Association 

EPA  Economic Partnership Agreements 

EU European Union (officially European Communities in WTO) 
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FAO Food and Agriculture Organization 

FTA Free Trade Area 
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TMB Textiles Monitoring Body 
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The non-reciprocal tariff concessions granted by the EU to the ACP are coming 
to an end, to be replaced by new preferential agreements which are fully WTO 
compatible. It is hoped that these agreements will also promote regional 
integration among sub-groups of ACP countries. The ongoing negotiations on 
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), between the EU and a number of ACP 
negotiation groups are scheduled to be concluded by 31 December 2007.  

For the agreements to be WTO compatible they will need to include reciprocal 
market access which covers “substantially all” trade. However, this reciprocity 
is not the only objective of EPAs and, as the European Parliament2 has rightly 
pointed out there is the need “to be vigilant that the issue of compatibility does 
not take precedence over the overall aim of sustainable development”. In this 
sense, EPAs include several other elements, including support for deep 
integration3 and development assistance.  

Although both of these elements can be important catalysts for growth, due to 
difficulties in their integration into the model, they are not quantified in this 
study. However they should not be overlooked when it comes to the 
interpretation of the results. In other words our results need to be seen in the 
light of broader positive effects that can be expected from EPAs, but which are 
not modelled here.  

As already mentioned, EPAs also offer a unique opportunity to promote 
regional integration in the ACP regions. Up to now, despite numerous attempts, 
significant progress has not been made on this front and regional integration is 
generally only starting to make an impact in most regions. The existing 
multiple agreements are not fully implemented,4 limiting the extent to which 
regional markets can be seen to exist. 

Without any doubt significant differences exist, in terms of economic 
development, between the two parties to these negotiations. On the one hand 
there is the EU, one of the richest regions in the world, where ACP countries do 
not count much in terms of trade. On the other hand ACP negotiating groups 
are a combination of relatively poor developing countries and LDCs, most of 
which are highly dependent on the trade relationship with the EU. This 
dependence is a central aspect when considering the potential losses in import 
taxes that EPAs may engender and the potential negative impacts of any 
deterioration in market access should EPAs not be concluded.  

In many ACP countries a key fear is of significant tariff revenue losses. Often 
tariff revenues collected on imports from the EU still constitute a significant 
amount of government budgetary resources. Given the narrow fiscal basis of 
many ACP countries, a loss of tariff income would translate into public budget 
constraints. However, these effects will not be immediate. Tariff losses will be 
dampened temporarily during the period of progressive phasing out of tariffs 
on EU imports, (the increase in the level of imports on which the reduced tariffs 

                                                  
2
 See European Parliament, 2006 

3
 Deep integration involves integrating policies and institutions that facilitate trade by reducing or eliminating 

regulatory or behind- the-border impediments to trade. 
4
 Up to now COMESA is the only negotiating zone to have achieved regional trade integration, at least in legal 

terms. Even there, in practical terms it is far from being fully integrated. Just to give an example, from Yaoundé 

(Cameroon) to Bangui (Central Africa) there are still 128 checkpoints. 
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are applied could cancel out the reductions in the tariff the so-called “Laffer”5 
effect). Furthermore, a positive impact on economic development can be 
expected from EPAs, leading to an enlargement of the fiscal basis upon which 
other public incomes are based, although this will be a long term and less 
visible effect. In the long run, the final outcome in terms of public budgets will 
mainly depend on the capacity of the ACP to reorganise their fiscal base, 
shifting to other forms of taxation. It is also vital to increase the tax collection 
capacities of ACP countries if major fiscal imbalances or extensive cuts are to 
be avoided. 

There are several standard methodologies that can be used to assess the impact 
of trade policies, including computable general equilibrium (CGE models) and 
partial equilibrium (PE) simulation models. General equilibrium models are 
certainly the most appropriate to try to assess the overall trade and welfare 
effects of such agreements. However they require social accounting matrices 
for the affected countries, with comprehensive information on each economy 
involved and their results are driven by the quality of these data. Since these 
data are not available for most ACP countries, CGE modelling was not an option 
for this ACP-wide analysis. Moreover, due to the high level of product 
specialisation of numerous ACP countries, using a CGE model describing the 
whole economy at an aggregated level (even at the GTAP level) risks missing key 
impacts. Last but not least, working at the product level is crucial from the 
point of view of policy relevance because of the problematic issue of the need 
to select „sensitive products‟ which will be excluded from liberalisation. For 
these reasons, we have decided to use a partial equilibrium model, expressly 
built for this purpose.  

In order to take account of the difference in the level of development between 
the two regions, we give a central place to the hypothesis that local or regional 
products are different from European products and thus less substitutable. In 
assessing the results it is also important to remember that the model relies on 
an assumption of infinite supply capacity, although in reality ACP countries 
have limited production capacities to resist international competition. This 
means that our figures have to be interpreted only as „potential‟ gains.  

Given the complexity of the EPAs, the study cannot include all issues that are at 
stake in the negotiations. The main focus is on trade and budgetary aspects. In 
particular, the paper deals with the major role that the choice of sensitive 
products may play in this sense. In order to work on this, we use detailed 
protection data, taken from the last version of the MAcMap database updated 
for this study with data on GSP/GSP+ protection levels. The ad-valorem 
equivalents of the bilateral protection levels and of the consolidated tariffs are 
taken into account at the 6-digit level of the harmonized nomenclature (HS6).  

This study relies on the hypothesis that an agreement will be found with the 
EU. However, a number of simulations are also performed in order to identify 

                                                  
5
 The Laffer effect is a concept that has long been discussed in the context of domestic taxation. Reducing taxes will 

create incentives to pay (as compliance is less costly) that will enlarge the tax base. This means that, even with a 

reduction in the tax rate, the net effects on tax revenue can be positive. In the context of tariffs and trade, a tariff cut 

will boost imports and increase the volume of trade affected by the remaining tariffs. However, once tariff becomes 

equal to 0, potential tax revenue no longer exists. 
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the impacts of possible alternative policy options to EPAs, should the 
negotiations fail to deliver definitive outcomes on time. 

Though the different computations are made at the level of national economies 
and at the HS6 level, the results will be presented at the level of ACP 
negotiating regions and aggregated sectors. Considering the geographical 
coverage it has to be said that we only incorporate into the study those 
countries for which we had all the elements, in terms of data availability, to run 
the model (see Appendix I, page 73 for the list of countries included). It is 
important to bear in mind that the regions are characterised by strong 
heterogeneity between and within themselves. One key difference is the number 
of LDC countries within each group, which is important to the potential impact 
of possible alternatives should EPAs not be signed. 

The report is structured as follows. After reviewing the literature, section three 
describes the existing trade patterns of ACP countries. Then, in the fourth 
section we focus on initial protection and discuss the detailed features of 
market access in the EPAs. Finally, the results of the EPAs simulations are 
presented and discussed. 
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A range of studies have tried to model the impact of EPAs. They generally use 
either General Equilibrium (CGE) models, or Partial Equilibrium (PE) models. The 
key impacts which they seek to assess are on trade, welfare and government 
revenues (via tariff revenue losses). 

General equilibrium models are certainly more appropriate tools to assess the 
overall trade and welfare effects of such agreements. However, as indicated 
above, they lack detail on a sectoral level (they use GTAP sectoral 
disaggregation while numerous ACP countries are highly specialized in a few 
products) and on ACP regions (social accounting matrixes are only available for 
a limited number of individual ACP countries).  

For these reasons, a few studies have, like this study, employed a PE model. PE 
models normally address the issue of welfare by comparing trade creation and 
trade diversion effects, ignoring other sources of welfare effects such as the 
impact of more efficient reallocation of resources on the whole economy or 
changes on the terms of trade. Moreover PE models usually rely on an 
assumption of common price elasticity for all imports and perfect 
substitutability between goods.  

Both types of approaches tend to ignore the adjustment costs faced by an 
economy. Those costs emerge from the reallocation of factors of production 
across sectors, or the reorganization of the fiscal base, shifting to other forms 
of taxation to replace tariffs. Moreover, they both assume that tariff cuts will 
translate into proportional reductions in prices which benefit the final 
consumer. In reality it is likely that some of the cut will be appropriated by the 
producers/importers6, and/or by the exporter (EU) due to an incomplete pass-
through of tariff changes to consumer prices (see Gasiorek and Winters, 2004). 

In addition to such technical difficulties with the models, different trade 
scenarios often do not incorporate important aspects of the EPAs negotiations, 
such as the consequences of excluding specific products from tariff 
liberalization on the ACP side, and the use of different methods to select them. 
Including these “sensitive” products in the analysis can significantly change 
results. Obviously, to introduce this important aspect effectively, it is necessary 
to work at the most disaggregated level (hs6 product level). 

Finally to understand the results, it is important to be aware of the 
assumptions that have been made in each study in the design of trade 
simulations. In this respect many studies erroneously compare EPA 
negotiations to the status-quo (Cotonou-Lomé). In reality in the absence of 
EPAs, ACP countries would revert to the situation of other developing 
economies in the WTO: the Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) (or, 
potentially, GSP+, a more generous system which is available for a limited 
number of developed countries)7 and EBA for LDCs. 

 

                                                  
6
 This effect strongly depends on the internal market structure of a country, which is far to be competitive in an ACP 

country. 
7
 GSP+ levels of access are accorded to a limited list of developing countries that have signed and implemented a 

number of international conventions on sustainable development. Up to now, few ACP countries have adhered to the 

required conventions. 
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When reviewing the literature, it is difficult to compare studies, even those 
ostensibly using the same methodology, due to different assumptions in trade 
simulations and because studies focus on different ACP regions/countries.  

Nevertheless, we can say that, overall, the literature based on partial 
equilibrium models, tends to show that European exporters are the main 
beneficiaries of the EPAs, as their sales to the ACP markets increase 
substantially after the implementation of these agreements. Implementation 
pushes the prices of imports from Europe down,8 thus reducing the imports 
from non-EU countries. At the same time the welfare of ACP consumers is 
increased due to a reduction in prices. In some cases, however, whenever less 
efficient EU producers replace more efficient non-European producers, this type 
of import substitution is associated with a relative loss of overall economic 
efficiency. This situation tends to reduce the welfare of ACP countries. 
Additionally, these PE studies emphasize the potential negative impact of the 
EPAs on the public revenues of ACP countries.  

The United Nation Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA, 2005), has 
provided an exhaustive assessment of the effect of EPAs on African economies, 
based on the SMART partial equilibrium model. The study forecasts that 
European firms could increase their exports by more than 20%,9 while imports 
from third markets would fall, partly as a result.10 In the meantime, consumer 
welfare is forecast to increase by US $509 million, with fiscal losses amounting 
to US $1,972 millions. These results concur with the conclusions of other 
studies, for example Busse et al (2004) looking only at the ECOWAS regional 
economic community (2004), the COMESA secretariat (2003) for the COMESA 
sub-region, Tekere et al (2003) for SADC and Scollay (2002) for the Pacific.  

More recently, Milner and al (2007), provide an analysis of the decomposition of 
welfare effects in a PE framework. Their approach is rather different from 
previous studies. Their paper studies the welfare effect of EPAs in the case of a 
small home country member (H) which is starting to form a PTA. Along with 
trade creation and trade diversion, they also explicitly model the resulting 
consumption effects. Moreover the method offers a relatively simple means to 
estimate potential revenue impacts, a matter of considerable concern to ACP 
policy makers. The value of the method is not so much in the aggregate 
estimates of the welfare effect (which is small, as is typically the case for such 
estimates), but in identifying the sectors or products that are most likely to be 
affected for ACP countries. The net welfare effects vary from sector to sector, 
depending on the competitiveness of imports from the EU compared to the rest 
of the world and compared to regional production.  

The method is applied to an EAC (East African Cooperation: Kenya, Tanzania, 
and Uganda)-EU EPA as an illustration, with estimates of the effects on 
Tanzania and Uganda. 

The analysis suggests that the welfare effects (excluding revenue effects) from a 
reciprocal agreement with the EU will be small whether positive (for Uganda) or 

                                                  
8
 Under the assumption of perfect imports substitutability, a hypothesis strongly questioned by Hinkle et al (2004) in 

the case of ACP countries. 
9
 Except for Madagascar, Eritrea and Angola. In the case of Zimbabwe, Seychelles, Mauritius, Djibouti, Kenya and 

Ghana the increase is forecast to be above 35%. 
10

 This drop accounts for 14% to 29% of the trade creation, in the respective cases of CEMAC and SADC. 
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negative (for Tanzania). However ACP countries are forecast to have large 
adjustment costs, especially due to tariff revenue losses. 

Uganda experiences a positive (small) welfare impact because of a relatively 
greater increase in imports from the EU that displace relatively inefficient 
imports from Kenya. It therefore experiences a larger consumption welfare 
gain. Although it is not directly estimated, the model suggests that Kenya 
would incur a welfare loss, as it could lose regional market share, in addition to 
facing increased competition from EU imports on the domestic market. Yet the 
potential costs of an EPA, for countries like Kenya (which is not an LDC), would 
be offset to some extent by increased (or maintained) preferential access to the 
EU. However a PE model is not the appropriate method to model such impacts, 
which would require a CGE method.  

As the authors point out, many other aspects need to be considered, which 
would require a dynamic framework. Formation of an EPA with the EU may 
have beneficial impacts by making the trade liberalisation measures undertaken 
by ACP countries irreversible and therefore more credible (the so called 
„locking-in‟ effect), as also argued by Collier and Gunning (2005). This in turn 
may bring benefits in terms of increased domestic and foreign investment in 
ACP countries.11 Secondly the rest of the world is unlikely to stay unchanged as 
EPAs are implemented. Notably North America might potentially  want to set up 
similar partnership agreements and these would change the welfare impact of a 
partnership agreement with the EU. In fact the simultaneous opening up of ACP 
countries to both the EU and the USA would substantially reduce any trade 
diverting effect.12 On the other hand, any further agreements between the EU 
and other suppliers could reduce the value of the preferences that the EU 
would grant to ACP countries. Expected gains would reduce if a multilateral 
Doha agreement were to be reached or whenever the EU signs a PTA with other 
countries (e.g. an EU-Mercosur RTA) (see Keck et al, 2007). 

Results presented so far do not take into consideration the impact of the terms 
of trade or structural changes on the output of ACP countries. They also do not 
indicate the “second order effects” as trade shifts to third markets or 
endowments are reallocated. General Equilibrium Modelling gives information 
on these issues. Keck et al (2007) have used the GTAP model and database13 to 
estimate the impact of EPAs14 on the SADC sub-region. The authors find that 
after the implementation of a fully reciprocal EPA, the welfare of the SADC sub-
region would grow by US $ 1.5 billion, due in part to the improvement in their 
terms of trade. For some SADC countries, in order to reap the full benefits, it is 
crucial to seek further integration between SADC countries, in parallel to EPAs. 
These gains, while remaining positive, could be reduced by other liberalisation 
processes such as multilateral negotiations or the possibility of the EU entering 
a free trade agreement with other countries/regions such as Mercosur. 
Similarly, the estimated gains would need to be revised downwards if 
agricultural liberalisation were not as far reaching as for manufactures.  

                                                  
11

 Although the history of foreign investment in these countries is not very encouraging , making a major impact 

unlikely. 
12

 The effect on tariff revenue losses would be larger. 
13

 They use the 6.0 version of the database. 
14

 They simulate a full FTA between SADC countries and the EU. 
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Although it provides some interesting insights, the paper focuses only on SADC 
and more importantly it does not explore alternatives to EPAs. Perez (2007) 
tries to investigate whether EPAs are the first best optimum for ACP countries 
compared to other main alternatives under a general equilibrium framework 
(GTAP model).15 

According to his forecasts, switching from the Cotonou preferences to the GSP 
and EBA would be less costly than adopting EPAs. However SADC and 
Caribbean countries may obtain a better result in terms of GDP and welfare 
through the adoption of EPAs. The author also investigates the “GSP+” option. 
Extending the European GSP so that non-LDC ACP exporters face protection 
roughly equivalent to the protection they face under the Cotonou scheme, while 
other exporters remain restricted,16 gives the most satisfactory result for all 
ACP sub-groups, in terms of welfare, GDP value, fiscal and external balances. 
The exception still remains the SADC group for which welfare and GDP value 
are larger under EPAs.  

In our study we stick to a partial equilibrium model, the advantaged and 
disadvantages of which have been extensively discussed above. Our analysis 
aims to improve on previous studies in several ways: 

 The partial equilibrium model has been designed to allow for a very 
detailed evaluation (at the hs6 headings) of the EPA negotiations and the 
alternatives to them. Consequently very detailed data is used, both for 
trade and protection. We accurately deal with the possibility of excluding 
some products from liberalisation by ACP countries. Different selection 
methods are considered, to see whether or not the approach to selection 
makes a difference. The issue of the products currently covered by 
special protocols is also taken into account. Finally for some specific 
products a capacity constraint has also been implemented. 

 We do not rely on the perfect import substitutability hypothesis. On the 
contrary we introduce an horizontal and vertical differentiation between 
products 

 Different scenarios are simulated in order to assess the impact of both 
the EPAs negotiations and alternatives to them. When assessing the 
impact of EPAs we use as the counterfactual the GSP/EBA combination of 
market access, instead of the status quo. 

 Different time horizons are considered: 2015 and 2022, to evaluate 
impacts both in the medium and the long run. 

 When presenting the effects of EPAs on ACP countries‟ public finances we 
disentangle the overall outcome into three effects: a direct effect, due to 
tariff liberalisation; a trade diversion effect and a domestic effect. Finally 
we look at the fiscal impact of EPAs incorporating the possibility that the 
efficiency of ACP customs administrations could be improved.  

  

                                                  
15

 He also uses version 6.0 of the GTAP database. 
16

 Note that this option, as modelled by Perez, is not WTO compatible and thus not a real „alternative‟ to EPAs, see 

Curran (2007) 



An impact study of the EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) in the six ACP regions 
 

24  Fontagné L., Mitaritonna C., Laborde D. 
 

 

 



PART III: Trade relations between ACP countries and the EU 
 

CEPII – September 2007   25 

 

PART III Trade relations between ACP 

countries and the European 

Union 



An impact study of the EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) in the six ACP regions 
 

26  Fontagné L., Mitaritonna C., Laborde D. 
 

 

III.1 Asymmetric trade relations between the ACP and the EU 

Looking at the nature of trade relations between the EU and the ACP, it is clear 
that far more is at stake in these negotiations for the ACP than for the EU. 
Disparities in trade are significant. For the EU, ACP countries represent a 
limited share of its trade. This is not the case for most ACP. 

As depicted in Figure 1 less than 2.5% of EU imports currently come from the 
ACP region. The dynamics of this figure is strongly linked to the performance 
of the ECOWAS group, which alone accounts for half of the total EU‟s total 
imports from the whole region.  

 

Figure 1 - Share of ACP in Total EU imports (1999-2004),  

total and by Negotiating Group 

 

In contrast, ACP countries are highly dependent on the EU, largely due to the 
historical links between the EU and ACP countries (see Table 1). Nearly 30% of all 
ACP exports go to the EU, while for some regions it is even higher. For Central 
Africa (ECCAS), for example, this figure is close to 38%. Additionally, almost 
28% of all ACP imports come from the EU. For Central Africa (ECCAS) the figure 
reaches 53.5%, followed by West Africa (ECOWAS) with 37%. This dependence is 
a central issue when considering the potential impacts of EPAs on import tax 
income.  
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Table 1 - Share of ACP Exports and Imports, by region 

 

 Exports EU ACP Same Zone ACP Oth Zones RoW 

ECOWAS 31.9% 9.3% 1.2% 57.6% 

CEMAC+ 37.4% 0.8% 3.2% 58.6% 

COMESA 29.9% 9.2% 4.8% 56.1% 

SADC 32.6% 2.1% 4.5% 60.8% 

Caribbean 20.0% 8.9% 0.8% 70.3% 

Pacific 15.4% 0.6% 0.5% 83.4% 

All ACP 29.8% 6.7% 2.5% 61.0% 

 Imports EU ACP Same Zone ACP Oth Zones RoW 

ECOWAS 37.0% 10.5% 1.3% 51.3% 

CEMAC+ 53.5% 1.4% 8.2% 37.0% 

COMESA 22.4% 6.4% 2.7% 68.5% 

SADC 23.3% 2.5% 4.3% 69.9% 

Caribbean 18.1% 5.8% 1.4% 74.6% 

Pacific 8.8% 1.3% 0.8% 89.1% 

All ACP 27.9% 6.7% 2.4% 63.0% 

 

It is important to keep in mind the high level of heterogeneity that exists, not 
only among the different regional groups, but also within them. At a more 
disaggregated level, there is an even higher level of disparity in the figures. 
There are countries, such as Cameroon, for which the EU is an essential trading 
partner (71.7% of exports and 61.2% of imports), while for others this is clearly 
not the case. This is particularly so for countries in the Caribbean and Pacific 
areas, for which the EU is a more marginal trading partner, mainly because of 
geographical distance. 
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III.2 Current trade pattern of ACP countries 

III.2.1 Trade Balance 

Total ACP imports (average value of the period 2002-2004) reached €103 bn, 
with a negative trade balance of around €980 m. Globally trade with Europe 
contributes to reducing this deficit, as the trade balance with the EU is positive: 
+ €1.6 bn. This overall figure, however reflects varying situations among the 
different groups. Southern Africa (SADC), Central Africa (ECCAS) and to a lesser 
extent the Pacific have a positive trade balance with the EU, while the other 
groups are net importers (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2 - Trade Balance by ACP groups and Total 

 
 

It is worth noting that this trade pattern with the EU is generally reflected in 
trade with the rest of the world. The exception is ECOWAS, which although a 
net importer in its trade with the EU, has a large positive trade balance with the 
rest of the world. 
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Figure 3 - Trade Balance by ACP groups in different sectors 

 

The overall trade balance with the EU is negatively affected by very high 
imports in the category of industrial products, which are substantially higher 
than exports in the same category, for all regional groups. ECOWAS is the only 
group to have a positive trade balance both for primary industry and the 
agricultural sector. The Caribbean, Pacific, and the East South Africa (COMESA) 
are net exporters to the EU in the agricultural sector, whereas Central Africa 
(ECCAS) and Southern Africa (SADC) are net exporters of primary industrial 
products (see Figure 3). It is worth noting that this trade pattern with the EU is 
generally reflected in trade with the rest of the world. The exception is 
ECOWAS, which although a net importer in its trade with the EU, has a large 
positive trade balance with the rest of the world. 

As shown in Trade appendix page 79, within the ECOWAS group, the positive 
figure in the primary sector is largely thanks to Nigerian exports, while Cote 
d‟Ivoire and Ghana are the main sources of the positive agricultural balance.  

The three groups that are net exporters in the agricultural sector all have 
distinct features. In the Pacific area two countries alone largely account for the 
positive agricultural balance: Fiji and Papua New Guinea. In the Caribbean 
several countries contribute to the figure. In COMESA, although the number of 
countries with a positive agricultural balance is quite high, three countries play 
a major role: Kenya, Zimbabwe and Mauritius.  

Finally considering the two groups that are net exporters in primary industry, 
their situations are rather different. In the SADC group Angola and Botswana 
alone explain the positive balance with the EU in the sector, while in the ECCAS 
group almost all countries play a part. 
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Figure 4 - Exports by ACP groups, Millions of Euro 

 

Figure 5 - Import by ACP groups, Millions of Euro 

 

 

III.2.2 Product specialisation 

ACP economies are generally defined by a high level of specialisation, which is 
reflected in trade flows. Unsurprisingly imports are less concentrated than 
exports. The weight of the first 3 HS4 products in total imports is between 15% 
and 65% for ACP countries, with an average of 30% (see Trade appendix, part 3). 
On the export side, however, we can even speak about “mono-exportation” for 
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many countries: for 50% of the countries more than 50% of their exports are 
accounted for by one hs6 product and in 35% of cases one product accounts for 
more than 70% of exports.  

In many cases the strong concentration in export flows derives from the 
existence of abundant supplies of certain minerals and natural resources in 
many African countries. For example petroleum (accounting for 90% of Nigerian 
exports, 70% for Chad, 81% for Equatorial Guinea and 82% for Angola), gold and 
diamonds (Botswana 96%, Lesotho 69%, Angola 15%, Burundi 12%), and uranium 
and radioactive elements (Niger 68%). In many other countries exports are 
heavily concentrated in only a few unprocessed agricultural commodities such 
as coffee (Burundi 67%) or cotton (Mali 56%, Burkina Faso 17%, Benin 16% and 
Chad 13%). 

Even though it makes sense to allocate resources to the most productive 
industries, no country should have such a limited number of products in their 
export portfolio. This makes those economies especially sensitive to 
developments in one or a few key markets. If demand suddenly drops for their 
key product, for example if a cheaper alternative becomes available, the 
economy of the country could be seriously affected. In the case of countries 
that are largely dependent on oil exports, their economic fortunes rise and fall 
in tandem with the oil market. For agricultural products, other non-economic 
factors, such as weather or disease, also affect the market making prices very 
volatile and increasing the vulnerability of producers. It is clear that reducing 
economic vulnerability for ACP countries will involve, not just using their 
resources more efficiently, but also increasing their capacity to diversify their 
economies. This is why broad market access is vital to supporting economic 
growth. 
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IV.1 Current protection pattern  

IV.1.1 ACP trade policies 

Figure 6 - Initial ACP tariffs on EU exports 

 

 

ACP regions apply different levels of protection to EU exports. CEMAC, COMESA 
and Pacific regions appear to be the most protective (see Figure 6) with an 
average duty of 13.5% and 12%, respectively. On the other hand, SADC and 
ECOWAS regions are the most liberal (7.1% and 8.1%).  

The structure of tariffs has the usual shape - the highest level of protection is 
in agriculture, with peaks in agrofood (COMESA, 36%) and vegetable production 
(Pacific, 56%). In manufacturing, CEMAC and SADC still protect textiles (for 
protectionist, but also for tariff revenue reasons) while COMESA protects the 
metallurgic sector.  

Figure 7 displays the average rate of protection applied by ACP regions on EU 
and regional imports. The current ACP protection structure has strong negative 
impacts on other ACP regions, due to the latter‟s sectoral specialisation. For 
SADC, the intra regional tariff is still around 15%, twice as high as that applied 
to EU exports to the region. 

Except for the CEMAC and the Caribbean areas, important gains are expected 
from the ACP countries‟ own regional integration.  
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Figure 7 - ACP Average tariffs. Regional level 

 

IV.1.2 EU trade policy towards ACP countries 

The EU trade policy towards ACP countries is quite generous. The Cotonou 
agreement gives free access to all industrial products, while applying some 
protection in agriculture. Moreover, ACP-LDCs enjoy duty and quota free 
market access under the EU‟s unilateral EBA initiative which provides market 
access to all LDCs. More precisely in the case of EBA the phasing out of the last 
remaining quotas (Banana, Sugar and Rice) is currently on-going and will be 
completed by 2009. 

However, as shown in Figure 8, our calculations indicate that some ACP 
countries still face an average tariff rate higher than that applied by the EU to 
imports from the Rest of the World. The aggregated figure presented here is 
affected by both the number of LDCs countries within each region and by the 
export composition of each zone in relation to the EU. On average, ACP 
countries are strongly specialised in some agricultural products which are still 
highly protected in the EU. This is the case, for example, for developing 
countries in the SADC region where producers are disadvantaged by the high 
level of EU protection in tobacco and rice. 

However, it is important to point out that the EU protection pattern in the 
Cotonou framework does not seem to present evidence of tariff escalation. The 
average rate of protection in the agro-food sector is in fact particularly low. 
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Figure 8 - Initial EU sectoral tariffs faced by ACP regions (exporter) 

 

 

IV.2 The Economic Partnership Agreement negotiations and the alternative 

policy options 

IV.2.1 From the Lomé Conventions to the Cotonou Partnership 

Agreement 

Properly speaking the European Union began a cooperation policy with the 
African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) states as a whole in 1975. Until 2000 these 
relations were governed by the regularly updated Lomé Conventions. The 
conventions were based on equal partnership as a cornerstone for cooperation, 
thus investing ACP countries with the “ownership” of their own development. 
They focused on two key elements: a) economic and commercial cooperation 
and b) development cooperation. Therefore they contained both aspects of “aid 
and trade”. 

The economic cooperation, implemented through a system of trade 
preferences, ensured that manufactured and agricultural products (not in direct 
competition with products covered by the common agricultural policy) could 
enter the European Community without being subject to customs duties or 
quantitative restrictions. Most importantly, this access was on a non-reciprocal 
basis, in the sense that ACP states were merely requested to apply the most 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%
ECOWAS+

CEMAC+

COMESA

SADC

Caribbean

Pacific

Rest of the world

source: CEPII, 2007

Initial EU applied protection



Part IV: Current and future trade policies between the EU and the ACP countries 
 

CEPII – September 2007 37 
 

favoured nation clause to the Union and to refrain from discriminating between 
countries of the Union. Specific regimes were applied to products of extreme 
importance for ACP states such as sugar, beef and veal, rum and bananas.17 

Development cooperation was assured through specific actions in various 
sectors (the so-called sectoral approach) such as health, education and 
environment. 

In the years running up to the expiration of the IV Lomé convention, ACP-EU 
cooperation faced pressures on several fronts. ACP countries felt that the 
principle of “equal partnership” had been eroded and replaced by a relationship 
based on “conditionality”. For example, respect for human rights, democratic 
principles and the rule of law became “essential elements”, whose violation 
could lead to partial or total suspension of development aid.18 Moreover, 
despite preferential access to EU markets, ACP export performance was 
deteriorating over time. Finally, with the emergence of the World Trade 
Organization, the non reciprocal preferential trade regime provided by the 
Lomé convention was increasingly seen as unacceptable and “incompatible” 
with international trade rules, in the sense of GATT‟s Article XXIV.  

All these arguments highlighted the need for a re-appraisal of development 
cooperation in general19 and of ACP-EU cooperation and its trade elements in 
particular.  

The new Cotonou Partnership Agreement was signed between the ACP 
countries and the European Union, on 23 June 2000 in Cotonou (Benin). It was 
concluded for a twenty-year period from March 2000 to February 2020 with a 
clause for a mid-term review every five years.  

The Cotonou Agreement contains ambitious objectives such as poverty 
eradication, sustainable development and the gradual integration of the ACP 
countries into the world economy. These objectives are to be achieved through 
political dialogue, development cooperation and closer economic and trade 
relations. 

Major changes from the Lomé Conventions include the strengthening of the 
political dimensions of the partnership,20 the deepening of the regional 

                                                  
17

Under the sugar protocol, several ACP countries have the right to deliver fixed quantities of sugar to the EU 

market at the guaranteed EU price. Under the beef and veal protocol, a few African states, namely Botswana, 

Namibia, Zimbabwe, Madagascar, Swaziland and Kenya, may export specific quotas of beef and veal into the EU 

market. Within these quotas limits no ad valorem duties are levied, while customs duties other than ad valorem 

duties are reduced by 92 per cent. The banana protocol of the Cotonou Agreement includes no specific commitments 

on preferential market access for ACP banana exports, because the EU banana import regime had to be changed 

following a long-standing dispute in the WTO. In May 2001, the European Communities adopted a regulation to 

implement a new banana-import regime, which became effective on 1 July 2001. It provides a shift towards a tariff-

only system, which entered into force on January 1st, 2006.ACP bananas are still favoured. Banana imports from 

ACP countries within their quota of 775,000 tons enter the EU market at a zero duty. In contrast, the tariff applied to 

imports from non-ACP countries is 176 euros per ton.  
18

 See Arts, 2000, at p. 245 the author points out that notwithstanding the existence in Lomé III of human rights 

provisions, they had little substance. It was a major issue of discussion in the joint bodies of the convention. 
19

 For arguments about the general reform of the European Union‟s development cooperation see Santiso,2002. 
20 

The strong political foundation of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, which is defined by tight conditionality, is 

evidenced by the fact that the agreement is underpinned by a set of core values or “essential elements”, such the 

respect for human rights, democratic principles and the rule of law, whose violation can lead to the suspension of aid 

under Article 96 of the Agreement. Good governance is considered to be a “fundamental element” of the Cotonou 

Agreement. Serious cases of corruption, including acts of bribery leading to such corruption, are grounds to suspend 
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integration process between ACP countries, the preparation of a new WTO 
compatible trade policy and a more rationalised performance-based aid 
management.  

IV.2.2 Towards WTO-compatible arrangements: main alternatives 

The driving force behind the EU‟s search for new trading arrangements was the 
need to ensure that future ACP-EU trade relations were compatible with the 
requirements of the World Trade Organization (WTO), specifically, GATT article 
XXIV.21 

At the Fourth WTO ministerial conference in Doha in 2001, the EU was granted 
the most recent waiver for the Lomé conventions, allowing it to maintain the 
current non reciprocal tariff preferences for ACP countries until 31 December 
2007. Negotiations for the so-called new Economic Partnership Agreements 
(hereafter EPAs), started in September 2002 and should be completed by 2007, 
to comply with the requirements of the waiver.  

While on the one hand it is clear that reciprocity and free trade should be 
phased in progressively and asymmetrically within the EPAs “within a 
reasonable period of time”, as required by GATT XXIV, on the other hand 
several matters remain unclear. For example, the interpretation of the 
“substantially all the trade” that should be liberalised?22 What is a „reasonable 
period of time‟? Or, more importantly, what will happen in the case that EPAs 
are not signed on time? 

In relation to the latter point, it is worth noting that the EPA negotiations are 
not mandatory for ACP countries. They countries are invited to sign as groups 
or individually (on a voluntary basis), building on their own regional integration 
schemes.23 

Not all ACP countries face the same choices. ACP-least developed countries 
(LDCs) will still benefit from the Everything But Arms (EBA) initiative whatever 
they decide to do. This initiative, part of the GSP scheme, grants them full 
access to the EU without having to reciprocate. However there may still be an 
                                                                                                                                                               
cooperation See Hilpold, 2002, where the author argues that the attempt to consolidate the concept of good 

governance can be seen as the confirmation of the prominent role attributed by the EU to the fight against 

corruption. 
21

 Article XXIV, provides exceptions to MFN treatment for customs unions (CUs) and free-trade areas. In particular 

it requires that, in free trade areas and customs unions, trade preferences are permitted only when duties and other 

restrictive regulations are eliminated on “substantially all the trade” between the constituent territories. Thus 

preferences in an FTA have to be reciprocal.  
22 

Some scholars maintain that both a quantitative and qualitative assessment must be made: the quantitative 

requirement would be that a high coverage must be achieved by the free trade area of around 90 per cent of current 

trade and of 90 per cent of the tariff lines; the qualitative test would be that no major sector of trade should be 

excluded. However as most ACP negotiating groups are a combination of developing countries and LDCs, and “as 

there has never been a free trade area negotiated between a developed country and a group of predominantly LDCs, 

there is a strong argument to agree the definition of “substantially all trade” [in GATT Article XXIVV] to be 

significantly lower than a 90% average” (see Huber, 2000 and Pearson, 2005). Other scholars (see Boos, 2003) also 

argue that since sub-Saharan African countries (which are the most disadvantaged among ACP countries) are not in 

a position to benefit from liberalised trade, trade agreements with these countries should provide for differentiated 

reciprocity, rather than strict reciprocity.  
23 

See Cotonou Agreement, Article 37.5 which states: “Negotiations of the economic partnership agreements will be 

undertaken with ACP countries which consider themselves in a position to do so, at the level they consider 

appropriate and in accordance with the procedures agreed by the ACP Group, taking into account regional 

integration process within the ACP”. 
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incentive for these countries to join an EPA, as other issues are also at stake. 
LDCs need to compare alternatives including “variables” other than applied 
duties. The EPA negotiations may yield less restrictive rules of origin, for 
instance. In this case the gains associated with more favourable duties could be 
offset by more elevated administrative costs, or incapacity to meet origin 
requirements. Participating more actively in the EPAs negotiations to make sure 
that the agreement offers better conditions beyond tariffs, therefore remains 
important for LDCs. 

The main problem arises with the non-LDCs ACP countries which are not in a 
position to enter an EPA and for whom “alternative trade arrangements” have 
to be provided by 2008, once the Doha waiver for the current market access 
arrangements lapses. 

The main alternative available is that non-LDCs ACP countries avail of their 
access to the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). Currently they already 
have access to the general scheme available to all developing countries 
(although rarely used as Cotonou preferences are usually more generous). A 
more attractive alternative would be the GSP-plus scheme, which provides 
improved market access to “vulnerable” countries which show commitment to a 
sustainable approach to development by ratifying and implementing a series of 
international conventions.  

Although, on the one hand, this solution would be fully WTO compatible, as the 
GSP is legally justified under the Enabling Clause, 24 on the other side, it will not 
grant to the ACP the same level of preferences that they currently enjoy. Both 
the GSP and GSP plus provide for a less favourable treatment (see Figure 9). 

Figure 9 displays the impact in terms of average tariff applied by the EU to ACP 
exports if ACP countries were to move from Cotonou preferences to those 
provided by either GSP or GSP+ (EBA for LDCs). All regions will suffer, but the 
impact varies depending on the number of LDCs in the group and the structure 
of exports. Even for ECOWAS and CEMAC, which export mainly raw products 
that tend to have low or zero MFN tariffs (oil, cocoa, cotton), the effects are still 
visible. They move from an average tariff of close to zero to 1.7% and 2.8% 
respectively. Moreover, tariff escalation will become an issue, with a jump of 
protection for processed products from zero to 6% on average.  

The Caribbean and Pacific regions will also see strong impacts from the 
reduction in their preferential margins on sugar and bananas, key exports from 
both regions. For COMESA, moving to GSP would more than double its average 
tariff rate (from 5.4 to 13.7%). Overall, the difference between GSP and GSP plus 
is not significant, except in Eastern Africa. This is due to the fact that several 
countries in the region, especially Mauritius, are significant exporters in the 
textiles sector, where GSP plus eliminates protection, while GSP provides only 

                                                  
24 

As part of the Tokyo Round negotiations, the GATT members developed and adopted a declaration entitled 

“Differential and More Favourable Treatment, Reciprocity and Fuller Participation of Developing Countries”, for 

simplicity referred to as the “Enabling Clause”. It stated that “Contracting Parties may accord differential and more 

favourable treatment to developing countries without according such treatment to other Contracting Parties”. It has 

to be noted however that, although on the one hand the Enabling Clause introduced a permanent waiver to Article I 

(the MFN clause, which stipulates no discrimination between contracting countries), on the other hand it did not 

introduce any legally binding obligations on developed countries, whose decisions about the introduction of 

preferential schemes were left completely to their discretion, provided that they were accorded to all developing 

countries. 
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limited advantages. As GSP plus does not cover either sugar or bananas its 
impact on the tariffs applied to other regions is limited 

 

Figure 9 - Average protection rates when moving from Cotonou to GSP and GSP+ 

 

 

The granting of the same level of preferences for ACP countries as they 
currently enjoy under Cotonou could only be achieved within the GSP by 
enhancing the existing GSP preferences to the level of trade preference 
currently provided by the Cotonou Agreement. However, even this option 
would be unsatisfactory for the ACP countries. This is because GSP is available 
to all developing countries. Under a more generous GSP they would therefore 
face competition from Asian or South American producers also covered by the 
scheme. Major problems would emerge in the sugar, rum and bananas sectors.25 
Moreover, while the preferences provided under the Cotonou Agreement derive 
from a negotiated agreement, which gives them legal certainty, the preferences 
granted under the GSP (except for EBA, which is provided without time limits) 
are unilateral, thus potentially subject to withdrawal at any time. 

                                                  
25 

See Stevens and Kennan, 2005. 
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IV.3 EPAs: designing a WTO compatible agreement 

As already mentioned, EPAs have to satisfy Article XXIV of the GATT. Among 
other things, this means that the desire of most ACP countries to maintain 
some tariffs for protectionist and tax reasons can, to some extent, be fulfilled. 
However to determine to what extent this will be possible it is important to 
consider what “substantially all trade” would mean for them in terms of share 
of trade to be liberalised. Concerning this point we have followed the guidelines 
of the European Commission, which considers that a PTA is WTO compatible if 
90% of bilateral trade is fully liberalized. 

Assuming full liberalization from the EU side, this would imply a liberalization 
of 80% of the ACP imports if trade flows were balanced. However, when 
implementing this criterion at the regional level, important differences appear 
(see Table 2). Indeed, depending on the extent to which ACP regions display 
negative or positive trade balances with the EU, the extent of liberalisation of 
imports required to meet the 90% target will naturally vary. For instance the 
Pacific region, which exports much more to the EU than it imports (distance 
effect), could potentially shelter up to 42% of its original imports and still cover 
90% of trade. On the contrary, for the Caribbean region, which has a negative 
trade balance with the EU, the share of the excluded imports would represent 
less than 20%. 

 

Table 2 - Share of ACP imports from the EU that could potentially be excluded from 

liberalization 

Regions Share of exclusion in 

ACP imports 

Regions Share of exclusion in 

ACP imports 

ECOWAS+ 21% SADC+ 25% 

CEMAC+ 23% Caribbean 17% 

COMESA 19% Pacific 42% 

 

On the issue of timing, we assume that the EPA will be implemented over a 
period of 15 years. However to reflect the asymmetry between partners, the EU 
is assumed to grant free access to all ACP exports by 2008. Even if such a 
choice would exceed the recommendation of the article XXIV:5, it could be 
easily justified due to the specific weaknesses of African countries and the 
number of LDCs among them. 

A last question remains - how do we select sensitive products? Methodological 
problems arise, not only when we have to choose the list at national level but 
also when a regional list has to be proposed (for the latter point see Box 1).  

Two approaches have been chosen, following guidelines provided by DG Trade 
experts.  

H1 Scenario: in this scenario, priority for protection is given to agricultural 
products. Agricultural products are selected first for exclusion, then the most 
important industrial ones, up to the share of excluded trade assumed to be 
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allowed (Table 2). The ranking inside this category is given by the theoretical 
value of tariff revenue (Imports from the EU x tariff).26 All computations are 
made at the regional level, adding up national effects by product. 

 

H2 Scenario: in this scenario, the objective is to reduce tariff revenue losses at 
the regional level. A discrete choice model has been built to ensure that 
products are chosen in a way that minimises tariff losses, at initial trade level, 
subject to two constraints: the share of excluded trade should not exceed the 
amount allowed and the number of products in the regional list should not be 
above 20% of total tariff lines. 

Due to the different approaches, products contained in the exclusion lists vary 
considerably: agricultural products under H1, manufacturing goods (e.g. cars, 
used clothes) under H2. 

The consequences of the exclusion lists are displayed in Figure 10. The result is 
far from full liberalisation. Due to the extensive list of excluded products which 
the Pacific region could potentially include, the effects of liberalisation are 
completely neutralised in that region. Other regions could retain between one-
fifth and half of their initial protection. Obviously, since the H2 scenario is 
aimed at protecting tariff revenue, the better outcome is achieved under this 
approach. Under this second option, COMESA could still keep half of its initial 
level of protection by excluding just 19% of EU imports from liberalisation.  

                                                  
26

 For trade data we use the average of three consecutive years: 2002-2004, while for tariffs we use the protection 

rates in 2004. 
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Figure 10 - Effective ACP liberalisation at the end of the EPA process 
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Box 1 Possible way to aggregate the sensitive products list 

Following Arrow‟s impossibility theorem, it is clear that aggregating preferences cannot be done 
in a perfect way. Different approaches exist but none is flawless. If inside a national framework, 
it is already difficult, in the context of regional integration and region to region negotiations, 
the problem is still more complex. Members of regional blocks generally have no way to 
redistribute global gains between themselves, as can be done within a single nation and 
different countries have good reasons to have very different preferences (heterogeneity in 
factor allocations, national resources, political culture, consumer tastes...). 

The problem of regional aggregation is twofold: 

 (1) How to build a common list from different national preferences? 

 (2) How to assign a weight in the regional decision to the different players? As an 
example, should we consider that Nigeria and Liberia have the same weight in product choice 
within the ECOWAS region (1 country 1 vote) even though the Nigerian economy is 50 times 
larger than that of Liberia? 

In this context, several rules could be proposed. First, we assume that countries have already 
built a ranked list of products and then meet to decide a common position; i.e. a regional 
ranking.  

The approach used is based on a regional objective where changes in tariff revenue by country 
are simply added up. Redistribution problems are ignored and in addition, we assume that the 
bigger economies have more negotiation powers in a region. However, it is important to keep in 
mind that, on the issue of market access, the LDCs, have very little to lose in not joining an EPA. 
For this reason, their opinion cannot easily be disregarded, as they would have little incentive 
to agree to a regional position biased towards the needs of the wealthier, developing countries‟ 
economies. 
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This part of the report will be devoted to the analysis of the forecast trade and 
fiscal impacts of EPAs.  

A first section describes the model and the experiment design. Major caveats 
are highlighted in order to enable the reader to properly interpret the results. 
Since all results should be compared to a reference situation, we discuss the 
choice of the relevant counterfactual, namely status-quo vs. GSP, in the second 
section. Finally we will conclude with a discussion on the consequences of 
EPAs. 

V.1 Modelling choices and experiment design 

Our analytical framework is a partial equilibrium model focused on the demand 
side, especially on trade. The model is discussed in Appendix II: Model 
Structure, at page 75. 

The supply side is assumed to be perfectly adjustable and so, the elasticity of 
supply is equal to infinity. This means that production prices are constant over 
all scenarios, while consumer prices follow the changes in product taxes, in this 
case tariffs. As a result of this assumption, volume changes and value changes 
of producer prices will be the same for all the results presented. 

This assumption, while realistic for the EU side, may seem crude for ACP 
countries. Indeed the EU‟s production capacity would have no problem adapting 
to the forecast shifts in demand within the ACP. Even if their demand were to 
double, it would never exceed 1% of EU production. In contrast, ACP countries 
suffer severe capacity constraints when adapting to changes in demand.  

The main consequences of this hypothesis on the results presented are the 
following: 

 We overestimate the effects on the EU exports (in volume) from ACP 
liberalisation, since ACP producers would not reduce their price to face 
increasing competition. 

 We overestimate the effects of EU liberalisation on ACP exports (in 
volume) as we assume that they have no supply constraints. 

 

Consequently, forecast increases in ACP exports should be interpreted as 
potential gains. To transform them into real gains, specific policies would have 
to be set up to support production in the sectors where the highest increases 
are forecast. In this way bottleneck effects could be avoided. 

In this framework, several scenarios regarding ACP-EU trade policies have been 
studied: 

1. The end of Cotonou, no EPAs, GSP tariffs applied to non-LDC ACPs and 
EBA for LDCs ACP. 

2. The end of Cotonou, no EPAs, GSP+ tariffs applied to non-LDC ACPs and 
EBA for LDCs ACP. 

3. The end of Cotonou, successful EPA negotiations with full duty-free, 
quota-free access for ACP countries to the EU and the liberalisation of 
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ACP imports under the H1 scenario (sensitive products are not liberalised 
and they are concentrated in agriculture). 

4. The end of Cotonou, successful EPA negotiations with full duty-free, 
quota-free access for ACP countries to the EU and the liberalisation of 
ACP imports under the H2 scenario (sensitive products are not liberalised 
and they are chosen in order to reduce fiscal losses). 

5. The H1 case including a successful outcome to the Doha negotiations27 to 
assess the consequences of potential preference erosion. 

 

Our main scenario will be the item (3), namely H1. Our main counter-factual will 
be item (1), as discussed in the following paragraphs. 

In addition to the liberalisation outlined above, we also deepen the trade 
integration within each negotiating block. More precisely, we assume that each 
region will become a free trade area, but not a customs union. This choice is 
justified by the fact that the current regional negotiations do not appear to 
envisage common external tariffs in the near future. Furthermore, the complex 
pattern of existing trade agreements, in particular in the Eastern Africa region, 
makes FTAs the most likely scenario. This movement will be considered as a 
part of the EPA process, meaning that the tariff revenue losses computed will 
also include the losses related to the elimination of tariffs between countries 
within the same region. 

The dynamic of the liberalisation is modelled in the following manner: 

1. From 2008 to 2015, regional FTAs are fully implemented following a 
linear reduction of all tariffs. 

2. From 2008 to 2015, a linear 20%-cut is applied on ACP tariffs towards EU 
exports for non sensitive products. 

3. From 2016 to 2022, the non sensitive products are fully liberalised 
following a linear pattern. 

4. Doha Round commitments start in 2008 and are fully implemented by 
2011 (for scenario 5. above). 

Regional results are discussed in this section. Detailed results at the HS6, HS4 
and at the country level are given in Appendix VI; p101 and Appendix V; p119. 

Finally, it is important to underline the fact that the Pacific region is only 
weakly represented in the model, with only four countries out of twelve.  

  

                                                  
27 

G20 formula in agriculture, 4% of sensitive products for everyone, 10% of special products for developing 

countries. Swiss formula 10/20 in industry, 10% of imports could be considered as sensitive for developing 

countries. “Paragraph 6” countries are excluded in NAMA liberalisation. Small and Vulnerable Economies and 

LDCs are not affected by tariff cuts. All these flexibilities, combined with the existing binding overhang, would 

result in almost no tariff reduction for ACP countries. 
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Box 2 Data sources 

Even setting our analysis in a partial equilibrium framework, our model requires very detailed 
data which unfortunately is not always available. So we have to make some key assumptions for 
missing data. 

Trade data 

For trade data, we make use of a number of sources in order to complete missing information, 
notably concerning African countries‟ trade. Specifically we employ COMEXT (source Eurostat) 
for EU-ACP relations and BACI (CEPII‟s database, which is a harmonized trade database based 
on UN-COMTRADE) for all the other importers. Many weaknesses remain on intra- African trade 
flows, bringing a lot of uncertainty to any exercise focusing on intra-African trade relations (e.g. 
a deep regional integration process). To reduce the annual volatility in trade data as much as 
possible we calibrate the model using a mean figure based on three years (2002-2004). 

Tariff data 

Tariff data for the year 2004, on the other hand, is fully accessible. Tariffs are obtained from 
MAcMApHS6v2.03 (CEPII), which is a comprehensive information system at the tariff line level 
(more precisely at the Harmonized System product classification). Both the ad valorem tariffs 
and Tariff-Rate-Quotas are considered. An addendum has been made to take account of the 
recent EU GSP reform. 

Due to the crucial role of sugar and bananas, in ACP exports and preferential treatment, a 
specific approach has been adopted for these two products. We accurately calibrate the 
equivalent marginal rate of protection faced by each country, given their production costs. 
Indeed, due to the quota system and a strong variation in their production structures, the same 
change in the rate of protection (moving from the Cotonou regime to GSP, or preference erosion 
as a result of the DDA) will not have the same impact on all of the ACP countries. 

Domestic data 

To include the share of domestic production in domestic consumption for agriculture we used 
highly disaggregated data compiled by the FAO. We employ this data to calibrate the initial 
market share of local and imported hs6 products. Whenever data at this level is not available or 
inaccurate, we determine this proportion from the GTAP 6.2 database, making the assumption 
that the same share holds at the most disaggregated level. 

For industry sectors, detailed data are available from UNIDO, but only for a small number of 
countries. Consequently we decided to rely on the same assumption made in the case of non-
accessible agricultural data (i.e. based on the GTAP database).  

Indirect taxation on products is assumed to be homogeneous over all ACP countries with a VAT 
rate of 16%. This assumption is very crude since VAT does not exist everywhere (although in 
many cases other sales taxes exist, which have the same effect as VAT in a partial equilibrium 
context). When it does exist it varies across countries and products. However, since the aim of 
this study is to provide results for more than 70 countries and 5000 products, going into each 
domestic legislation in depth would be an enormous undertaking. Finally, for domestic sales 
alone, the informal sector, which avoids VAT, represents half of national production. 

Demand and trade elasticities 

The model structure requires values for several elasticities, namely elasticity of substitution 
between products from the most aggregated level to HS6(industrial and agricultural goods, 
meat and vegetables, poultry meat and pork meat…) and across geographical origins. At the 
HS6 level only import demand elasticities are available for many countries thanks to the 
estimations performed by the World Bank (Nicita et al. , 2006).The only other reliable estimates 
are provided by the GTAP 6.2 database, at the GTAP sectoral level.  

A specific calibration procedure is applied to jointly determine the other substitution 
elasticities used in the model. With our calibration method we maintain coherence between the 
initial levels of consumption, the Armington elasticities at the GTAP level and the demand 
elasticities for the HS6 products. 
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Customs duties and efficiency collecting rate 

In reality, government never receives 100% of their theoretical tariff duty receipts (computed as 
the sum of the official tariff rates multiplied by the import values). This can be explained both 
by legitimate exemptions such as those for NGO imports, food aid, diplomatic services, public 
and private investment goods and by tax avoidance (corruption, smuggling).  

Detailed data from the customs services are not easily accessible. Some aggregated figures on 
tariff revenues are collected by the IMF. However using these data can be misleading. It is clear 
that some countries mix several tax resources that are not stricto sensu tariffs: sales taxes, 
phytosanitary taxes, statistical taxes etc. in the “customs duties” category.  

Comparing theoretical duties calculated with the aggregate figure for collected tariffs, the 
overall picture for the effective collection rate is quite puzzling. Figures go from 17% collection 
rate to more than 90% and exhibit high volatility from one year to another. 

Given these difficulties we decided to adopt an optimistic assumption: an average collection 
rate of 80% for developing countries and 60% for LDCs. 

V.2 Choosing the right counterfactual 

V.2.1 Different options 

The debate addressing the consequences of the EPAs, in particular in terms of 
the assumed impacts of changes in preferences on exports, is often based on 
irrelevant assumptions. In particular, the alternative to the EPAs is not the 
status quo. In the context of the WTO waiver, there is a commitment to move 
towards WTO compatibility. That means either FTAs, or, in their absence, ACP 
countries would go back to the situation of other developing economies in the 
WTO.  

LDCs are already eligible for EBA preferences. This alternative is therefore the 
next best option for them. The rest of the ACP countries would have to go back 
to preferences provided under the GSP scheme, which means a considerable 
downgrading of their preferential access. Alternatively, a limited number of 
ACP countries could envisage claiming the benefit of the GSP+. However, at this 
stage none is eligible and as we saw above, its benefits are limited for most ACP 
regions. The fact that the current situation is untenable has clear implications 
for the empirical evaluation of the consequences of potential agreements. Gains 
and losses, in terms of exports, imports or tariff revenues must be assessed, 
not in comparison with the current situation, but rather with an alternative 
situation corresponding to reduced preferential access, as outlined above. 

We begin with the situation in 2004 and then we move to 2007. From this 
starting point we perform the full range of simulations discussed in section V.1. 
We first simulate the case in which at the end of 2007 EPA is not signed, in 
other words EBA for LDCs (including the removal of the last restrictions for 
sugar, rice and bananas in 2009) and GSP for non-LDCs ACP. We will use this as 
the reference situation.  

For all scenarios, we will compare the outcome of the simulations with this 
reference situation. We provide changes in trade flows and tariff revenues in 
percentage terms and/or in values.  

Concerning EPAs, two time horizons are important. The first one is 2015, by 
which time regional integration within each grouping is supposed to be 
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completed. This means that a 100% liberalisation among ACP countries 
belonging to the same region is assumed, while only 20% of the scheduled 
liberalisation vis-à-vis European imports will be enforced. In contrast, EU 
imports from ACP are assumed to be totally free of tariffs and quotas in 2015. 
The second horizon is 2022, when full implementation of the EPAs, meaning a 
liberalization for 90% of the value of bilateral trade, is assumed.  

These timing choices magnify the regional trade creation effects in the first 
period, while smoothing adjustments in relation to increased EU imports over 
the same period. Hence, it is only after 2015 that the largest impacts of EPAs 
are expected for ACP countries. 

 

V.2.2 Reference scenario: impact on ACP exports to the EU  

Results concerning EPAs will be presented in the next section. Firstly, it is 
important to consider the outcome for the reference scenario. In this sub-
section results for both an EBA and GSP scenario and an EBA and GSP+ scenario 
are presented.  

Figure 11 - The cost of not -signing an EPA. Regional results, with full implementation of 

EBA 

 

Considering the first option (EBA for ACP LDCs and GSP for the remaining ACP 
countries), the loss of preferences associated with the lapsing of the Cotonou 
scheme would result in a fall of 4.8% in ACP exports to the EU. For COMESA, the 
Caribbean and the Pacific countries the reduction would be even sharper, 
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reaching 12% for the former (Figure 11). The second option, providing GSP+ 
preferences to all non LDC ACP countries, seems to have little impact compared 
to the more general GSP scheme. A positive impact is seen only for the COMESA 
region, due to the more favourable treatment of textile products in the GSP+. 

The sectoral impact of our reference scenario is illustrated in Figure 12. Losses 
are concentrated in products associated with specific protocols: sugar and 
bananas (55%), which also explains the difficult situation of the Caribbean 
countries. It is worth noting that for sugar the impact of the EU‟s domestic 
reform is not directly considered here. However the consequent fall in the sugar 
price in the EU market will reduce the preferential margins granted to ACP 
countries in any case. 

Other products strongly affected are livestock (with a 30% fall in exports) and 
textiles (-27%). For the latter, under GSP+ losses are cancelled out. 

Figure 12 - The cost of not -signing an EPA. Sectoral results, with full implementation of 

EBA 

 
 

V.3 The global impact of EPAS on ACP countries 

In this section we examine the impact of the EPAs, using as the counterfactual 
the combination of EBA for LDC ACP countries and GSP for non-LDCs ACP 
countries. 
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V.3.1 Main trade effects 

Figure 13 - ACP exports to the EU with the full implementation of EPAs. Regional results 

 

 

As indicated in Figure 13 we forecast a 10.7% increase in the volume of ACP 
exports to the EU in 2022 under an EPA scenario. This percentage is calculated 
in comparison with the benchmark scenario: GSP and EBA. If we were to 
consider the current situation as a benchmark, signing EPAs would have led to 
a more limited gain of 5.4% ((1.107*0.952)-1). Hence we see the importance of 
using the correct benchmark if we wish to accurately access likely impacts. 

All in all, we can conclude that ACP exports to the EU are forecast to be 10.7% 
higher with EPAs than in their absence and 5.4% higher than is currently the 
case. These figures refer to the scenario in which a multilateral agreement has 
not been reached. Under the assumption of the simultaneous successful 
completion of the Doha Round, the margins of preferences on the EU market 
associated with EPAs, would be eroded. Hence, export gains would be slightly 
reduced for all ACP regions. With or without an agreement at multilateral level 
in the immediate future, preference erosion is unavoidable over time. 
Nevertheless the EPAs will provide a temporary advantage in terms of market 
access, particularly for the livestock sector (see Figure 33 and Figure 34 in 
Appendix IV).  

Finally, we should keep in mind that increases in exports will not translate into 
equivalent changes in the ACP trade balance, since imports from the EU will 
also be liberalised with consequent changes in their trade flows. This is 
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particularly true for the 2022 time horizon. In 2015, only 20% of the 
liberalisation of ACP countries in relation to EU imports will be achieved, while 
full access will be provided to the EU market. Accordingly, a transitory gain for 
the trade balance of ACP countries is expected over the period. 

 

The sectoral breakdown of these forecast export gains is detailed in Figure 14. 
In percentage terms, the largest gains would accrue to exporters in the livestock 
sector, where exports are forecast to increase by 140%.28 Exports of vegetable 
products and textiles are also forecast to increase significantly, by 40%. The 
completion of the Doha Round would be particularly detrimental to these 
forecast gains in the textiles sector. The relatively high MFN tariffs which still 
exist in textiles in the EU, will be reduced. Consequently the value of 
preferences given to developing countries will also shrink. 

 

 

Figure 14 - ACP exports to the EU with full implementation of EPAs. Sectoral results 

 

 

Turning to imports (see Figure 15), an average 17% increase in ACP imports is 
forecast for ACP countries in 2022. Note that this percentage applies both to 
the current situation and to the benchmark, as no difference between the two 
                                                  
28

 Non tariff barriers are not considered here. They may limit this potential increase, as may the existing supply 

capacities. These results should therefore be seen as potential increases in exports given the existing trade pattern.  
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exists in terms of EU access to ACP markets. This outcome corresponds to a 
situation where liberalisation is fully achieved. When considering the 2015 
horizon, the increase in the ACP imports from the EU is forecast to be limited 
to 7% (Figure 36 in Appendix 5 ). This smaller percentage is explained by the 
limited liberalisation of ACP imports over this time horizon.  

Figure 15 - EPA consequences on EU exports to ACP countries. Sectoral results 
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Figure 16 - EPA consequences on EU exports to ACP countries. Regional results 

 

 

Once again, the Caribbean is the region most affected, with a forecast increase 
in EU imports of 27%. The SADC region is at the opposite of the spectrum with 
imports forecast to increase by only 11%. 

The sectoral composition of these import increases (see Figure 15 ) points to a 
concentration in industrial goods (particularly textiles) and primary products. 
The increase is negligible in agriculture. All in all, the composition of respective 
changes in exports and imports mirrors the traditional trade specialisation of 
Europe and the ACP, with the latter specialised in agriculture and the former in 
industrial goods. The exception is textiles, where exports and imports will both 
increase; this might be explained by a vertical division of labour (with ACP 
countries importing intermediate products from the EU) takes place.  

V.3.2 Impact of excluding products  

Two issues which are amongst the most contentious in the EPA debate are the 
percentage of products to be excluded from liberalisation (on the ACP side), 
and the choice of these excluded products. We do not tackle the first issue here, 
we assume only that 90% of the bilateral trade must be liberalised by the 2022 
time horizon. On this basis, two options to choose sensitive products are 
modelled. Under scenario H1, priority is given to the exclusion of agricultural 
products in order to alleviate the competitive shock faced by the agricultural 
sector in the ACP countries. After these products are ruled out, the most 
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sensitive manufactured products (identified here as the ones contributing the 
most to tariff revenues) are also excluded, up to the overall level of residual 
protection assumed to be acceptable. Adopting such strategy would not 
optimise the choice of products in order to minimise the losses in tariff 
revenues, but in this way we reflect the political sensitivity of the agricultural 
sector in most ACP countries. We can see from Figure 17- Figure 19 that the 
alternative assumption (H2), optimally choosing tariff lines in order to secure 
tariff revenues, would efficiently protect sensitive products, while limiting the 
increase in imports.  

 

Figure 17 - The role of the exclusion list on tariff revenue 

 

The results presented in Figure 17 are averages, which clearly hide tremendous 
differences in the expected impacts of the alternative choices of the exclusions 
at the sectoral level. For instance a manufactured sector with tariff peaks will 
have numerous products excluded using H2; while using H1 largely protects 
agricultural products. Figure 18 illustrates the impacts at sectoral level.29 Under 
H2, the surge in ACP imports of textile products from the EU would be curbed: 
they would be five times lower than under scenario H1. On the contrary, 
imports of vegetable products, livestock and agrifood would increase more 
under H2. Reducing potential increases in imports is not the only issue. 

                                                  
29 

The Figure displays regional import effects for all products. It shows that the manner in which the exclusion lists 

are defined will have the greatest impact on CEDEAO and SADC imports. 

-90

-80

-70

-60

-50

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

All ACP ECOWAS+ CEMAC+ COMESA SADC Caribbean Pacific

Tariff revenue on EU products
The role of the exclusion list

Changes (%)

EPA-2022-H1 EPA-2022-H2
source: CEPII, 2007



Part V: Assessing the impacts of EPAs 
 

CEPII – September 2007 57 
 

Whenever imports are also industrial inputs, restraining them and making them 
more expensive could have a negative impact in terms of overall 
competitiveness. Unfortunately the structure of the model does not permit us 
to address this issue. 

 

Figure 18 - The impact of the exclusion list on sectoral trade flows 
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Figure 19 - The role of the exclusion list on regional imports 

 

V.3.3 Impacts on tariff and government revenues 

The effects of EPAs on the ACPs‟ public finances have been widely debated. 
First of all it is important to remember that the impact will be different across 
countries, depending on the initial importance of tariff revenue in total 
government income (see p64).  

This being said, the different impacts have rarely been disentangled. Here we 
identify three effects: a direct effect, due to tariff liberalisation, a trade 
diversion effect and lastly a domestic effect.  

Concerning the first, the overall effect of cutting tariffs will depend on the 
combination of both reducing tariffs and the increase in imports as a result of 
falling import prices. All in all, the direct effect will translate into a reduction of 
ACP tariff revenues, as the impact on tariffs will always be stronger than that 
on imports. Obviously in the short run (2015) tariff losses will be kept down as 
a consequence of limiting tariff cuts. After 2020 the direct effect will not be 
important anymore, as all protection rates on non sensitive products will be 
brought to zero.  

Dynamic effects, such as growth increasing imports on products still protected, 
are not captured in this kind of partial equilibrium model. However, since 
exemptions concern highly protected products, such effects can be disregarded.  
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Figure 20 - Net imports and trade diversion (H1 scenario) 

 
Note: % included in the graph indicates the relative variation from the reference value. 

  

A second effect of the EPAs is trade diversion, expected from any FTA. Here, 
untaxed imports from the EU – or from countries belonging to the same ACP 
region – will replace currently taxed imports from the rest of the world. 
Accordingly, trade diversion provides additional negative impacts, in addition 
to the direct effects.  

Trade diversion is illustrated in Figure 20: the two time horizons (2015 and 
2022) are considered. In 2015, net imports of all ACP countries are forecast to 
increase by €0.89 bn (the algebraic sum of the red and green bars). Imports 
from the EU are forecast to increase by €2.1 bn (+7.9% as compared to the 
reference scenario). The red bar represents the forecast reduction in imports 
from non-EU countries, including regional partners. In 2022, when EPAs will be 
fully implemented, the magnitude of this effect will be even larger. The trade 
diversion figures presented here also include tariff losses coming from the 
implementation of regional FTAs. All in all in 2022 the regional integration 
component will rappresent a different share of the tariff revenue cost, from 
15% in the case of ECOWAS up to 33% in the case of SADC. 

Finally, a domestic effect has to be taken into account. Basically, other things 
being equal, reduced tariffs should increase the extent to which transactions 
take place in the formal economy. As we made the assumption that half of 
domestic sales escape taxation, when domestic sales are replaced by imports, 
formal sales in effect replace the black economy for half of the value of the 
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transaction. In the end, these additional sales are a source of additional VAT 
income for the government (we recall the conservative assumption of an 
average VAT rate of 16%). 

 

Figure 21 - Fiscal effects: annual losses (H1 scenario) 

 
Note: In the Trade diversion figures presented here we have included also tariff losses coming from the 

implementation of regional FTA, both coming from direct effects and diversion effects. These effects are 

totally implemented by 2015. 

 

In Figure 21, losses (expressed as positive values) associated with the 
combination of the three effects are summarised, for the central scenario (H1), 
in 2015 and in 2022. The positive impact of the domestic taxation effect 
remains very limited. The average loss of tariff revenue on EU imports for all 
ACP is forecast to be 71% in 2022, and 28% in 2015 (see Figure 22). The lowest 
losses are forecast in the SADC region (58%), while the region most heavily 
affected is forecast to be ECOWAS, for which the trade diversion effect would 
be particularly detrimental (losses of 700 millions of euros annually in the long 
run or 82% of the tariff revenue in 2022). 
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Figure 22 - Tariff revenue on EU products (% change, H1) 

 
See Table 17 at page 115 for the share of tariff revenue losses in GDP 

 

The share of initial EU imports in total trade is crucial, the more dependent the 
country is on EU imports, the stronger the impact on tariff revenue losses (see 
Figure 22). When taking into account imports from all sources (Figure 23), 
overall losses are significantly reduced: ECOWAS, for instance, is potentially 
facing a fall in tariff revenue of less than 38% overall. The average is 26% for all 
ACPs in 2022 under H1 and 19% under H2, when the exclusion list is optimised.  
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Figure 23 - Tariff revenue losses for ACP countries (all sources).  

The impact of the exclusion list 

 

See  Table 18 at page 115 for the share of tariff revenue losses in GDP 

 

 

Appendix VIII (p.127) discusses the role of sensitive products in reducing 
potential adjustment problems by comparing EPAs with a hypothetical full FTA 
between the ACP and the EU.  

V.4 From fiscal effects to net fiscal costs 

In the EPA framework, trade liberalisation will mean tariff elimination on the 
“essential share” of ACP‟s imports from the EU. Since for a liberalised product, 
the final tariff will be 0, no “Laffer” effect takes place. Consequently tariff 
revenue and with it, a significant part of government funding, may be 
significantly reduced. This section will consider this issue. In particular we 
consider under what circumstances EPAs may or may not have positive impacts 
on tariff revenue. 
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V.4.1 Tariff revenue losses and Fiscal constraints 

V.4.1.1 Dependence on customs revenue 

A major fear related to the EPAs is that for some ACP governments, the tariff 
revenue losses will have significant impacts on their fiscal capacity. However, 
this threat needs to be viewed in the wider context. Key issues to consider are: 

 As we have seen above, EPAs will not be fully fledged FTAs, in that there 
will not be 100% symmetric liberalisation between the parties. Tariff 
revenue will continue to be collected on EU imports, as a certain number 
of products can be excluded from tariff cuts. In the H1scenario, for 
instance, 29% of the initial tariff revenue on EU imports is forecast to still 
be collected (up to 42% for the SADC region) even after full 
implementation.  

 The European Union is not the only trade partner for ACP countries. They 
still collect tariff revenue on most third countries imports. 

 Finally, tariff revenue is not the only source of income for the 
government. 

Figure 2430 displays a scatter graph with the percentage of (total) tariff revenue 
losses and the share of custom duties in government revenues. Only a relatively 
small number of countries are taken into consideration; the list of countries 
corresponds to those for which IMF database provides reliable figures on 
collected duties and government income. Luckily, the global picture is an 
inverse relationship - countries that are the most dependent on tariff revenue 
seem to be the ones which suffer the smallest losses in the EPA context. 
Swaziland with a very high dependence rate (47% of government income derives 
from customs duties) is forecast to have a loss in tariff revenue of only 5.7%. 
On the other hand, countries such as the Congo, where tariff revenue losses are 
forecast to be high, (31%) often have a low dependence on these taxes for 
government income (7.1% in the case of Congo). However some developing 
countries in western Africa such as Ghana, and especially Côte d‟Ivoire, where 
both figures are high, may go through difficult transition phases. 

In this context, it will be important for the negotiators to focus on critical 
countries where tariff losses are likely to be significant and tariff revenue is 
also a key component in the fiscal equilibrium of the country. LDCs are likely to 
benefit the most from an adjustment package allowing them to move 
progressively from a taxation system based on imports to a more stable, 
domestic focused, system. The transition towards other forms of taxation will 
be particularly difficult in post-conflict countries where the central government 
power is weak and the whole administration system is still in a phase of 
„rebirth‟ (e.g. Central Africa Republic) 

 

  

                                                  
30

 The analysis is limited to countries where reliable data is available from the IMF. 
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Table 3 - Tariff revenue losses and fiscal dependence (selected countries) 

*IMF, GFD database **Simulation results 

 

 

Country Share of 

Government  

income in 

GDP* 

Share of 

Duties in  

Government 

income* 

Forecast decline  

in collected 

duties **(%) 

Value of  

forecast losses** 

(€ m.) 

Share of forecast 

losses in GDP 

(%)** 

Ghana 30.1 10.6 -29.7 70.4 1.0 

Côte d'Ivoire 16.8 28.0 -43.9 55.3 0.4 

Togo 14.2 19.2 -40.1 40.2 2.4 

Burkina Faso 18.1 9.9 -41.5 16.2 0.4 

Central African Republic 10.1 14.5 -31.3 3.7 0.3 

Congo 29.6 7.1 -31.8 46.1 1.3 

RDC 7.2 27.8 -32.1 22.7 0.4 

Ethiopia 16.7 33.2 -25.9 43.5 0.6 

Kenya 21.1 9.3 -22.7 92.1 0.7 

Mauritius 20.1 22.0 -23.4 70.2 1.4 

Uganda 22.0 15.9 -17.2 7.2 0.1 

Namibia 28.2 31.8 -11.2 9.3 0.2 

Swaziland 26.8 47.3 -5.7 2.1 0.1 

Barbados 35.4 9.8 -17.6 21.3 0.9 

Dominican Republic 16.4 12.6 -10.9 49.3 0.3 

Jamaica 31.8 8.6 -7.5 14.1 0.2 
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Figure 24 - Tariff revenue losses and Fiscal dependence (selected countries) 

 
 

V.4.1.2 Other sources of taxation 

The partial equilibrium analysis presented here cannot consider all second 
order positive or negative fiscal effects related to changes in wages and profits 
(income taxation) as a result of EPAs. Moreover, the VAT system modelled here 
is approximate compared to reality. Small VAT revenue gains, explained by the 
increase in imports, are related to the move of a part of economic activity from 
the informal (untaxed) sector to the formal (taxed) one. We assume that only 
half of domestic sales are taxable in the sense that VAT is actually collected. In 
contrast imports are fully taxable, as they do not generally enter the informal 
market. For instance, for a tax rate of 16%, while for €1 of domestic sales just 8 
cents are collected, for €1 of imports, up to 16 cents could be obtained. “Up to” 
because we also need to consider the efficiency of the customs system.31 Our 
results indicate that the impact of this shift from the informal market to the 
formal one is quite limited. However, there is reason to believe that the effects 
could be much stronger in reality. In particular VAT losses due to a reduction in 
domestic sales may be kept down by replacing a proportional VAT rate with a 
“lump sum VAT system” levied on small businesses32. In this case a fall of 

                                                  
31 

The efficiency rate for customs in terms of collection rates has been fixed in this model at 80% for developing 

countries and 60% for LDCs. 
32

 Several developing countries have established VAT structures which levy a lump sum payment on small 

businesses rather than taxing on the basis of turnover. This has several advantages including clarity and 

predictability.  
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domestic sales will not necessarily bring a proportional reduction in collected 
VAT taxes.  

V.4.2 Customs duties efficiency and monitoring capacity 

This part aims to shed some light on a potential benefic aspect of EPAs. In 
particular, several EU initiatives intend to support the efficiency of ACP custom 
services (training, hardware); these programs will be continued, and should be 
strengthened, with EPAs. 

In the context of customs efficiency, it seems reasonable to assume that when 
an administration has less trade flows to tax, it will do the job better. Focusing 
their monitoring on a few goods/sources should help customs administration 
to increase the effective collected rate.33 

Figure 25 - Fiscal effects with increased efficiency in tariff collection 

 
 

To assess the effects of this assumption, we have decided to simulate the 
previous scenarios, but reducing customs inefficiencies by half. As shown in 
Figure 25, which compares our basic H1 scenario with this alternative case, trade 
diversion losses are totally offset by such increased efficiency. In some cases 

                                                  
33

 Moreover in this work we have assumed homogeneous efficiency in the collection rate over different products. In 

reality, for some structural reasons (NGO & the diplomatic bundle of imports, tax exemptions on investment goods, 

ease of smuggling of some categories of products), this rate changes quite a lot from one product to another. To raise 

the “average” collected efficiency rate, one possibility could be to take into consideration this aspect when building 

the exclusion list: for instance products associated to the lowest efficiency rate should be liberalised first. 
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we even register an effective increase in the amount of duties collected on third 
countries‟ exports. For COMESA and SADC, which depend the least on EU 
imports for tax revenue, this second effect will totally compensate for losses of 
tariff duties on EU products. All in all, the analysis indicates that EPAs potential 
negative fiscal effects could be reduced or even totally neutralized (e.g. for 
COMESA and SADC) if efforts were made to secure a strong improvement in 
customs systems. This means that within the adjustment packages likely to 
accompany the EPAs, a structural program aimed at improving customs 
administration would be crucial to the overall success of the agreement.  

 

V.4.3 Tax evasion 

Although revenues from trade taxes have become less important over the last 
20 years, they continue to be a major source of government finance in many 
low- and middle-income countries, where they represent between one quarter 
and one third of total tax revenues. As a consequence, even in countries where 
governments are persuaded that they would enjoy substantial growth or other 
benefits from further trade liberalisation, there may be fears of a substantial 
cost in terms of lost revenues and subsequent reluctance to pursue trade 
reform.  

The capacity to switch from trade revenue to domestic tax sources is a crucial 
point for those countries. However the ability of poorer countries to increase 
domestic revenues and maintain their total tax receipts at their initial level is 
questionable given the low level of activity in their economies (see Baunsgaard 
and Keen, 2005 and IMF, 2005).  

When considering the revenue implication of trade liberalisation for LDCs and 
middle income countries, it is important to take into account the relationship 
between corruption in the customs service and tariff rate structures. In this 
sense it can be argued that the losses deriving from trade liberalisation can be 
mitigated, or even offset by taking into account these linkages. 

Corruption is likely to fall when a country reduces distorting exemptions, 
establishing a more uniform structure. Gatti (1999) investigates the potential 
benefits of adopting a uniform tariff schedule. By explicitly accounting for the 
interaction between importers and corrupt customs officials, his study argues 
that setting trade tariff rate at a uniform level limits corruption and therefore 
could increase government revenues as well as improving welfare.  

Other empirically work has been done on the causal relationship between 
border tax rates and tax evasion. Work, by Fisman and Wei (2004) focusing on 
the bilateral trade relationship between China and Hong-Kong and by Arndt 
(2006), using the same methodology, in the case of Mozambique, finds that 
high tax levels are associated with high levels of under-reporting of import 
values. In the case of Mozambique the author finds that for every percentage 
point increase in the customs tax rates, evasion increase by an estimated 1.4%. 
Even considering an inelastic price elasticity of demand for imports, this would 
imply a partial offset of the losses incurred from the fact that tariffs are 
reduced, due to reduced evasion.  
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V.4.3.1 Empirical approach 

In order to obtain an estimate of the elasticity of customs evasion for a number 
of ACP countries., we replicated these two latter papers.  

Clearly the empirical problem presented when studying tax evasion is that, by 
its very nature, evasion is not easy to measure. The central feature of the 
methodology presented here, originally pioneered by Fisman and Wei (2004), is 
to measure evasion with some precision by comparing bilateral trade flow data 
between a given country and its trading partners at the product level (hs6 level). 
In particular the measure of evasion is determined by the ratio between 
declared exports from a group of countries to a given ACP country (defined 
hereafter as X) and the same country‟s recorded imports from the same group 
(defined hereafter as M). In principle, assuming no evasion and no errors of 
measurement, the numerator and the denominator should be a mirror image of 
each other. A ratio of X/M of unity thus would be indicative of an absence of 
evasion.  

In order to study the empirical linkage between customs rates and tax evasion, 
a baseline model is specified, which assumes a linear relationship between the 
logarithm of our measure of evasion (X/M), and the "Taxes" variable, a central 
variable defined as the sum of applicable taxes levied on a particular hs6 
product. This is given by: 

Log(X/M) = a + B Taxes + e (1) 

A positive value for B suggests that tax evasion, defined as the gap between X 
and M, is positively related to the tax rate. In other words, high tax rates would 
be associated with high levels of evasion. Of course, because of the nature of 
the specification, the coefficient B indicates also the responsiveness of tax 
evasion to tax rates, so that a marginal increase in the tax rate would bring 
about a change in evasion of B percent. 

Alternatively equation (1) allows us to infer a formula for the growth rate of 
evasion: 

(dX/X) - (dM/M) = B* (dTaxes) 

 

V.4.3.2 Data 

Data on applied tariffs cover the year 2004 at the hs6 level of the harmonized 
system, and include all bilateral preferential agreements. They are provided by 
the MAcMap database version 2. 

To perform the study we also needed mirror flows from country pairs, 
originally declared for the same year (2004). Firstly we consider a list of 
importers that have declared their imports in 2004 as well as the list of the 
countries from which they were importing. Then, considering this last group of 
countries, we check whether they also declared their exports to the importer in 
question. Whenever an exporter does not declare trade we exclude the flows 
from the importer‟s declaration. In this way we keep only country pairs where 
bilateral trade was declared by both in the same year. Using this approach we 
could analyse only a few of ACP countries as importers: Burundi, Ghana, Kenya, 
Malawi, Senegal, Tanzania, Togo, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
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Once we established the potential list of ACP countries on which we could carry 
out the regression analysis we needed the values for X and M expressed in the 
same terms. In trade while imports are normally declared at their Cost 
Insurance Freight (CIF) value, exports are instead declared Free On Board (FOB). 
Thus there is a difference in the costs taken into account in the import and 
export valuations, which accounts for some of the variation in figures. At the 
same time we also need the respective flows for each tariff heading in 
quantities (tons, liters etc.), expressed in the same unit of measurement, in 
order to check whether the practice of under-declaration stems from 
differences in declared quantities or if it is caused by under-reporting in unit 
values. 

For the last two points we used the BACI database which provides FOB value 
data on X and M, and values on quantities expressed in tons. 

V.4.3.3 Results 

We first focus on the results for the baseline model, using values of bilateral 
trade flows. Table 4 presents a first set of results for the estimated equation. 
We also add the estimation provided by Arndt for the case of Mozambique to 
our results. 

Table 4 - Results from the baseline model (dependent variable in value) 

 Constant Taxes Nb of obs. R-square 

 Coef a t stat Coef B t stat   

Mozambique+ -.12 

(.11) -1.13 

1.38*** 

(.32) 4.29 2,486 .007 

Burundi .08 

(.18) .44 

2.26** 

(.95) 2.37 191 .029 

Ghana -.68 

(.16) -4.20 

1.22* 

(.68) 1.78 503 .006 

Kenya -.01 
(.06) -0.19 

1.36*** 
(.28) 4.76 1719 .013 

Malawi .02 

(.078) 0.25 

0.79 

(.69) 1.14 443 .003 

Senegal -.01 

(.12) -.06 

2.46*** 

(.82) 3 554 .013 

Tanzania -.10 

(.064) -1.65 

2.95*** 

(.376) 7.85 1507 .039 

Togo .81 

(.264) 3.07 

3.08* 

(1.72) 1.79 211 .015 

Zambia .02 
(.08) .29 

1.27** 
(.64) 2.37 573 .007 

Zimbabwe .28 

(.11) 2.51 

0.58 

(.53) 1.10 388 .003 

 

Note: standard deviations in brackets 

*, **, *** mean significant at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels respectively 

+ Estimation provided by Arndt (2006) 
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The results presented in Table 4, indicate that the estimate of B is positive and 
statistically significant for all ACP countries examined, except for Malawi and 
Zimbabwe for which the sign of B is also positive, but the coefficient is not 
statistically significant. 

Kenya and Tanzania are the two countries for which we have both the highest 
number of observations and a particularly high significance level for the B 
coefficient (1%). For the former we obtained an estimated value very close to 
that previously estimated for Mozambique (1.36%) while in the case of Tanzania 
the estimate is higher: 2.95. 

We also run the same regression considering the quantity model (Table 5).  

Results from Mozambique seem to indicate that there is no evidence of the 
practice of under-declaration on quantities, suggesting that under-reporting in 
the value of imports is caused by under-reporting of unit values. We obtained 
the same results in the case of Kenya and Togo, while the B coefficient 
continues to be positive and statistically significant for those countries for 
which it was the case in the first regression. It is worth noting that for Tanzania 
the coefficient is still 1% significant, with an estimate of 2.14. 

It is also important to point out the poor fit of the regression, not only in our 
study but also in previous ones. In fact in spite of the significance of the B 
coefficient, the tax rate does not explain much of the variation in evasion 
across the different results. 

 

Table 5 - Results from the baseline model (dependent variable in quantity) 

 Constant Taxes Nb of obs R-square 
 Coef a t stat Coef B t stat   

Mozambique+ -.19 

(.16) 1.17 

.30 

(.50) .60 2201 .0002 

Burundi -.50 

(.33) -1.48 

3.18* 

(1.71) 1.86 151 .0348 

Ghana -.84 

(.23) -3.64 

1.47* 

(.95) 1.55 366 .0065 

Kenya -.014 

(.125) -.11 

-.91 

(.85) 1.07 1280 .0019 

Malawi .28 

(.153) 1.84 

0.5 

(1.29) .39 286 .0005 

Senegal -.10 

(.17) -.61 

2.46** 

(1.19) 2.07 554 .0077 

Tanzania -.16 

(.113) -1.44 

2.14*** 

(.67) 3.20 1161 .0087 

Togo .95 

(.313) 3.03 

-2.29 

(2.09) -1.10 191 .0086 

Zimbabwe .23 
(.24) .95 

0.96 
(1.21) .80 208 .0031 

 

Note: standard deviations in brackets 

*, **, *** mean significant at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels respectively 
+ Estimation provided by Arndt (2006) 
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The regression results indicate that for African countries, liberalisation has the 
potential to be beneficial, at least in term of the potential to reduce corruption. 
However, in order to achieve this goal, tariff peaks and tariff heterogeneity 
should both be reduced. 

In terms of the potential for reduced corruption to increase tax revenue, in the 
long run, in the context of EPAs, protection rates for the products to be 
liberalised would be set to zero at the end of the transition period, while the 
others, the highest, could remain unaffected at their MFN value. As tariff peaks 
are likely not to be reduced differences between tariffs are therefore likely to 
increase. Given that this discrepancy will increase the incentive for corruption, 
EPAs could negatively impact on tariff revenues in the ACP countries. Thus 
better support to enhance the efficiency of customs services may be necessary 
to avoid potentially significant losses.  
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Appendix I. List of countries included in the study 

ISO Code Country 

In the 

model 

(1=yes) 

024 Angola 1 

028 Antigua and Barbuda 1 

044 Bahamas 1 

052 Barbados 1 

084 Belize 1 

090 Solomon Islands 1 

108 Burundi 1 

120 Cameroon 1 

132 Cape Verde 0 

140 Central African Republic 1 

148 Chad 1 

174 Comoros 0 

178 Congo 1 

180 Congo (Democratic Rep.) 1 

184 Cook Islands 0 

204 Benin 1 

212 Dominica 1 

214 Dominican Republic 1 

226 Equatorial Guinea 1 

231 Ethiopia 1 

232 Eritrea 1 

242 Fiji 0 

262 Djibouti 1 

266 Gabon 1 

270 Gambia 0 

288 Ghana 1 

296 Kiribati 0 

308 Grenada 1 

324 Guinea 0 

328 Guyana 1 

332 Haiti 0 

384 Côte d'Ivoire 1 

388 Jamaica 1 

404 Kenya 1 

430 Liberia 1 

450 Madagascar 1 

454 Malawi 1 

466 Mali 1 

478 Mauritania 1 

480 Mauritius 1 

508 Mozambique 1 

520 Nauru 0 
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548 Vanuatu 1 

562 Niger 1 

566 Nigeria 1 

583 Micronesia, Fed. St. 0 

585 Palau 0 

598 Papua New Guinea 1 

624 Guinea-Bissau 1 

626 East Timor 0 

646 Rwanda 1 

659 Saint Kitts and Nevis 1 

662 Saint Lucia 0 

670 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 1 

678 Sao Tome and Principe 0 

686 Senegal 1 

690 Seychelles 1 

694 Sierra Leone 1 

706 Somalia 0 

716 Zimbabwe 1 

736 Sudan 1 

740 Suriname 1 

768 Togo 1 

776 Tonga 0 

780 Trinidad and Tobago 1 

800 Uganda 1 

834 Tanzania 1 

854 Burkina Faso 1 

882 Samoa 0 

894 Zambia 1 

072 Botswana 1 

426 Lesotho 1 

516 Namibia 1 

748 Swaziland 1 
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Appendix II. Model Structure 

Quantitative studies of the impact of trade liberalisation can be performed 
using either a general equilibrium or a partial equilibrium framework. General 
equilibrium models are certainly more appropriate to try to assess the overall 
trade and welfare effects of such agreements. However they required social 
accounting matrices with comprehensive information on each economy 
involved and their results will be driven by the quality of these data. 

Since all the required data is not available for the member countries, this 
approach was not appropriate for an ACP-wide analysis. Moreover, due to the 
high level of product specialisation in numerous ACP countries, using a CGE 
model describing the whole economy at an aggregated level (even at the GTAP 
most disaggregated level) will miss the point. Last but not least, working at the 
product level is crucial from the point of view of policy relevance, as the 
problematic issue of the selection of sensitive products needs to be approached 
at a highly disaggregated level. For these reasons, we have decided to use a 
partial equilibrium approach in this study.  

The quantitative study of the impact of EPAs is therefore performed using a 
dynamic partial equilibrium model, expressly built for this purpose.  

The model, which is based on usual assumptions34 of partial equilibrium 
analysis has been designed to allow a very detailed evaluation of the impact on 
trade and government budgets of the ongoing EPA negotiations. 

Regional income (Total Rev region s = TotDems), which is assumed to be fixed, is 
allocated among different hs6-products (5,113 HS6 products) using a system of 
nested CES functions (the demand nesting is shown in Figure 26). 

More precisely, at the first stage consumers have to arbitrate between two main 
categories of products: agricultural (DemTotMCatiii,s AgroAgri) and industrial 
(DemTotMCatiii,s OtherInd). Here we assume a complementarity between the two 
(elasticity of substitution equals 0.8). 

Secondly the total demand for each category is allocated between different 
sectors (DemTotCatii,s). For instance in the case of the main category AgroAgri 
we have considered three sub- sectors: Agro-food (AgroF), Vegetables (Veg ) and 
Animal (Anim) products. 

We then pass to the sectoral GTAP nomenclature (DemToti,s); and from that to 
the HS6 level (Dhs6ihs6,s). As far as consumption choices within each hs6 
category are concerned, we make use of a nested Armington “assumption” 
(Armington, 1969). Since, the choice of product origins is made at the HS6 level, 
we would have needed Armington elasticities at this level. Instead we have 
Armington elasticities at the GTAP level, drawn from the GTAP database. 
However, the structural form of the model (nested CES) gives a relation between 
all elasticities and particularly between direct price elasticities and elasticities 
of substitution. So, we calibrate elasticities at the product level in order to 

                                                  
34

 Some of them are quite suitable to the situation, such as the fixed exchange rate assumption due to the existence 

of the CFA franc zone. 
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match Armington elasticities of substitution at the GTAP level and direct price 
elasticities computed by the World Bank at the hs6 level (Nicita and al., 2006). 
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Figure 26 - Demand tree 
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We distinguish between two quality levels, defined on a geographical basis. 
Goods produced in a developing economy are assumed to belong to a different 
quality level to those produced in a developed country. 

 Within the same quality zone (DUhs6ihs6,S) consumers chose between 
domestic (Demhs6ihs6,S) and imported goods (Mhs6ihs6,S). For the latter we 
furthermore assume that imported goods from different countries 
((MMhs6ihs6,r,S) are imperfect substitutes in use. 

 For different quality products (DVhs6ihs6,S) we directly differentiate 
imported goods (MMhs6ihs6,r,S) according to their geographical origin. 

The choice of substitution elasticities (those between qualities) smaller than the 
Armington elasticity (between domestic and imported goods) implies that 
goods that do not belong to the same quality level are less substitutable than 
goods from the same quality level. This means for instance that, within a given 
sector, goods from EU compete more directly with goods from another 
developed country, than with goods from a developing country. 

It is worth noting that this system of geographical substitution, described 
above, is appropriate to capture trade creation and trade diversion effects. 

On the supply side we make use of the infinite supply elasticity hypothesis, 
which in short means a constant price. This latter assumption, frequently used 
in international trade models, seems appropriate in the case of the European 
Union, but it is a concern for smaller ACP nations with constrained production 
capacities. For this reason results related to their forecast export growth have 
to be interpreted as long run and potential impacts.  

For some specific products, a capacity constraint has been implemented. Where 
initial tariffs are very high, not introducing this capacity constraint will lead to 
improbable results. Firstly, ACP countries‟ potential increase in livestock 
exports has been capped to 75%. This limit has been fixed to take into account 
sanitary standards in the EU or the difficult geographical situation of several 
countries which strongly limits the potential to develop supply (for example, 
the desert in Namibia protects beef from food and mouth diseases, but at same 
time limits its capacity to expand livestock production). Secondly, for bananas 
and sugar, we cap the rise in exports to 6 times the initial level. Indeed, even if 
production is not expected to rise in such a proportion, a strong market 
reallocation could nevertheless take place. For example, two very efficient 
countries, Malawi and Zambia, today export less than 10% of their production 
to the EU. Further to an EPAs, they may reorient their production towards the 
EU market to reap the preference margins which it should provide. At the same 
time, regional markets currently supplied by these countries would be supplied 
by other producers, such as South Africa, that will not benefit from the quota-
free, duty-free access to the EU, which the EPAs should provide.  
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Appendix III. Trade appendix 

III. 1. Regional structure of imports and exports 

Table 6 - Share of ACP Exports and ACP Imports by Markets. Countries listed by EPA 

region. 

  ACP Imports (%) from 

 EU ACP_Same 

Zone 

ACP_OthZone Row EU ACP_Same Zone ACP_OthZone Row 

 West Africa ECOWAS + Mauritania 

Benin 12% 41% 2% 44% 33% 17% 1% 49% 

Burkina Faso 14% 52% 1% 33% 30% 37% 2% 32% 

Cape Verde 70% 3% 1% 26% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Côte d’Ivoire 60% 9% 1% 30% 47% 16% 0% 37% 

Gambia 39% 6% 19% 36% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Ghana 53% 10% 1% 36% 24% 16% 2% 58% 

Guinea 46% 2% 1% 52% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Guinea Bissau 9% 13% 0% 78% 40% 29% 0% 31% 

Liberia 75% 1% 0% 25% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Mali 27% 3% 2% 68% 45% 22% 0% 33% 

Mauritania 59% 9% 2% 30% 44% 4% 1% 51% 

Niger 37% 22% 2% 39% 33% 21% 1% 45% 

Nigeria 23% 5% 1% 70% 34% 3% 1% 62% 

Senegal 37% 33% 4% 25% 43% 14% 2% 41% 

Sierra Leone 76% 1% 1% 22% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Togo 18% 62% 1% 19% 27% 25% 1% 48% 

 Central Africa ECCAS + STP 

Cameroon 71% 1% 3% 25% 56% 0% 12% 31% 

Central African Republic 73% 1% 2% 24% 43% 10% 2% 44% 

Chad 33% 0% 0% 66% 47% 2% 3% 48% 

Congo 14% 0% 5% 81% 46% 1% 5% 48% 

Congo Democratic Rep. 73% 0% 3% 24% 41% 1% 20% 38% 

Equatorial Guinea 37% 0% 0% 63% 51% 1% 0% 47% 

Gabon 18% 1% 5% 76% 69% 3% 3% 26% 

Sao Tome and Principe 52% 1% 18% 29% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

 East South Africa COMESA 

Burundi 29% 7% 2% 62% 30% 24% 9% 38% 

Comoros 71% 1% 0% 28% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Djibouti 12% 65% 0% 23% 17% 10% 0% 74% 

Eritrea 42% 9% 1% 48% 28% 4% 0% 67% 

Ethiopia 36% 14% 1% 48% 20% 4% 0% 76% 

Kenya 34% 23% 9% 34% 23% 3% 3% 71% 

Madagascar 53% 4% 0% 43% 28% 7% 1% 64% 

Malawi 35% 7% 6% 52% 14% 12% 12% 63% 

Mauritius 66% 7% 2% 26% 35% 2% 1% 62% 

Rwanda 14% 15% 3% 68% 29% 32% 6% 33% 

Seychelles 56% 5% 0% 39% 40% 5% 0% 55% 

Somalia 4% 0% 13% 82% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Sudan 7% 0% 0% 92% 21% 2% 1% 76% 

Uganda 39% 17% 7% 38% 17% 23% 3% 56% 

Zambia 18% 8% 15% 59% 12% 13% 4% 71% 
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Zimbabwe 23% 11% 9% 57% 12% 5% 7% 75% 

 Southern Africa, SADC group 

Angola 14% 0% 1% 85% 33% 4% 1% 62% 

Botswana 83% 0% 4% 13% 40% 2% 19% 38% 

Lesotho 5% 0% 0% 95% 16% 0% 5% 78% 

Mozambique 64% 0% 12% 24% 14% 3% 5% 79% 

Namibia 44% 14% 5% 37% 15% 1% 3% 82% 

Swaziland 10% 4% 7% 79% 4% 1% 1% 94% 

Tanzania, United Rep. of 46% 0% 16% 38% 18% 1% 12% 70% 

  Caribbean  

Antigua and Barbuda 91% 1% 3% 6% 22% 9% 1% 69% 

Bahamas 44% 1% 1% 55% 22% 1% 0% 78% 

Barbados 21% 23% 2% 54% 17% 20% 0% 62% 

Belize 32% 6% 2% 60% 12% 3% 7% 79% 

Dominica 38% 31% 5% 26% 18% 15% 0% 67% 

Dominican Republic 10% 1% 0% 89% 10% 2% 0% 88% 

Grenada 25% 20% 17% 38% 18% 28% 0% 54% 

Guyana 32% 18% 1% 49% 17% 23% 0% 60% 

Haiti 5% 0% 0% 95% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Jamaica 37% 4% 2% 57% 15% 11% 0% 74% 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 18% 2% 1% 79% 20% 10% 0% 70% 

Saint Lucia 27% 44% 0% 29% 11% 13% 0% 75% 

Saint Vincent and the Gr 75% 9% 4% 13% 46% 12% 0% 42% 

Suriname 35% 4% 1% 59% 29% 15% 0% 56% 

Trinidad and Tobago 7% 17% 0% 76% 24% 3% 7% 66% 

 Pacific 

Cook Islands 20% 0% 8% 71% 100%    

East Timor 9% 0% 3% 88% 100%    

Fiji 17% 2% 0% 82% 100%    

Kiribati 35% 0% 4% 61% 100%    

Micronesia, Fed. St. 1% 0% 2% 97% 100%    

Nauru 20% 0% 23% 57% 100%    

Palau 1% 0% 0% 99% 100%    

Papua New Guinea 16% 0% 0% 83% 4% 0% 1% 95% 

Samoa 11% 0% 1% 89% 100%    

Solomon Islands 8% 1% 2% 90% 5% 11% 1% 83% 

Tonga 20% 0% 0% 80% 100%    

Vanuatu 9% 1% 1% 89% 9% 6% 0% 85% 
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III. 2. Trade Balance 

Figure 27 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, ECOWAS+ 
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Figure 28 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, CEMAC 
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Figure 29 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, COMESA 
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Figure 30 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, SADC 
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Figure 31 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, Caribbean 
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Figure 32 - Trade Balance with the EU by Countries and Sectors, Pacific 
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III. 3. Sectoral specialization 

 

Table 7 - Cumulative frequency of ACP exports, hs6 level.  

Countries listed by negotiating groups. 

Vs the World       Vs the EU     
WestAfrica  

ECOWAS(1) + 

Mauritania 

Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Benin 3 8 10 40 852 40% 5 10 13 24 291 18% 

Burkina Faso 1 4 9 26 867 66% 7 14 22 40 506 22% 

Cape Verde 6 13 22 42 327 20% 3 7 11 24 256 30% 

Cote d’Ivoire 5 10 15 27 1449 38% 3 7 10 17 770 40% 

Gambia 9 23 40 95 601 14% 5 10 16 32 319 29% 

Ghana 6 15 26 59 1719 36% 3 7 13 28 846 43% 

Guinea 3 6 8 13 600 40% 1 3 5 10 314 54% 

Guinea Bissau 3 3 3 7 162 46% 3 4 5 8 65 25% 

Liberia 4 7 10 17 351 21% 3 5 6 10 152 24% 

Mali 1 1 1 16 796 84% 1 2 9 29 413 66% 

Mauritania 3 5 7 11 581 45% 1 2 4 6 289 64% 

Niger 3 8 12 23 957 48% 1 1 1 4 428 82% 

Nigeria 1 1 1 3 1792 87% 1 1 2 3 853 74% 

Senegal 13 28 51 116 1628 12% 5 10 16 33 793 14% 

Sierra Leone 1 5 14 74 970 59% 1 2 6 22 700 66% 

Togo 8 15 28 69 1374 11% 5 13 21 40 435 27% 

 

Vs the World       Vs the EU     
Central Africa  

 ECCAS(2) + STP 

Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Cameroon 3 6 8 13 1184 45% 2 4 6 11 594 42% 

Central African 

Rep. 

4 6 7 11 453 18% 3 4 5 7 281 23% 

Chad 1 1 1 3 196 85% 1 1 1 2 77 82% 

Congo 1 1 4 7 432 74% 2 4 6 9 214 38% 

Congo DR 1 4 5 9 598 50% 1 2 3 5 254 63% 

Equatorial Guinea 1 1 1 3 153 90% 1 1 1 2 77 90% 

Gabon 1 1 3 5 858 76% 3 5 8 11 456 21% 

Sao Tome and Pr. 1 11 24 62 285 50% 1 4 8 26 157 61% 
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Vs the World       Vs the EU     
East South Africa  

COMESA(3) 

Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Burundi 2 2 4 11 319 43% 1 1 3 9 178 71% 

Comoros 1 2 2 3 122 65% 1 2 2 3 67 66% 

Djibouti 8 26 48 96 553 10% 10 23 34 52 167 13% 

Ethiopia 3 11 21 45 902 33% 1 7 13 24 439 50% 

Eritrea 22 51 78 131 418 11% 17 32 45 67 207 7% 

Kenya 7 28 61 198 2797 16% 4 8 12 24 1157 27% 

Madagascar 7 15 34 75 1394 16% 5 14 12 55 1019 19% 

Malawi 2 5 11 33 1123 42% 1 2 3 6 273 57% 

Mauritius 6 12 29 115 2217 18% 3 7 11 25 1387 26% 

Rwanda 2 3 4 6 357 50% 1 2 3 7 134 51% 

Seychelles 2 4 6 11 497 41% 1 1 2 5 277 72% 

Somalia 4 10 14 27 410 23% 8 16 23 36 111 16% 

Sudan 2 2 2 5 741 43% 3 6 8 11 268 19% 

Uganda 6 13 24 56 1332 21% 2 4 7 13 418 30% 

Zambia 10 21 38 91 1425 14% 5 9 13 21 333 15% 

Zimbabwe 6 22 48 132 2183 20% 3 8 15 31 719 27% 

 

Vs the World       Vs the EU     
Southern Africa,  

SADC(4) 

Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Angola 1 1 1 1 474 95% 1 1 1 2 221 82% 

Botswana 1 1 1 1 756 93% 1 1 1 1 159 96% 

Lesotho 3 6 8 12 251 26% 1 1 3 9 90 73% 

Mozambique 6 11 21 46 853 17% 2 3 5 9 278 47% 

Namibia 6 14 23 49 1949 19% 3 5 7 11 633 31% 

Swaziland 4 14 30 85 1648 30% 1 2 5 9 255 64% 

Tanzania  6 17 35 97 1973 26% 2 4 7 18 722 46% 
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Vs the World       Vs the EU     
Caribbean (5) Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Antigua and Bar 5 19 39 90 587 17% 1 5 10 22 238 65% 

Bahamas 2 4 5 9 648 33% 1 1 2 3 283 75% 

Barbados 2 5 11 43 1245 47% 1 1 4 30 472 78% 

Belize 5 11 19 45 729 14% 1 2 3 7 249 75% 

Dominica 8 25 47 102 716 15% 1 7 14 34 308 54% 

Dominican 

republic 

9 21 37 79 1587 12% 1 6 11 25 734 56% 

Grenada 5 14 26 56 474 23% 1 2 3 7 113 62% 

Guyana 4 8 15 36 915 22% 1 3 4 8 240 63% 

Haiti 3 9 15 28 527 27% 1 5 8 14 205 54% 

Jamaica 1 6 11 32 1121 51% 1 2 4 6 394 54% 

Saint Kitts and 

Nevis 

2 11 21 47 373 47% 1 1 2 10 151 73% 

Saint Lucia 2 3 6 35 655 38% 1 1 1 3 233 86% 

Saint Vincent and 

the Gr 

4 11 19 53 543 31% 1 1 1 2 132 88% 

Suriname 1 2 3 7 642 56% 1 3 4 9 419 52% 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 

3 5 8 17 2204 24% 1 4 6 8 758 61% 

 

Vs the World       Vs the EU     
Pacific (6) Cumulative frequency of trade   Cumulative frequency of trade   

  >50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

>50% >70% >80% >90% =100%  

% of 

first 

hs6 

pdct 

Country NB of hs6 products   NB of hs6 products   

Cook Islands 6 12 21 41 223 17% 2 9 15 28 85 34% 

East Timor 1 1 1 3 189 84% 2 3 7 13 61 49% 

Fiji 8 24 51 121 1647 18% 1 1 1 1 306 91% 

Kiribati 2 4 7 16 134 43% 2 3 4 9 41 48% 

Micronesia, Fed. 

St. 

1 3 5 10 138 53% 2 6 9 11 25 39% 

Nauru 4 7 13 28 236 22% 2 3 5 9 85 44% 

Palau 2 3 4 6 49 38% 3 4 5 6 8 25% 

Papua New 

Guinea 

3 6 10 18 669 22% 3 6 7 10 213 30% 

Samoa 9 18 27 55 470 11% 2 3 5 12 77 41% 

Solomon Islands 1 3 5 9 188 57% 2 2 4 9 92 45% 

Tonga 2 5 8 19 178 41% 5 10 15 21 61 28% 

Vanuatu 2 3 6 10 165 50% 1 2 2 2 36 63% 
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Table 8 - ACP trade: exports shares of the first three hs4 codes, with the world and with 

the EU-25 as partner. Countries are listed by negotiating groups. 

Country % on Tot export % on Tot exp vs EU 

 hs4 code  hs4 code  

West Africa ECOWAS + Mauritania 

Benin  5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 36.7% 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 15.9% 

 0208 Meat, edible meat offal nes, fresh, chilled or frozen 12.7% 1207 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits nes 12.5% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.7% 0208 Meat, edible meat offal nes, fresh, chilled or frozen 12.5% 

Burkina Faso  5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 61.3% 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 17.0% 

 1207 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits nes 6.2% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 10.8% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 3.4% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 5.8% 

Cape Verde  8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 12.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 18.3% 

 6406 Parts of footwear, in-soles, heel cushion, gaiter, etc 12.2% 6406 Parts of footwear, in-soles, heel cushion, gaiter, etc 17.4% 

 6204 Womens, girls suits, jacket, dress, skirt, etc, woven 10.1% 8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers/other gas turbine engines 8.4% 

Côte d’Ivoire 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 38.6% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 40.0% 

 1803 Cocoa paste 7.4% 1803 Cocoa paste 8.7% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 5.3% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 6.0% 

Gambia  8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 14.3% 1508 Ground-nut oil, fractions, not chemically modified 20.7% 

 0801 Coconuts, Brazil nuts and cashew nuts, fresh or dried 8.5% 8479 Machines nes having individual functions 15.0% 

 1508 Ground-nut oil, fractions, not chemically modified 8.1% 0708 Leguminous vegetables, fresh or chilled 6.7% 

Ghana  1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 32.2% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 39.4% 

 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 7.5% 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 10.4% 

 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 5.7% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 6.8% 

Guinea  2606 Aluminium ores and concentrates 37.6% 2606 Aluminium ores and concentrates 51.4% 

 2818 Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum 19.7% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 13.1% 

 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 7.2% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 8.0% 

Guinea Bissau 0801 Coconuts, Brazil nuts and cashew nuts, fresh or dried 41.0% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 29.1% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 32.9% 0307 Molluscs 24.5% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 5.5% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 12.5% 

Liberia  8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 72.6% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 85.2% 

 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 8.5% 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 4.8% 

 4001 Natural rubber and gums, in primary form, plates, etc 8.0% 4001 Natural rubber and gums, in primary form, plates, etc 3.7% 

Mali  5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 75.0% 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 56.0% 

 8542 Electronic integrated circuits and microassemblies 1.9% 0804 Dates, figs, pineapple, avocado, guava, fresh or dried 4.3% 

 0804 Dates, figs, pineapple, avocado, guava, fresh or dried 1.2% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 3.3% 

Mauritania  2601 Iron ores and concentrates, roasted iron pyrites 46.4% 2601 Iron ores and concentrates, roasted iron pyrites 65.5% 

 0307 Molluscs 22.1% 0307 Molluscs 14.3% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 14.8% 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 6.1% 

Niger  2844 Radioactive elements, isotopes, compounds and mixtures 25.2% 2844 Radioactive elements, isotopes, compounds and mixtures 68.2% 

 9010 Equipment for photographic laboratories nes 13.1% 2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 6.5% 

 2612 Uranium or thorium ores and concentrates 7.1% 2603 Copper ores and concentrates 5.3% 

Nigeria  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 85.4% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 72.0% 

 2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 5.8% 2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 13.9% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 1.9% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 5.3% 

Senegal  2809 Diphosphorus pentaoxide, phosphoric acids 12.0% 0307 Molluscs 16.2% 

 0307 Molluscs 7.9% 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 10.6% 

 3105 Fertilizer mixtures in packs of < 10kg 5.2% 1508 Ground-nut oil, fractions, not chemically modified 8.7% 

Sierra Leone  7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 45.9% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 57.8% 

 8710 Tanks and other armoured fighting vehicles 6.7% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 5.1% 

 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 4.2% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 2.5% 

Togo  2523 Cement (portland, aluminous, slag or hydraulic) 11.2% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 48.6% 

 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 8.7% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 12.4% 

 5212 Woven cotton fabric, nes 8.1% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 4.1% 

Central Africa ECCAS + STP 

Cameroon  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 42.1% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 39.1% 

 4407 Wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled 13.2% 4407 Wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled 16.0% 

 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 8.0% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 10.5% 

Central Afr Rep 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 44.6% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 55.3% 

 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 26.4% 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 25.4% 

 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 7.8% 4407 Wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled 4.9% 

Chad  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 80.0% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 69.6% 

 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 7.7% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 12.7% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 4.9% 5201 Cotton, not carded or combed 12.0% 

Congo  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 72.1% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 35.8% 

 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 6.9% 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 23.2% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.2% 4407 Wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled 9.9% 

Congo Dem Rep 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 56.5% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 72.8% 

 2605 Cobalt ores and concentrates 13.3% 2605 Cobalt ores and concentrates 11.1% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 10.9% 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 3.6% 

Equatorial 

Guinea  

2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 86.7% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 81.9% 

 2905 Acyclic alcohols and their derivatives 4.9% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 7.8% 

 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 3.1% 2905 Acyclic alcohols and their derivatives 5.4% 

Gabon  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 71.9% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 28.3% 
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 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 9.3% 4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 24.1% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 5.1% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 14.1% 

Sao Tome and 

Princ. 

1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 30.0% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 46.6% 

 8908 Vessels and other floating structures for breaking up 8.4% 6204 Womens, girls suits, jacket, dress, skirt, etc, woven 4.9% 

 7403 Refined copper and copper alloys, unwrought 4.8% 0307 Molluscs 3.5% 

East South Africa COMESA 

Burundi  7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 41.1% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 66.6% 

 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 26.3% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 6.5% 

 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 4.7% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 5.0% 

Comoros  8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 42.3% 8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 59.6% 

 0905 Vanilla beans 33.4% 0905 Vanilla beans 23.4% 

 0907 Cloves (whole fruit, cloves and stems) 9.3% 3301 Essential oils, resinoids and terpenic by-products 6.3% 

Djibouti  2501 Salt (sodium chloride) including solution, salt water 8.2% 8471 Automatic data processing machines (computers) 16.9% 

 0102 Live bovine animals 6.9% 3307 Shaving and toilet preparations nes, deodorizers 8.5% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.4% 8804 Parachutes, parts and accessories thereof 6.6% 

Ethiopia  1207 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits nes 6.9% 4104 Bovine or equine leather, no hair, not chamois, patent 6.3% 

 8541 Diodes, transistors, semi-conductors, etc 6.0% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 5.8% 

 4104 Bovine or equine leather, no hair, not chamois, patent 3.3% 0201 Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled 5.7% 

Eritrea  0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 33.1% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 46.5% 

 1207 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits nes 12.2% 8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers/other gas turbine engines 5.5% 

 1404 Vegetable products, nes 8.9% 4106 Goat or kid skin leather, without hair 5.5% 

Kenya  0902 Tea 15.2% 0603 Cut flowers, dried flowers for bouquets, etc, 25.2% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 10.8% 0902 Tea 13.5% 

 0603 Cut flowers, dried flowers for bouquets, etc, 9.0% 0708 Leguminous vegetables, fresh or chilled 10.7% 

Madagascar  0905 Vanilla beans 16.1% 0306 Crustaceans 20.3% 

 6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 12.8% 6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 10.3% 

 0306 Crustaceans 12.2% 0810 Fruits nes, fresh 8.0% 

Malawi  2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 49.6% 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 59.5% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 11.4% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 17.2% 

 0902 Tea 8.9% 0902 Tea 13.2% 

Mauritius  1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 13.9% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 20.6% 

 6109 T-shirts, singlets and other vests, knit or crochet 12.7% 6109 T-shirts, singlets and other vests, knit or crochet 17.2% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 9.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 14.9% 

Rwanda  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 47.1% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 44.0% 

 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 13.2% 2615 Niobium tantalum vanadium zirconium ores, concentrates 28.9% 

 2615 Niobium tantalum vanadium zirconium ores, concentrates 11.9% 2609 Tin ores and concentrates 4.0% 

Seychelles  1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 36.1% 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 64.0% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 22.2% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 15.7% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 16.0% 9018 Instruments etc for medical, surgical, dental, etc use 5.0% 

Somalia  0104 Live sheep and goats 23.6% 1301 Lac, natural gums, resins, gum-resins and balsams 11.4% 

 0102 Live bovine animals 13.1% 9504 Articles for funfairs, table and parlour games 8.6% 

 4702 Chemical wood pulp, dissolving grades 10.8% 4106 Goat or kid skin leather, without hair 7.0% 

Sudan  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 41.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 23.0% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 40.4% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 14.3% 

 1207 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits nes 2.7% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 11.8% 

Uganda  0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 19.1% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 31.9% 

 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 12.5% 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 23.1% 

 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 10.4% 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 8.7% 

Zambia  7403 Refined copper and copper alloys, unwrought 34.4% 7409 Copper plates, sheets and strips, thickness > 0.15mm 30.5% 

 8105 Cobalt mattes, etc, articles, waste or scrap 12.9% 8105 Cobalt mattes, etc, articles, waste or scrap 17.5% 

 7409 Copper plates, sheets and strips, thickness > 0.15mm 9.5% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 6.3% 

Zimbabwe  2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 18.2% 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 26.7% 

 7202 Ferro-alloys 6.8% 7202 Ferro-alloys 13.0% 

 7502 Unwrought nickel 6.7% 0603 Cut flowers, dried flowers for bouquets, etc, 9.7% 

Southern Africa, SADC group 

Angola  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 94.5% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 80.3% 

 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 2.5% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 15.1% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 1.6% 2516 Granite, porphyry, basalt, sandstone, etc. 0.8% 

Botswana  7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 84.4% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 95.3% 

 7501 Nickel matte, interim products of nickel metallurgy 6.9% 0201 Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled 1.5% 

 7401 Copper mattes, cement copper (precipitated copper) 1.6% 2604 Nickel ores and concentrates 0.8% 

Lesotho  6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 31.5% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 69.1% 

 6203 Mens or boys suits, jackets, trousers etc not knit 18.2% 0305 Fish, cured, smoked, fish meal for human consumption 6.1% 

 6204 Womens, girls suits, jacket, dress, skirt, etc, woven 14.3% 7210 Flat-rolled iron/steel, >600mm, clad, plated or coated 3.4% 

Mozambique  7601 Unwrought aluminium 60.0% 7601 Unwrought aluminium 83.2% 

 0306 Crustaceans 6.1% 0306 Crustaceans 7.5% 

 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 4.7% 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 2.7% 

Namibia  7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 16.6% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 28.5% 

 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 9.2% 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 19.0% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 7.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 10.2% 

Swaziland  3302 Mixted odoriferous substances for industrial use 27.3% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 57.8% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 10.0% 2008 Fruit, nut, edible plant parts nes, prepared/preserved 8.9% 

 4703 Chemical wood pulp, soda or sulphate, not dissolving 5.8% 0805 Citrus fruit, fresh or dried 8.3% 

Tanzania  7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 24.7% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 44.2% 

 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 9.4% 0304 Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe 14.6% 

 2616 Precious metal ores and concentrates 5.4% 2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 10.3% 
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Caribbean  

Antigua and 

Barb. 

8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 77.3% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 85.2% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 2.9% 3907 Polyacetals, polyethers, polycarbonates, etc, primary 2.6% 

 3907 Polyacetals, polyethers, polycarbonates, etc, primary 2.4% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 2.5% 

Bahamas  2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 22.9% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 40.1% 

 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 18.1% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 22.5% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 16.0% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 16.9% 

Barbados  2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 35.4% 8542 Electronic integrated circuits and microassemblies 19.2% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 6.4% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 16.5% 

 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 6.4% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 14.9% 

Belize  0306 Crustaceans 15.6% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 37.6% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 13.0% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 27.3% 

 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 12.1% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 6.6% 

Dominica  3401 Soaps 11.0% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 23.4% 

 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 10.2% 8531 Electric sound or visual signal equipment nes 21.8% 

 8531 Electric sound or visual signal equipment nes 8.3% 8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 6.3% 

Dominican Rep. 6203 Mens or boys suits, jackets, trousers etc not knit 14.1% 7202 Ferro-alloys 20.7% 

 9018 Instruments etc for medical, surgical, dental, etc use 8.9% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 13.4% 

 7202 Ferro-alloys 5.8% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 9.3% 

Grenada  0908 Nutmeg, mace and cardamoms 15.3% 0908 Nutmeg, mace and cardamons 44.0% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.2% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 17.9% 

 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 4.4% 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 6.6% 

Guyana  1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 21.3% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 47.2% 

 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 17.7% 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 17.5% 

 7102 Diamonds, not mounted or set 9.4% 1006 Rice 14.6% 

Haiti  6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 28.2% 3301 Essential oils, resinoids and terpenic by-products 25.2% 

 6109 T-shirts, singlets and other vests, knit or crochet 26.6% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 15.6% 

 6104 Womens, girls suit, dress, skirt, etc, knit or crochet 6.3% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 11.7% 

Jamaica  2818 Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum 45.2% 2818 Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum 40.6% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 7.6% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 20.5% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 4.8% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 12.3% 

Saint Kitts & 

Nevis 

8536 Electrical switches, connectors, etc, for < 1kV 21.9% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 55.5% 

 8529 Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 13.2% 8503 Parts for electric motors and generators 7.8% 

 8532 Electrical capacitors, fixed, variable or adjustable 12.0% 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 5.4% 

Saint Lucia  2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 27.2% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 74.6% 

 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 20.3% 0709 Vegetables nes, fresh or chilled 2.5% 

 2203 Beer made from malt 6.4% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 2.5% 

Saint Vincent  8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 57.9% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 76.7% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 8.8% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 9.5% 

 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 6.2% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 7.4% 

Suriname  2818 Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum 52.9% 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 40.6% 

 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 22.9% 2818 Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum 24.2% 

 0306 Crustaceans 5.1% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 9.6% 

Trinidad and 

Tob. 

2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 25.4% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 37.5% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 18.2% 2905 Acyclic alcohols and their derivatives 15.5% 

 2814 Ammonia, anhydrous or in aqueous solution 10.4% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 7.8% 

Pacific 

Cook Islands  0303 Fish, frozen, whole 13.6% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 43.1% 

 7101 Pearls, natural or cultured, not mounted or set 13.1% 7101 Pearls, natural or cultured, not mounted or set 14.2% 

 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 9.2% 2009 Fruit and vegetable juices, not fermented or spirited 8.2% 

East Timor  2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 77.5% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 29.5% 

 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 5.4% 0806 Grapes, fresh or dried 12.4% 

 0806 Grapes, fresh or dried 1.1% 8534 Electronic printed circuits 4.4% 

Fiji  1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 16.9% 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 89.6% 

 7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 8.5% 2008 Fruit, nut, edible plant parts nes, prepared/preserved 1.4% 

 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 7.4% 0910 Other spices 1.2% 

Kiribati  0303 Fish, frozen, whole 42.0% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 72.7% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 25.3% 1513 Coconut, palm kernel, babassu oil, fractions, refined 7.0% 

 0301 Live fish 3.1% 8471 Automatic data processing machines (computers) 3.5% 

Micronesia, Fed. 

St. 

0303 Fish, frozen, whole 63.0% 9403 Other furniture and parts thereof 31.0% 

 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 15.1% 9027 Equipment for physical and chemical analysis 15.1% 

 6201 Mens, boys overcoats, capes, windjackets etc, woven 3.7% 4802 Uncoated paper for writing, printing, office machines 10.6% 

Nauru  8418 Refrigerators, freezers and heat pumps nes 20.1% 2601 Iron ores and concentrates, roasted iron pyrites 34.2% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 15.5% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 23.8% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 14.6% 3904 Polymers of vinyl chloride, other halogenated olefins 14.0% 

Palau  0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 51.4% 8543 Electrical machinery and apparatus, nes 36.6% 

 6106 Womens, girls blouses & shirts, knit or crochet 13.5% 6404 Footwear with uppers of textile materials 11.0% 

 6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 10.5% 2301 Flour etc of meat, fish or offal for animal feed 10.2% 

Papua New 

Guinea  

7108 Gold, unwrought, semi-manufactured, powder form 22.3% 1511 Palm oil and its fractions, not chemically modified 35.3% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 16.0% 2603 Copper ores and concentrates 15.0% 

 2603 Copper ores and concentrates 12.0% 0901 Coffee, coffee husks and skins and coffee substitutes 11.3% 

Samoa  8544 Insulated wire and cable, optical fibre cable 55.8% 6113 Garments of knit or crochet impregnated fabric 32.8% 

 6113 Garments of knit or crochet impregnated fabric 4.0% 6110 Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet 15.5% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 3.7% 1513 Coconut, palm kernel, babassu oil, fractions, refined 14.3% 
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Solomon Islands  4403 Wood in the rough or roughly squared 57.5% 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 37.9% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 14.0% 1203 Copra 23.7% 

 1604 Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar 5.4% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 7.7% 

Tonga  0709 Vegetables nes, fresh or chilled 32.3% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 68.7% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 17.7% 0803 Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried 6.4% 

 0302 Fish, fresh or chilled, whole 9.4% 1801 Cocoa beans, whole or broken, raw or roasted 2.0% 

Vanuatu  0303 Fish, frozen, whole 37.3% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 37.6% 

 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 24.4% 1513 Coconut, palm kernel, babassu oil, fractions, refined 30.0% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 17.3% 1203 Copra 13.8% 

 

Table 9 - ACP trade: import shares of the first three hs4 codes, with the world and with the 

EU-25 as partner. Countries are listed by negotiating groups. 

Country % on total Imports % on Imports from the EU 

 hs4 code  hs4 code  

West Africa ECOWAS + Mauritania 

Benin 5208 Woven cotton fabric, >85% cotton, < 200g/m2 8.3% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 11.9% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.8% 0207 Meat, edible offal of domestic poultry 8.8% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.5% 7117 Imitation jewellery 7.0% 

Burkina Faso 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 13.9% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 14.0% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 8.0% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 2.6% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.7% 8714 Parts and accessories of bicycles, motorcycles, etc 2.3% 

Cape Verde 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.0% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.0% 

 2203 Beer made from malt 2.9% 2203 Beer made from malt 2.9% 

 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 2.8% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 2.8% 

Côte d’Ivoire 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 13.4% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 8.1% 

 1006 Rice 7.6% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 5.1% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.0% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 4.5% 

Gambia 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.1% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.1% 

 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 4.8% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 4.8% 

 1507 Soya-bean oil, fractions, not chemically modified 4.5% 1507 Soya-bean oil, fractions, not chemically modified 4.5% 

Ghana 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 8.6% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.5% 

 1006 Rice 4.9% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 4.1% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.2% 6309 Worn clothing and other worn articles 3.4% 

Guinea 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 6.0% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 6.0% 

 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 4.8% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 4.8% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.4% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.4% 

Guinea Bissau 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.3% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.8% 

 1006 Rice 9.1% 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 6.2% 

 2523 Cement (portland, aluminous, slag or hydraulic) 3.7% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 4.4% 

Liberia 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 50.9% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 50.9% 

 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 22.8% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 22.8% 

 8906 Warships, lifeboats, hospital ships, vessels nes 4.9% 8906 Warships, lifeboats, hospital ships, vessels nes 4.9% 

Mali 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.9% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 9.4% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 5.1% 5208 Woven cotton fabric, >85% cotton, < 200g/m2 9.4% 

 5208 Woven cotton fabric, >85% cotton, < 200g/m2 4.7% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 2.5% 

Mauritania 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.9% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 7.7% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 4.7% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.1% 

 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 4.4% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.3% 

Niger 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 7.7% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 16.6% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.9% 7305 Pipe, welded, riveted iron or steel, diameter >406.4mm 11.7% 

 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 5.2% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 5.8% 

Nigeria 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 6.0% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 11.6% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.6% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 3.9% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 2.4% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 3.0% 

Senegal 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 10.2% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.9% 

 1006 Rice 6.8% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 5.6% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.2% 1001 Wheat and meslin 3.5% 

Sierra Leone 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 11.7% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 11.7% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 3.0% 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 3.0% 

 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 2.7% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 2.7% 

Togo 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 14.7% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 13.0% 

 5402 Synthetic filament yarn(not sewing thread) not retail 7.8% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 8.1% 

 9405 Lamps and lighting fittings, illuminated signs, etc 7.3% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 8.0% 

Central Africa ECCAS + STP 

Cameroon 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 9.3% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 10.4% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 8.0% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 5.2% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.4% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.3% 

Central Afr Rep. 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.8% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 10.2% 

 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 4.5% 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 9.5% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 3.4% 2403 Tobacco, tobacco substitute products nes 6.0% 

Chad 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 8.7% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 10.1% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 4.8% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 6.1% 
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 8413 Pumps for liquids 4.1% 8413 Pumps for liquids 4.2% 

Congo 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.0% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 5.2% 

 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 3.9% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 2.9% 

 7304 Tube or hollow profile, seamless iron/steel not cast 2.4% 0207 Meat, edible offal of domestic poultry 2.9% 

Congo DR 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.3% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 9.9% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.5% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 4.3% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 3.0% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 3.8% 

Equat. Guinea 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 12.9% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 21.9% 

 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 11.3% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 10.7% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 9.7% 8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers/other gas turbine engines 5.3% 

Gabon 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 18.0% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 25.8% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 4.1% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.4% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 2.7% 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 2.2% 

Sao tome and Pr. 2204 Grape wines(including fortified), alcoholic grape must 4.4% 2204 Grape wines(including fortified), alcoholic grape must 4.4% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.1% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.1% 

 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 2.9% 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 2.9% 

East South Africa COMESA 

Burundi 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 10.5% 1107 Malt 7.3% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 4.3% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 6.5% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.8% 9406 Prefabricated buildings 4.3% 

Comoros 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 11.0% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 11.0% 

 0207 Meat, edible offal of domestic poultry 9.8% 0207 Meat, edible offal of domestic poultry 9.8% 

 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 6.1% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 6.1% 

Djibouti 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 16.6% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 11.6% 

 2711 Petroleum gases and other gaseous hydrocarbons 9.5% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 7.3% 

 1404 Vegetable products, nes 5.7% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 5.0% 

Ethiopia 1001 Wheat and meslin 12.6% 1001 Wheat and meslin 16.7% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 8.3% 2921 Amine-function compounds 6.8% 

 1701 Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose 3.8% 8479 Machines nes having individual functions 3.5% 

Eritrea 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 13.5% 1001 Wheat and meslin 13.0% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.3% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.5% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 6.8% 8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers/other gas turbine engines 2.9% 

Kenya 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.6% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 5.0% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 7.9% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 4.1% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 4.4% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.4% 

Madagascar 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.6% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.9% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 6.6% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 3.3% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.5% 6309 Worn clothing and other worn articles 3.2% 

Malawi 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.8% 4907 Documents of title (bonds etc), unused stamps etc 7.3% 

 2401 Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse 4.8% 3102 Mineral or chemical fertilizers, nitrogenous 7.0% 

 3102 Mineral or chemical fertilizers, nitrogenous 4.3% 3002 Blood, antisera, vaccines, toxins and cultures 6.2% 

Mauritius 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 14.4% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 40.6% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.7% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 5.6% 

 7207 Semi-finished products of iron or non-alloy steel 6.3% 7113 Jewellery and parts, containing precious metal 3.2% 

Rwanda 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 11.3% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 9.9% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.9% 3002 Blood, antisera, vaccines, toxins and cultures 3.4% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 2.8% 6309 Worn clothing and other worn articles 3.4% 

Seychelles 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 15.1% 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 28.5% 

 0303 Fish, frozen, whole 11.8% 8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 7.8% 

 8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 3.1% 9021 Orthopaedic appliances 3.6% 

Somalia 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 29.5% 2402 Cigars, cigarettes etc, tobacco or tobacco substitute 29.5% 

 1902 Pasta, couscous, etc. 14.3% 1902 Pasta, couscous, etc. 14.3% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.9% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.9% 

Sudan 1001 Wheat and meslin 4.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 6.7% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.7% 8429 Self-propelled earth moving, road making, etc machines 4.0% 

 7306 Tube, pipe of iron or steel, except seamless > 406.4mm 2.4% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 3.0% 

Uganda 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 10.7% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 9.7% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.9% 3002 Blood, antisera, vaccines, toxins and cultures 5.2% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 2.9% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 4.8% 

Zambia 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 4.0% 8429 Self-propelled earth moving, road making, etc machines 7.1% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.8% 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 6.1% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 2.6% 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 6.0% 

Zimbabwe 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 10.3% 1005 Maize (corn) 5.9% 

 1005 Maize (corn) 5.9% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.5% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.3% 8473 Parts, accessories, except covers, for office machines 3.1% 

Southern Africa, SADC group 

Angola 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 34.0% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 15.7% 

 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 5.1% 8431 Parts for use with lifting, moving machinery 3.4% 

 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.0% 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 3.2% 

Botswana 8701 Tractors (other than works, warehouse equipment) 13.4% 8701 Tractors (other than works, warehouse equipment) 32.9% 

 8710 Tanks and other armoured fighting vehicles 8.2% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 5.9% 

 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.7% 8547 Insulating fittings for electrical equipment 5.9% 

Lesotho 6002 Knit or crochet fabric, nes 33.5% 8445 Machines for processing textile fibres 34.1% 

 5209 Woven cotton nes, >85% cotton, >200g/m2 11.7% 8446 Weaving machines (looms) 11.9% 

 8528 Television receivers, video monitors, projectors 8.0% 8422 Machinery for dish washing, bottle washing, filling 3.2% 

Mozambique 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 9.6% 7305 Pipe, welded, riveted iron or steel, diameter >406.4mm 5.3% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 4.0% 1001 Wheat and meslin 4.5% 
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 7305 Pipe, welded, riveted iron or steel, diameter >406.4mm 3.6% 8537 Electrical power, etc, control and distribution boards 3.2% 

Namibia 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.6% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 29.3% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.6% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 5.4% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 5.2% 8902 Fishing vessels and factory ships 5.0% 

Swaziland 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 8.3% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 11.9% 

 6002 Knit or crochet fabric, nes 4.6% 8401 Nuclear reactors, fuel elements, isotope separators 7.4% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 3.0% 3302 Mixted odoriferous substances for industrial use 6.4% 

Tanzania United 

Rep, of 

2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 12.1% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 6.2% 

 7403 Refined copper and copper alloys, unwrought 3.6% 4907 Documents of title (bonds etc), unused stamps etc 3.4% 

 1001 Wheat and meslin 3.2% 8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers/other gas turbine engines 2.9% 

Caribbean 

Antigua and 

Barbuda 

8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 37.6% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 34.9% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 12.5% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 10.0% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.0% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 4.4% 

Bahamas 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 46.9% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 60.0% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 14.3% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 11.5% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 11.2% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.0% 

Barbados 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 8.3% 8906 Warships, lifeboats, hospital ships, vessels nes 7.6% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.6% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 5.6% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 3.2% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.0% 

Belize 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 18.3% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 7.4% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 5.2% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 5.8% 

 2716 Electrical energy 2.1% 2933 Heterocyclics, nitrogen hetero atom only, nucleic acid 4.9% 

Dominica 7207 Semi-finished products of iron or non-alloy steel 3.3% 7207 Semi-finished products of iron or non-alloy steel 18.4% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 3.0% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 4.3% 

 8711 Motorcycles, bicycles etc with auxiliary motor 3.0% 8705 Special purpose motor vehicles 2.9% 

Dominican 

Republic 

2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 9.3% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 5.9% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.5% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 4.5% 

 8536 Electrical switches, connectors, etc, for < 1kV 2.1% 6908 Glazed ceramic flags and paving, hearth, wall tiles 2.6% 

Grenada 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.4% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 6.8% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.2% 8905 Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 6.5% 

 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 2.7% 8501 Electric motors and generators, except generating sets 5.3% 

Guyana 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 15.9% 8803 Parts of aircraft, spacecraft, etc 21.5% 

 8803 Parts of aircraft, spacecraft, etc 3.7% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 6.2% 

 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 2.6% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 1.9% 

Haiti 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 7.6% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 7.6% 

 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 7.1% 0402 Milk and cream, concentrated or sweetened 7.1% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.8% 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 3.8% 

Jamaica 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 12.3% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 40.6% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 6.4% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 3.3% 

 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 5.1% 8529 Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 2.1% 

Saint Kitts and 

Nevis 

8536 Electrical switches, connectors, etc, for < 1kV 17.2% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 40.6% 

 9032 Automatic regulating or controlling equipment 13.0% 0306 Crustaceans 5.3% 

 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 8.1% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 5.0% 

Saint Lucia 2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 38.3% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 5.8% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 7.1% 8503 Parts for electric motors and generators 4.6% 

 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 2.3% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 3.8% 

Saint Vincent and 

the Gr 

8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 31.5% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 67.4% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 18.1% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 13.5% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 4.6% 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 1.2% 

Suriname 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 8.7% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 5.1% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 5.3% 8704 Motor vehicles for the transport of goods 2.6% 

 2815 Hydroxides and peroxides of sodium and potassium 4.7% 1507 Soya-bean oil, fractions, not chemically modified 2.4% 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 

2709 Petroleum oils, oils from bituminous minerals, crude 16.2% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 23.2% 

 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 5.8% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 15.1% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 5.7% 8414 Air, vacuum pumps, compressors, ventilating fans, etc 6.1% 

Pacific 

Cook Islands 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 29.7% 8903 Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 29.7% 

 8472 Office machines, non-calculating 15.9% 8472 Office machines, non-calculating 15.9% 

 8430 Earth or snow moving, boring or pile driving machines 13.3% 8430 Earth or snow moving, boring or pile driving machines 13.3% 

East Timor 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 7.5% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 7.5% 

 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 4.0% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 4.0% 

 8537 Electrical power, etc, control and distribution boards 4.0% 8537 Electrical power, etc, control and distribution boards 4.0% 

Fiji 8477 Machinery for rubber, plastics industry 16.3% 8477 Machinery for rubber, plastics industry 16.3% 

 1507 Soya-bean oil, fractions, not chemically modified 5.7% 1507 Soya-bean oil, fractions, not chemically modified 5.7% 

 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.4% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.4% 

Kiribati 8471 Automatic data processing machines (computers) 19.8% 8471 Automatic data processing machines (computers) 19.8% 

 8529 Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 14.9% 8529 Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 14.9% 

 8543 Electrical machinery and apparatus, nes 8.7% 8543 Electrical machinery and apparatus, nes 8.7% 

Micronesia Fed. St. 1806 Chocolate and other foods containing cocoa 19.0% 1806 Chocolate and other foods containing cocoa 19.0% 

 8907 Floating structures nes (rafts, stages, buoys/beacons) 9.0% 8907 Floating structures nes (rafts, stages, buoys/beacons) 9.0% 

 6203 Mens or boys suits, jackets, trousers etc not knit 7.5% 6203 Mens or boys suits, jackets, trousers etc not knit 7.5% 

Nauru 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 15.2% 8525 Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras 15.2% 
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 8402 Steam/vapour generating boiler(except central heating) 10.5% 8402 Steam/vapour generating boiler(except central heating) 10.5% 

 8418 Refrigerators, freezers and heat pumps nes 5.3% 8418 Refrigerators, freezers and heat pumps nes 5.3% 

Palau 8422 Machinery for dish washing, bottle washing, filling 68.6% 8422 Machinery for dish washing, bottle washing, filling 68.6% 

 8508 Hand tools incorporating electric motors 9.8% 8508 Hand tools incorporating electric motors 9.8% 

 8429 Self-propelled earth moving, road making, etc machines 3.8% 8429 Self-propelled earth moving, road making, etc machines 3.8% 

Papua New Guinea 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 12.0% 7308 Structures, parts of structures of iron or steel, nes 10.5% 

 1006 Rice 5.2% 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 6.9% 

 8802 Aircraft, spacecraft, satellites 4.5% 8502 Electric generating sets and rotary converters 5.3% 

Samoa 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 37.6% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 37.6% 

 8427 Fork-lift trucks, other trucks with lifting equipment 16.7% 8427 Fork-lift trucks, other trucks with lifting equipment 16.7% 

 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 6.5% 1101 Wheat or meslin flour 6.5% 

Solomon Islands 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 24.9% 2208 Liqueur, spirits and undenatured ethyl alcohol <80% 14.3% 

 4911 Printed matter nes, catalogues, pictures and photos 2.7% 8433 Harvesting, produce cleaning and grading machinery 6.1% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 1.7% 8517 Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 3.6% 

Tonga 8408 Compression-ignition engines (diesel etc) 12.3% 8408 Compression-ignition engines (diesel etc) 12.3% 

 9027 Equipment for physical and chemical analysis 8.1% 9027 Equipment for physical and chemical analysis 8.1% 

 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 6.9% 8703 Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 6.9% 

Vanuatu 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 18.7% 8901 Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 24.3% 

 2710 Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6.3% 3303 Perfumes and toilet waters 3.6% 

 3004 Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 5.2% 2204 Grape wines(including fortified), alcoholic grape must 2.9% 
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Appendix IV. EPA and the preference erosion driven by the 

DDA 

 

Figure 33 - ACP exports to the EU with full implementation of EPAs. Regional results 
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Figure 34 - ACP exports to the EU with full implementation of EPAs. Sectoral results 
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Appendix V. Time dimension of the EPA for ACP imports  

 Figure 35 - EPA consequences on EU exports to ACP countries. Sectoral results 
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Figure 36 - EPA consequences on EU exports to ACP countries. Regional results 
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Appendix VI. Country level results 

Table 10 - Change in exports to the EU (country level) 

Country 

Reference 
Value* 
(Millions 
of euros) 

GSP (%) 
GSP+ 
(%) 

Reference 
for EPA 
(Millions 
of euros) 

EPA-
2022-
H1 (%) 

EPA-
2022-
H1-
DOHA 
(%) 

EPA-
2022-
FTA (%) 

Angola 1,062 0.0 0.0 1,062 0.0 0.1 0.0 

Antigua and Barbuda 324 -0.9 -0.6 321 1.2 0.6 1.2 

Bahamas 615 -1.1 -0.7 608 1.1 0.7 1.1 

Barbados 85 -4.9 -2.6 80 10.3 5.0 10.3 

Botswana 1,716 -0.9 -0.6 1,701 2.7 2.4 2.7 

Belize 73 -52.2 -49.5 35 264.6 211.1 264.6 

Solomon Islands 9 8.9 8.9 10 -8.3 -14.5 -8.3 

Burundi 24 0.3 0.2 24 -0.4 -2.4 -0.4 

Cameroon 1,707 -10.2 -10.0 1,533 22.5 13.7 22.5 

Cape Verde 20 0.3 0.2 20 -0.3 -4.9 -0.3 

Central African Republic 103 0.0 0.0 103 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 

Chad 233 0.0 0.0 233 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Comoros 40 0.7 0.7 40 -0.7 -1.8 -0.7 

Congo 298 -0.7 -0.6 296 4.1 3.9 4.1 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 684 0.0 0.0 684 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Cook Islands 4 -5.6 -0.8 3 7.3 4.8 7.3 

Benin 53 0.7 0.3 53 -0.9 -4.3 -0.9 

Dominica 31 -22.2 -21.3 24 33.9 20.5 33.9 

Dominican Republic 430 -17.2 -13.8 356 37.7 22.8 37.7 

Equatorial Guinea 904 0.1 0.1 905 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ethiopia 194 0.9 0.7 196 -1.4 -3.3 -1.4 

Eritrea 7 0.7 0.7 7 -5.6 -8.1 -5.6 

Fiji 22 -55.7 -49.9 10 1,873.6 1,769.1 1,873.6 

Djibouti 10 0.1 0.1 10 -0.1 -1.2 -0.1 

Gabon 574 -1.6 -1.5 565 1.8 1.3 1.8 

Gambia 20 0.9 0.5 20 -1.0 -2.9 -1.0 

Ghana 1,133 -6.2 -5.9 1,063 11.8 7.1 11.8 

Kiribati 9 0.0 0.0 9 0.0 -1.0 0.0 

Grenada 17 -3.5 -2.9 16 6.6 2.9 6.6 

Guinea 420 0.9 0.9 424 -0.9 -1.2 -0.9 

Guyana 116 -10.6 -10.2 104 467.2 352.7 467.2 

Haiti 15 0.3 0.0 16 -0.4 -3.0 -0.4 

Côte d'Ivoire 2,349 -9.8 -9.6 2,118 18.0 10.9 18.0 

Jamaica 502 -14.0 -7.8 431 15.9 11.6 15.9 

Kenya 874 -13.5 -8.3 756 16.2 12.6 16.2 
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Lesotho 19 2.1 2.0 19 -2.7 -4.9 -2.7 

Liberia 810 0.0 0.0 810 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Madagascar 606 2.7 2.1 622 -3.5 -11.0 -3.5 

Malawi 308 1.6 1.6 313 -1.9 -4.7 -1.9 

Mali 62 0.2 0.2 62 -0.4 -1.4 -0.4 

Mauritania 344 0.3 0.3 345 -0.4 -1.2 -0.4 

Mauritius 1,078 -31.2 -5.9 742 111.7 96.7 111.7 

Mozambique 723 1.4 1.4 733 -1.4 -7.9 -1.4 

Namibia 829 -8.9 -8.7 756 14.6 12.7 14.6 

Nauru 8 -18.1 -17.2 7 26.4 18.2 26.4 

Vanuatu 14 0.1 0.0 15 -0.2 -1.9 -0.2 

Niger 134 0.1 0.1 134 -0.2 -0.7 -0.2 

Nigeria 5,765 -0.5 -0.3 5,738 1.0 0.7 1.0 

Micronesia, Fed. St. 1 -2.5 -0.4 1 15.4 14.6 15.4 

Palau 0 -7.1 0.0 0 7.7 2.0 7.7 

Papua New Guinea 413 -6.9 -5.6 384 7.3 3.6 7.3 

Guinea-Bissau 10 0.6 0.6 10 -0.6 -1.7 -0.6 

East Timor 3 0.1 7.3 3 48.3 26.4 48.3 

Rwanda 33 0.2 0.2 33 -0.2 -1.3 -0.2 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 7 -25.3 -19.0 5 22.2 15.1 22.2 

Saint Lucia 32 -69.5 -66.4 10 268.9 161.1 268.9 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 196 -6.6 -6.5 183 10.5 5.6 10.5 

Sao Tome and Principe 10 0.2 0.2 10 -0.9 -4.1 -0.9 

Senegal 388 1.9 1.7 395 -1.9 -4.3 -1.9 

Seychelles 242 -33.5 -31.9 161 50.4 35.4 50.4 

Sierra Leone 153 0.1 0.0 153 -0.1 -0.9 -0.1 

Zimbabwe 478 -15.4 -12.3 405 67.0 55.2 67.0 

Sudan 306 0.0 0.0 306 0.3 0.1 0.3 

Suriname 223 -5.3 -4.6 211 35.1 17.9 35.1 

Swaziland 71 -15.3 -2.6 60 693.0 687.3 693.0 

Togo 167 0.2 0.2 167 -2.6 -6.5 -2.6 

Tonga 5 -7.5 -6.2 4 9.2 5.6 9.2 

Trinidad and Tobago 405 -3.6 -3.1 390 3.5 3.1 3.5 

Uganda 266 2.0 1.9 271 -2.0 -4.2 -2.0 

Tanzania 711 0.8 0.7 717 -0.9 -2.9 -0.9 

Burkina Faso 69 0.5 0.4 69 -0.3 -3.4 -0.3 

Samoa 10 0.7 0.0 10 -1.1 -16.4 -1.1 

Zambia 316 0.9 0.7 318 -0.9 -1.8 -0.9 

*Average value 2002-2004 
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Table 11 - Changes in imports from the EU (country level) 

Country 

Reference 
Value* 

(Millions of 
euros) 

EPA-
2015-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H2 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-
H1-

DOHA 
(%) 

EPA-
2022-

FTA (%) 

Angola 1,899 4.8 10.5 7.0 10.5 14.8 

Antigua and Barbuda 120 9.1 20.2 16.7 20.2 25.6 

Bahamas 1,092 24.8 55.7 51.6 55.7 69.9 

Barbados 206 14.5 35.0 24.4 35.0 62.2 

Botswana 302 0.8 1.7 0.6 5.5 11.2 

Belize 67 9.5 21.6 14.2 18.8 33.1 

Solomon Islands 5 -3.1 -3.1 13.9 -0.9 271.6 

Burundi 63 9.8 22.4 19.8 24.1 33.3 

Cameroon 1,067 7.6 16.6 11.9 16.6 22.5 

Central African Republic 55 7.6 16.7 10.3 16.7 28.1 

Chad 167 9.0 20.1 15.8 20.1 25.9 

Congo 469 9.0 19.9 13.8 20.0 29.4 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 393 6.2 13.4 11.5 13.4 18.1 

Benin 482 5.8 12.3 5.1 12.3 16.6 

Dominica 43 7.4 16.9 12.1 16.9 25.2 

Dominican Republic 700 11.2 26.0 16.2 26.0 33.9 

Equatorial Guinea 431 9.1 20.3 15.7 20.3 25.2 

Ethiopia 522 9.7 23.2 19.8 23.8 34.2 

Eritrea 151 3.6 7.9 7.7 8.0 12.7 

Djibouti 141 13.9 34.1 28.5 37.0 68.5 

Gabon 865 7.4 16.0 11.5 13.8 20.1 

Ghana 1,109 5.7 12.3 7.7 12.3 15.9 

Grenada 41 9.3 21.2 17.4 21.2 32.3 

Guyana 109 7.9 17.5 14.3 16.2 27.1 

Côte d'Ivoire 1,120 4.4 9.4 6.3 9.5 11.8 

Jamaica 503 4.4 11.3 8.6 8.5 22.5 

Kenya 918 10.9 24.5 20.9 26.7 34.8 

Lesotho 57 1.4 3.1 1.4 3.1 3.9 

Madagascar 396 3.4 7.2 5.7 7.4 8.7 

Malawi 117 5.4 12.2 10.0 12.6 18.2 

Mali 376 4.4 9.4 5.4 9.4 11.1 

Mauritania 404 5.0 10.8 8.1 10.8 14.5 

Mauritius 1,076 5.6 14.0 7.2 14.5 24.6 

Mozambique 233 6.9 15.1 9.6 15.1 18.4 

Namibia 443 1.8 4.1 1.7 3.4 6.1 

Vanuatu 9 -0.1 -0.1 0.6 3.8 46.1 

Niger 240 7.2 15.3 6.4 15.3 17.8 

Nigeria 5,135 9.1 19.8 14.3 19.8 21.6 

Papua New Guinea 54 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 21.9 
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Guinea-Bissau 45 4.3 9.2 7.0 9.2 15.1 

Rwanda 98 4.6 10.0 7.6 10.4 14.9 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 74 10.0 23.0 17.8 23.0 26.5 

Saint Lucia 70 6.9 17.3 10.7 17.3 32.2 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 214 15.5 33.7 32.3 33.7 35.8 

Senegal 1,093 4.7 10.0 7.2 10.0 12.2 

Seychelles 195 10.1 28.8 15.0 32.9 58.2 

Zimbabwe 227 11.0 25.6 19.1 26.1 34.8 

Sudan 850 14.1 33.2 27.6 35.0 47.0 

Suriname 165 7.9 17.6 12.1 17.6 28.8 

Swaziland 76 2.4 5.5 1.4 4.4 13.6 

Togo 472 4.8 10.9 5.9 10.9 13.3 

Trinidad and Tobago 1,033 3.3 7.7 6.1 8.3 15.6 

Uganda 243 3.7 8.0 5.3 8.2 11.8 

Tanzania 457 10.2 22.9 13.4 22.9 25.7 

Burkina Faso 358 4.6 10.0 7.0 10.0 12.0 

Zambia 178 8.1 17.9 15.2 18.5 21.7 
*Average value 2002-2004  
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Table 12 - Changes in total imports (country level) 

Country 

Reference 
Value 

(Millions of 
euros) 

EPA-
2015-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H2 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-

H1-
DOHA 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-

FTA (%) 

Angola 5,747 2.3 3.3 2.6 3.3 4.7 

Antigua and Barbuda 556 0.8 1.8 1.5 1.8 2.3 

Bahamas 5,049 2.6 6.3 5.8 6.3 8.2 

Barbados 1,190 0.8 2.4 1.8 2.4 5.0 

Botswana 522 0.3 0.7 0.3 4.3 6.2 

Belize 575 0.4 1.1 0.7 2.1 2.0 

Solomon Islands 103 13.0 13.0 13.4 13.0 20.2 

Burundi 214 5.7 8.3 8.0 8.6 10.3 

Cameroon 1,904 2.7 6.3 4.5 6.3 9.2 

Central African Republic 128 2.2 4.8 3.3 4.8 9.4 

Chad 353 2.2 5.1 3.9 5.1 7.8 

Congo 1,028 2.5 5.8 3.9 5.9 9.1 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 964 1.9 4.1 3.6 4.1 5.4 

Benin 1,020 2.2 4.3 2.4 4.3 6.1 

Dominica 240 0.6 1.4 1.0 1.4 2.1 

Dominican Republic 6,845 0.4 1.0 0.7 1.0 1.4 

Equatorial Guinea 841 2.9 6.6 5.0 6.6 9.3 

Ethiopia 2,593 1.9 3.2 2.8 3.3 4.4 

Eritrea 532 0.6 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.9 

Djibouti 862 6.2 8.3 7.9 8.6 12.8 

Gabon 1,255 3.0 6.8 4.9 8.3 9.3 

Ghana 4,539 1.7 2.6 2.1 2.6 3.2 

Grenada 229 0.7 1.6 1.3 1.6 2.3 

Guyana 649 0.5 1.2 1.0 1.8 2.3 

Côte d'Ivoire 2,424 1.5 3.1 2.1 3.1 3.9 

Jamaica 3,310 0.2 0.6 0.4 1.9 1.2 

Kenya 4,082 1.3 3.0 2.4 3.2 4.2 

Lesotho 206 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.9 

Madagascar 1,391 0.5 1.0 0.8 1.1 1.3 

Malawi 853 0.5 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.4 

Mali 845 1.6 3.3 2.0 3.4 4.1 

Mauritania 923 2.0 3.7 3.2 3.7 5.2 

Mauritius 3,078 1.1 3.1 1.6 3.2 6.2 

Mozambique 1,699 1.3 1.9 1.5 1.9 2.2 

Namibia 1,743 0.5 0.8 0.5 2.9 1.2 

Vanuatu 100 3.7 3.7 3.8 4.0 5.8 

Niger 738 2.1 3.8 2.2 3.8 4.4 

Nigeria 15,454 2.0 4.0 3.1 4.0 4.3 

Papua New Guinea 1,389 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 
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Guinea-Bissau 113 1.5 3.1 2.3 3.2 5.3 

Rwanda 337 1.4 2.4 2.1 2.5 3.2 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 374 1.4 3.2 2.7 3.2 3.5 

Saint Lucia 623 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.8 1.5 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 454 5.8 12.8 12.5 12.8 13.3 

Senegal 2,582 1.3 2.8 2.1 2.8 3.5 

Seychelles 484 7.1 12.1 8.4 13.9 24.1 

Zimbabwe 1,871 0.7 1.6 1.1 1.6 2.3 

Sudan 4,109 1.4 3.4 2.8 3.7 5.1 

Suriname 567 1.1 2.5 1.7 2.6 4.9 

Swaziland 989 0.2 0.3 0.1 2.3 0.9 

Togo 1,784 3.6 4.7 3.9 4.7 5.3 

Trinidad and Tobago 4,267 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.7 1.6 

Uganda 1,426 0.7 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.3 

Tanzania 2,568 0.9 2.0 1.2 2.0 2.3 

Burkina Faso 1,250 1.6 2.5 2.2 2.5 3.1 

Zambia 1,519 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.0 
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Table 13 - Changes in domestic sales on domestic market (all products) 

Country 
EPA-2015-

H1 (%) 
EPA-2022-

H1 (%) 
EPA-2022-

H2 (%) 

EPA-2022-
H1-DOHA 

(%) 

EPA-2022-
FTA (%) 

Angola -1.1 -1.3 -1.0 -1.3 -1.8 

Antigua and Barbuda 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 

Bahamas -0.5 -1.1 -1.1 -1.1 -1.4 

Barbados 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 

Botswana -0.1 -0.1 0.0 -4.1 -3.5 

Belize 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Solomon Islands -1.6 -1.6 -1.7 -1.6 -1.7 

Burundi -1.7 -1.7 -1.7 -1.7 -1.8 

Cameroon -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.6 

Central African Republic -0.2 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 -1.3 

Chad 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -1.4 

Congo -0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -0.3 -1.0 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 

Benin -0.3 -0.3 -0.4 -0.3 -0.6 

Dominica 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Dominican Republic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Equatorial Guinea -0.9 -1.8 -1.6 -1.8 -3.6 

Ethiopia -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.6 -1.1 

Eritrea 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 

Djibouti -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.4 

Gabon -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -1.2 -0.7 

Gambia -8.5 -17.1 0.0 -17.1 -19.1 

Ghana -0.5 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 

Grenada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Guinea -0.3 -0.5 -0.6 -0.5 -0.8 

Guyana 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 

Côte d'Ivoire -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 

Jamaica 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Kenya -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 

Lesotho -0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 

Madagascar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Malawi -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 

Mali -0.2 -0.2 -0.3 -0.2 -0.4 

Mauritania -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.4 -0.7 

Mauritius -0.2 -0.4 -0.3 -0.4 -2.0 

Mozambique -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.6 

Namibia -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -1.5 -0.4 

Vanuatu -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.1 -1.2 

Niger -0.4 -0.4 -0.6 -0.5 -0.5 
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Nigeria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Papua New Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Guinea-Bissau -0.2 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.7 

Rwanda -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 

Saint Lucia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines -2.0 -4.0 -4.0 -4.0 -4.1 

Senegal -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 

Seychelles -1.1 -1.2 -1.1 -1.1 -0.2 

Sierra Leone -0.1 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 -0.4 

Zimbabwe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sudan -0.3 -0.6 -0.4 -0.5 -1.4 

Suriname 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 

Swaziland -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -1.1 -0.4 

Togo -1.0 -1.1 -1.1 -1.1 -1.2 

Trinidad and Tobago 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Uganda -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 

Tanzania -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 

Burkina Faso -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.4 -0.5 

Zambia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 14 - Tariff revenue losses (all origins, %) 

Country 

Reference 
Value 

Millions of 
euros) 

EPA-
2015-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H2 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-

H1-
DOHA 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-

FTA (%) 

Angola 207 -23.0 -36.5 -28.3 -36.5 -53.2 

Antigua and Barbuda 34 -9.0 -21.4 -17.7 -21.4 -27.3 

Bahamas 766 -6.1 -16.8 -14.4 -16.9 -22.4 

Barbados 121 -6.2 -17.6 -13.5 -17.6 -37.3 

Botswana 36 -3.7 -8.1 -3.3 -40.8 -64.8 

Belize 41 -4.7 -11.7 -8.1 -18.8 -23.3 

Solomon Islands 33 -14.7 -14.7 -15.2 -14.8 -27.4 

Burundi 22 -23.5 -38.7 -36.7 -40.5 -49.6 

Cameroon 213 -18.8 -43.5 -31.2 -43.5 -60.7 

Central African Republic 12 -13.7 -31.3 -19.5 -31.3 -55.6 

Chad 29 -15.6 -36.4 -28.1 -36.4 -51.1 

Congo 145 -13.6 -31.8 -21.4 -32.1 -47.9 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 71 -14.9 -32.1 -28.4 -32.1 -42.5 

Benin 53 -22.6 -46.3 -23.9 -46.3 -63.4 

Dominica 16 -6.8 -16.6 -11.7 -16.6 -23.4 

Dominican Republic 451 -4.5 -10.9 -7.4 -10.9 -15.9 

Equatorial Guinea 64 -19.9 -46.0 -33.6 -46.0 -60.1 

Ethiopia 168 -13.8 -25.9 -22.1 -26.5 -33.3 

Eritrea 17 -10.2 -22.1 -19.8 -22.6 -31.8 

Djibouti 149 -11.2 -19.0 -17.8 -20.4 -26.1 

Gabon 126 -23.0 -53.4 -38.0 -59.4 -69.8 

Ghana 237 -18.2 -29.7 -22.0 -29.6 -38.0 

Grenada 15 -7.7 -18.8 -15.0 -18.8 -27.4 

Guyana 40 -6.2 -14.8 -12.5 -20.5 -27.4 

Côte d'Ivoire 126 -20.6 -43.9 -29.2 -44.4 -56.0 

Jamaica 187 -2.6 -7.5 -5.6 -22.3 -16.3 

Kenya 405 -9.4 -22.7 -18.5 -24.3 -31.8 

Lesotho 16 -2.2 -4.9 -2.5 -4.9 -6.0 

Madagascar 31 -13.3 -28.8 -23.6 -29.6 -35.9 

Malawi 47 -4.5 -10.2 -9.0 -10.7 -14.0 

Mali 33 -23.2 -49.2 -28.3 -49.4 -58.2 

Mauritania 50 -18.8 -36.9 -29.7 -36.9 -50.0 

Mauritius 300 -7.8 -23.4 -11.6 -24.3 -40.6 

Mozambique 99 -10.5 -17.0 -12.8 -17.0 -18.9 

Namibia 82 -5.9 -11.2 -5.9 -31.1 -15.5 

Vanuatu 11 -11.2 -11.2 -11.3 -12.0 -20.9 

Niger 36 -21.2 -41.1 -20.0 -41.3 -47.8 

Nigeria 1,030 -18.4 -37.7 -27.6 -37.8 -42.4 

Papua New Guinea 33 -1.3 -1.3 -1.3 -1.4 -12.9 
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Guinea-Bissau 5 -17.7 -37.2 -25.9 -37.5 -62.6 

Rwanda 13 -18.0 -32.9 -28.1 -34.4 -45.0 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 34 -11.7 -27.4 -23.5 -27.4 -30.1 

Saint Lucia 28 -5.1 -14.0 -8.3 -14.0 -25.6 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 41 -27.7 -67.0 -64.6 -67.0 -70.1 

Senegal 101 -17.6 -38.3 -28.7 -38.2 -48.9 

Seychelles 124 -17.7 -33.1 -22.0 -39.0 -74.4 

Zimbabwe 219 -4.4 -10.8 -7.6 -11.0 -15.1 

Sudan 441 -6.7 -17.4 -14.2 -18.9 -23.8 

Suriname 49 -9.1 -21.8 -15.4 -22.2 -43.4 

Swaziland 38 -2.9 -5.7 -2.0 -30.1 -12.6 

Togo 100 -28.5 -40.1 -30.7 -40.1 -45.5 

Trinidad and Tobago 170 -4.9 -12.2 -10.4 -13.9 -29.1 

Uganda 42 -10.8 -17.2 -14.1 -17.4 -22.2 

Tanzania 139 -8.9 -20.5 -12.5 -20.5 -23.7 

Burkina Faso 39 -24.0 -41.5 -33.8 -41.4 -49.7 

Zambia 71 -4.4 -10.5 -8.6 -10.9 -12.8 
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Table 15 – Tariff revenue losses (all origins, millions of euros) 

Country 
EPA-

2015-H1 
EPA-2022-H1 EPA-2022-H2 

EPA-2022-
H1-DOHA 

EPA-2022-
FTA 

Angola 46.57 73.39 57.48 73.39 106.12 

Antigua and Barbuda 3.01 7.14 5.90 7.14 9.09 

Bahamas 40.73 116.53 97.49 117.02 155.94 

Barbados 7.47 21.20 16.34 21.20 45.05 

Botswana 1.34 2.92 1.21 14.44 23.20 

Belize 1.95 4.82 3.34 7.57 9.66 

Solomon Islands 4.71 4.71 4.88 4.73 8.93 

Burundi 5.51 8.93 8.46 9.32 11.35 

Cameroon 39.89 92.31 66.22 92.31 128.39 

Central African Republic 1.59 3.65 2.25 3.65 6.40 

Chad 4.53 10.58 8.17 10.58 14.66 

Congo 19.68 46.00 30.99 46.30 68.93 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 10.57 22.66 20.09 22.66 29.99 

Benin 12.15 24.75 12.80 24.75 33.62 

Dominica 1.08 2.63 1.87 2.63 3.71 

Dominican Republic 20.26 49.02 33.28 49.02 71.43 

Equatorial Guinea 12.37 28.67 20.83 28.67 37.08 

Ethiopia 23.30 43.57 37.05 44.48 55.15 

Eritrea 1.74 3.74 3.35 3.82 5.31 

Djibouti 15.28 27.04 25.29 29.12 35.85 

Gabon 28.90 67.19 47.76 74.07 87.51 

Ghana 44.64 71.55 53.23 71.26 90.79 

Grenada 1.12 2.73 2.19 2.73 3.98 

Guyana 2.46 5.85 4.94 8.02 10.82 

Côte d'Ivoire 25.96 55.16 36.66 55.73 70.26 

Jamaica 4.92 14.01 10.53 41.06 30.52 

Kenya 37.92 91.85 74.83 98.17 128.40 

Lesotho 0.35 0.79 0.40 0.79 0.96 

Madagascar 4.12 8.93 7.31 9.19 11.10 

Malawi 2.10 4.79 4.21 5.00 6.55 

Mali 7.51 16.01 9.14 16.06 18.86 

Mauritania 9.56 18.65 14.93 18.66 25.08 

Mauritius 23.22 69.60 34.43 72.40 118.67 

Mozambique 10.78 17.23 13.03 17.23 19.00 

Namibia 4.74 9.10 4.72 24.13 12.35 

Vanuatu 1.23 1.23 1.24 1.31 2.31 

Niger 7.70 14.83 7.17 14.90 17.18 

Nigeria 189.39 383.65 280.26 384.74 433.49 

Papua New Guinea 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.45 4.04 
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Guinea-Bissau 0.87 1.83 1.26 1.84 3.07 

Rwanda 2.37 4.26 3.66 4.46 5.80 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.95 9.22 7.90 9.22 10.10 

Saint Lucia 1.42 3.90 2.31 3.90 7.14 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 10.30 25.37 24.38 25.37 26.61 

Senegal 17.51 38.18 28.54 38.13 48.90 

Seychelles 21.70 40.79 27.13 48.14 92.32 

Zimbabwe 9.69 23.70 16.62 24.19 33.05 

Sudan 29.09 75.65 62.08 82.28 102.45 

Suriname 4.39 10.54 7.50 10.74 21.05 

Swaziland 1.07 2.12 0.74 10.69 4.56 

Togo 30.62 42.22 32.74 42.28 47.54 

Trinidad and Tobago 8.25 20.58 17.61 23.57 49.05 

Uganda 4.88 7.54 6.23 7.64 9.58 

Tanzania 12.37 28.49 17.45 28.49 32.77 

Burkina Faso 9.46 16.28 13.26 16.23 19.43 

Zambia 3.15 7.48 6.11 7.76 9.10 
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Table 16 – Tariff revenue losses (all origins, share of GDP, %) 

Country 
EPA-

2015-H1 
EPA-2022-H1 EPA-2022-H2 

EPA-2022-
H1-DOHA 

EPA-2022-
FTA 

Angola 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 

Antigua and Barbuda 0.5 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.4 

Bahamas 0.9 2.5 2.1 2.5 3.3 

Barbados 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.9 2.0 

Botswana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 

Belize 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.9 1.1 

Solomon Islands 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2 4.2 

Burundi 1.0 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.1 

Cameroon 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.0 

Central African Republic 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.6 

Chad 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 

Congo 0.6 1.3 0.9 1.3 2.0 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 

Benin 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.8 1.0 

Dominica 0.5 1.2 0.9 1.2 1.7 

Dominican Republic 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.5 

Equatorial Guinea 0.5 1.1 0.8 1.1 1.4 

Ethiopia 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 

Eritrea 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.7 1.0 

Djibouti 2.8 5.0 4.7 5.4 6.7 

Gabon 0.5 1.2 0.8 1.3 1.5 

Ghana 0.6 1.0 0.7 1.0 1.3 

Grenada 0.3 0.8 0.6 0.8 1.1 

Guyana 0.4 0.9 0.8 1.3 1.7 

Côte d'Ivoire 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.6 

Jamaica 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.4 

Kenya 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.8 1.0 

Lesotho 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Madagascar 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 

Malawi 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 

Mali 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.5 

Mauritania 0.8 1.5 1.2 1.5 2.0 

Mauritius 0.5 1.4 0.7 1.5 2.4 

Mozambique 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 

Namibia 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.3 

Vanuatu 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.9 

Niger 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.7 

Nigeria 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.7 

Papua New Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
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Guinea-Bissau 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.8 1.4 

Rwanda 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 1.2 2.8 2.4 2.8 3.1 

Saint Lucia 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.6 1.2 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 3.1 7.7 7.4 7.7 8.1 

Senegal 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.8 

Seychelles 3.8 7.2 4.8 8.5 16.3 

Zimbabwe 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.9 

Sudan 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 

Suriname 0.5 1.1 0.8 1.2 2.3 

Swaziland 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.2 

Togo 1.8 2.5 2.0 2.5 2.9 

Trinidad and Tobago 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 

Uganda 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 

Tanzania 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 

Burkina Faso 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 

Zambia 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 
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Table 17 – Tariff revenue losses by ACP regions (with the EU, share of GDP, %) 

 

Region EPA-2015-H1 EPA-2022-H1 
EPA-2022-

H2 
EPA-2022-
H1-DOHA 

EPA-
2022-FTA 

All ACP 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 

ECOWAS+ 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 

CEMAC+ 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.0 

COMESA 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.7 

SADC 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 

Caribbean 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.8 

Pacific 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

 

Table 18 – Tariff revenue losses by ACP regions (all origins, share of GDP, %) 

 

Region EPA-2015-H1 EPA-2022-H1 
EPA-2022-

H2 
EPA-2022-
H1-DOHA 

EPA-
2022-FTA 

All ACP 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 

ECOWAS+ 0.4 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.8 

CEMAC+ 0.3 0.8 0.6 0.8 1.1 

COMESA 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.7 1.0 

SADC 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 

Caribbean 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.8 1.1 

Pacific 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 
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Table 19 - Changes in trade balance (level expressed as % of 2007 total exports) 

Country GSP 
EPA-

2015-H1 
(%) 

EPA-
2022-H1 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H2 

(%) 

EPA-
2022-H1-

DOHA 
(%) 

EPA-
2022-

FTA (%) 

Angola -0.1 -1.8 -2.6 -2.0 -2.6 -3.6 

Antigua and Barbuda -0.9 -1.0 -2.6 -2.1 -3.1 -3.4 

Bahamas -0.5 -9.6 -22.8 -21.2 -23.2 -29.7 

Barbados -0.9 -1.3 -5.3 -3.7 -6.3 -12.3 

Botswana -0.7 1.4 1.3 1.4 0.2 -0.1 

Belize -13.8 18.7 17.4 18.0 8.5 15.3 

Solomon Islands -0.6 -12.2 -12.2 -12.5 -12.7 -18.3 

Burundi -1.7 -15.6 -22.3 -21.5 -23.7 -27.6 

Cameroon -7.2 4.9 2.0 3.5 -3.6 -0.3 

Central African Republic 0.0 -2.1 -4.5 -3.1 -4.6 -8.6 

Chad 0.0 -1.1 -2.6 -2.0 -2.6 -4.0 

Congo -0.1 -0.7 -2.3 -1.4 -2.3 -3.8 

Congo (Democratic Rep.) 0.0 -2.0 -4.2 -3.7 -4.2 -5.5 

Benin 1.4 4.5 -0.1 4.1 -0.5 -4.7 

Dominica -8.4 -0.7 -3.2 -2.0 -7.9 -5.1 

Dominican Republic -1.7 0.8 0.0 0.4 -1.3 -0.7 

Equatorial Guinea 0.0 -1.0 -2.3 -1.7 -2.3 -3.2 

Ethiopia 1.1 0.7 -5.4 -3.7 -6.4 -11.1 

Eritrea 0.0 -18.2 -37.3 -33.9 -39.1 -57.9 

Djibouti -3.2 -34.1 -54.1 -49.8 -57.5 -97.5 

Gabon -0.3 -1.0 -2.5 -1.8 -3.2 -3.5 

Ghana -3.3 1.5 -0.4 0.8 -2.7 -1.7 

Kiribati 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 

Guyana -2.3 86.3 85.5 85.7 62.8 84.0 

Haiti 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Côte d'Ivoire -5.9 3.0 2.0 2.6 -1.9 1.4 

Kenya -4.3 0.2 -2.6 -1.8 -4.0 -4.8 

Lesotho 0.1 -0.2 -0.4 -0.2 -0.5 -0.5 

Liberia 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Madagascar 1.4 -1.0 -1.6 -1.4 -5.8 -2.0 

Mali -0.1 -6.3 -12.7 -7.7 -13.0 -15.4 

Mauritania 0.5 -0.6 -3.3 -2.6 -3.8 -5.9 

Mauritius -18.9 27.4 23.7 26.4 17.1 18.2 

Mozambique 0.7 -1.9 -2.8 -2.2 -7.0 -3.2 

Namibia -3.0 8.8 8.5 8.7 5.7 7.8 

Nauru -3.6 0.1 0.0 -0.1 -1.3 -0.3 

Vanuatu -0.3 -2.6 -2.6 -2.6 -3.0 -3.9 

Nigeria -0.1 -0.8 -2.0 -1.5 -2.1 -2.2 

Micronesia, Fed. St. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
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Palau 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

East Timor 0.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 2.3 4.1 

Rwanda 0.0 -1.1 -2.5 -2.1 -2.7 -3.8 

Saint Lucia -18.8 1.7 -0.8 0.9 -9.7 -4.6 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines -5.0 -7.8 -20.1 -19.6 -23.6 -21.0 

Sao Tome and Principe 0.2 0.7 0.7 0.7 -1.3 0.7 

Senegal 0.9 -1.9 -5.7 -4.0 -6.5 -7.6 

Zimbabwe -3.5 8.5 7.7 8.1 5.4 7.0 

Sudan 0.0 -1.3 -3.3 -2.7 -3.5 -4.8 

Suriname -1.9 8.9 7.6 8.3 1.7 5.4 

Swaziland -0.5 32.3 32.2 32.3 30.5 31.7 

Togo 0.1 -1.7 -4.3 -2.5 -5.0 -5.5 

Tonga -1.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 -0.5 0.2 

Trinidad and Tobago -0.2 -0.1 -0.4 -0.3 -0.5 -1.1 

Uganda 0.9 0.8 0.2 0.3 -0.7 -0.7 

Burkina Faso 0.2 -1.7 -3.8 -3.1 -4.2 -5.5 

Samoa 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.6 0.0 

Zambia 0.2 -0.3 -0.8 -0.7 -1.0 -1.0 
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Appendix VII. Products level results 

 

Table 20 - Major Changes on ACP exports to the EU when moving to GSP (HS4 results, 

thousands of euros) 

 GSP GSP+ 

ACP   

0803 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -394,407 -394,419 

1604 - Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar -187,892 -187,910 

1701 - Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose -76,150 -76,151 

6109 - T-shirts, singlets and other vests, knit or crochet -112,197  

6110 - Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet -78,691  

0603 - Cut flowers, dried flowers for bouquets, etc,  -54,944 

2401 - Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse  -44,347 

CEMAC+   

0803 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -140,821 -140,826 

7601 - Unwrought aluminium -23,445 -23,445 

4412 - Plywood, veneered panels and similar laminated wood -7,545 -7,545 

0306 - Crustaceans -4,153 -4,154 

2005 - Vegetables nes, prepared/preserved, not frozen/vinegar -1,626  

1803 - Cocoa paste  -1,490 

COMESA   

1604 - Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar -95,934 -95,942 

6109 - T-shirts, singlets and other vests, knit or crochet -110,751  

0603 - Cut flowers, dried flowers for bouquets, etc, -54,319 -54,324 

2401 - Tobacco unmanufactured, tobacco refuse -42,259 -42,263 

6110 - Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet -49,586  

1701 - Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose  -31,327 

0304 - Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe  -6,434 

ECOWAS+   

0803 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -112,956 -112,961 

1604 - Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar -80,563 -80,572 

1804 - Cocoa butter, fat, oil -23,151 -23,159 

1803 - Cocoa paste -22,850 -22,860 

7601 - Unwrought aluminium -15,359 -15,359 

SADC   

0304 - Fish fillets, fish meat, mince except liver, roe -30,157 -30,168 

0201 - Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled -24,775 -24,775 

0303 - Fish, frozen, whole -17,438 -17,441 

2008 - Fruit, nut, edible plant parts nes, prepared/preserved -5,043  

0302 - Fish, fresh or chilled, whole  -4,952 

7601 - Unwrought aluminium 8,423 8,426 

Caribbean   



An impact study of the EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) in the six ACP regions 
 

120  Fontagné L., Mitaritonna C., Laborde D. 
 

 

0803 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -140,278 -140,281 

1701 - Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose -28,324 -28,324 

2818 - Aluminium oxide, hydroxide and artificial corundum -18,459 -18,458 

6110 - Jerseys, pullovers, cardigans, etc, knit or crochet -27,284  

2905 - Acyclic alcohols and their derivatives -7,084 -7,084 

0306 - Crustaceans  -7,009 

Pacific   

1701 - Solid cane or beet sugar and chemically pure sucrose -10,696 -10,696 

1604 - Prepared or preserved fish, fish eggs, caviar -10,360 -10,361 

0305 - Fish,cured, smoked, fish meal for human consumption -8,304 -8,305 

1511 - Palm oil and its fractions, not chemically modified -2,678  

1513 - Coconut, palm kernel, babassu oil, fractions, refined -2,414  

0905 - Vanilla beans  -2,336 

0303 - Fish, frozen, whole  -1,278 

 



Appendix VII  Product level results  

 

CEPII – September 2007 121 
 

Table 21 – Major changes on ACP exports to the EU when moving to GSP (HS6 results, 

thousands of euros) 

 GSP GSP+ 

ACP   

080300 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -394,407 -394,419 

160414 - Tuna, skipjack, bonito, prepared/preserved, not minced -182,947 -182,963 

170111 - Raw sugar, cane -70,467 -70,467 

060310 - Cut flowers and flower buds for bouquets, etc., fresh -54,741 -54,746 

610910 - T-shirts, singlets and other vests, of cotton, knit -109,257  

240120 - Tobacco, unmanufactured, stemmed or stripped  -38,007 

CEMAC+   

080300 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -140,821 -140,826 

760110 - Aluminium unwrought, not alloyed -23,121 -23,121 

030613 - Shrimps and prawns, frozen -4,011 -4,012 

441219 - Plywood, all softwood, each ply < 6mm thick -1,749 -1,749 

441214 - Plywood, outer ply of no -1,586 -1,586 

COMESA   

160414 - Tuna, skipjack, bonito, prepared/preserved, not minced -95,021 -95,030 

060310 - Cut flowers and flower buds for bouquets, etc., fresh -54,236 -54,241 

610910 - T-shirts, singlets and other vests, of cotton, knit -107,970  

240120 - Tobacco, unmanufactured, stemmed or stripped -37,244 -37,248 

170111 - Raw sugar, cane -30,793 -30,793 

030410 - Fish fillet or meat, fresh or chilled, not liver, roe  -5,528 

ECOWAS+   

080300 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -112,956 -112,961 

160414 - Tuna, skipjack, bonito, prepared/preserved, not minced -77,330 -77,336 

180400 - Cocoa butter, fat, oil -23,151 -23,159 

760110 - Aluminium unwrought, not alloyed -14,975 -14,975 

180310 - Cocoa paste not defatted -12,324 -12,331 

SADC   

030420 - Fish fillets, frozen -27,898 -27,904 

020130 - Bovine cuts boneless, fresh or chilled -24,770 -24,770 

030378 - Hake, frozen, whole -10,064 -10,065 

030379 - Fish nes, frozen, whole -5,584 -5,585 

760110 - Aluminium unwrought, not alloyed 8,403 8,406 

Caribbean   

080300 - Bananas, including plantains, fresh or dried -140,278 -140,281 

170111 - Raw sugar, cane -27,717 -27,717 

281820 - Aluminium oxide, except artificial corundum -18,320 -18,319 

611020 - Pullovers, cardigans etc of cotton, knit -12,826  

611010 - Pullovers, cardigans etc of wool or hair, knit -9,300  

290511 - Methyl alcohol  -7,061 

240210 - Cigars, cheroots and cigarillos, containing tobacco  -4,148 
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Pacific   

170111 - Raw sugar, cane -10,696 -10,696 

160414 - Tuna, skipjack, bonito, prepared/preserved, not minced -10,275 -10,276 

030569 - Fish nes, salted or in brine, not dried or smoked -8,304 -8,305 

090500 - Vanilla beans -2,336 -2,336 

151190 - Palm oil or fractions simply refined -2,717  

090112 - Coffee, not roasted, decaffeinated  -1,168 
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Table 22 - Major changes in ACP net imports after EPA implementation (all origins, HS4 results, 

thousands of euros) 

 EPA H1-2022 EPA H2-2022 

ACP   

2710 - Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 264,343 259,357 

8901 - Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 239,598 240,130 

8703 - Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 170,743  

8903 - Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 86,651 83,272 

8525 - Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras  57,546 

8529 - Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 50,604  

8704 - Motor vehicles for the transport of goods  47,919 

CEMAC+   

8905 - Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 16,862 17,171 

8703 - Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 31,599  

3004 - Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage 12,071 14,256 

8708 - Parts and accessories for motor vehicles 9,518 12,168 

8481 - Taps, cocks, valves for pipes, tanks, boilers, etc 8,041 8,556 

0207 - Meat, edible offal of domestic poultry  10,490 

COMESA   

8525 - Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras  26,283 

8703 - Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 21,453  

1001 - Wheat and meslin  13,351 

8708 - Parts and accessories for motor vehicles  13,158 

8704 - Motor vehicles for the transport of goods  12,151 

3004 - Medicaments, therapeutic, prophylactic use, in dosage  10,725 

4407 - Wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled 10,612  

8517 - Electric apparatus for line telephony, telegraphy 8,668  

7208 - Hot-rolled products, iron/steel, width>600mm, not clad 8,651  

8479 - Machines nes having individual functions 7,601  

ECOWAS+   

2710 - Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 241,375 242,046 

8703 - Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 103,035  

7305 - Pipe, welded, riveted iron or steel, diameter >406.4mm 16,556 16,983 

8529 - Parts for radio, tv transmission, receive equipment 32,349  

8704 - Motor vehicles for the transport of goods  21,159 

8708 - Parts and accessories for motor vehicles 16,555  

8525 - Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras  14,130 

7304 - Tube or hollow profile, seamless iron/steel not cast  13,536 

SADC   

8905 - Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 9,981 12,659 

8703 - Motor vehicles for transport of persons (except buses) 7,448  

2710 - Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 6,935  

1101 - Wheat or meslin flour  6,158 
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6309 - Worn clothing and other worn articles 5,987  

8704 - Motor vehicles for the transport of goods  4,732 

2523 - Cement (portland, aluminous, slag or hydraulic) 6,897 -5,746 

Caribbean   

8901 - Passenger and goods transport ships, boats 236,333 236,421 

8903 - Yachts, pleasure, sports vessels, rowing boats, canoes 82,335 82,397 

8905 - Special purpose ships, vessels, nes 10,031 9,759 

7113 - Jewellery and parts, containing precious metal 15,467  

9403 - Other furniture and parts thereof 11,039  

8525 - Radio and TV transmitters, television cameras  10,292 

6908 - Glazed ceramic flags and paving, hearth, wall tiles  5,476 

Pacific   

7214 - Iron/steel bar, only forged hot-rolled drawn, extruded  292 

8502 - Electric generating sets and rotary converters  162 

2710 - Oils petroleum, bituminous, distillates, except crude 116  
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Table 23 - Major changes in ACP net imports after EPA implementation (all origins, HS6 results, 

thousands of euros) 

 EPA H1-2022 EPA H2-2022 

ACP   

271000 - Petroleum oils&oils obta 264,343 259,357 

890110 - Cruise ships, excursion boats, ferry boats 235,000 235,225 

890392 - Motorboats, other than outboard motorboats 77,859 76,270 

870323 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of 1500-3000 cc 77,572  

852520 - Transmit-receive apparatus for radio, TV, etc.  55,482 

852990 - Parts for radio/tv transmit/receive equipment, nes 40,355  

890520 - Floating, submersible drilling or production platforms  27,861 

CEMAC+   

890520 - Floating, submersible drilling or production platforms 16,437 16,717 

300490 - Medicaments nes, in dosage 11,548 13,480 

870899 - Motor vehicle parts nes 8,387 10,628 

271000 - Petroleum oils&oils obta 7,437 7,728 

870323 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of 1500-3000 cc 12,842  

100190 - Wheat except durum wheat, and meslin  5,935 

COMESA   

852520 - Transmit-receive apparatus for radio, TV, etc.  25,851 

870899 - Motor vehicle parts nes  12,188 

440710 - Lumber, coniferous (softwood) thickness < 6 mm 10,478  

300490 - Medicaments nes, in dosage  9,517 

100190 - Wheat except durum wheat, and meslin  9,176 

170111 - Raw sugar, cane  8,453 

870324 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of >3000 cc 7,153  

030341 - Tunas(albacore,longfin), frozen, whole 6,148  

841112 - Turbo-jet engines of a thrust > 25 KN 6,027  

870322 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of 1000-1500 cc 5,392  

ECOWAS+   

271000 - Petroleum oils&oils obta 241,375 242,046 

870323 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of 1500-3000 cc 67,805  

730511 - Pipe-line submerged arc welded steel diameter >406mm 15,401 15,646 

852990 - Parts for radio/tv transmit/receive equipment, nes 26,675  

870324 - Automobiles, spark ignition engine of >3000 cc 16,238  

852520 - Transmit-receive apparatus for radio, TV, etc.  12,990 

190190 - Malt extract & limited cocoa pastrycooks products nes  10,209 

870422 - Diesel powered trucks weighing 5-20 tonnes  10,132 

SADC   

890520 - Floating, submersible drilling or production platforms 10,767 12,305 

252310 - Cement clinkers 12,009  

271000 - Petroleum oils&oils obta 6,935  

110100 - Wheat or meslin flour  6,158 
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630900 - Worn clothing and other worn articles 5,987  

Caribbean   

890110 - Cruise ships, excursion boats, ferry boats 234,630 234,838 

890392 - Motorboats, other than outboard motorboats 75,203 75,247 

890590 - Floating docks, special function vessels nes 10,244 10,227 

711319 - Jewellery and parts of precious metal except silver 14,457  

852520 - Transmit-receive apparatus for radio, TV, etc.  10,222 

890120 - Tankers 6,300  

890391 - Sailboats, with or without auxiliary motor  6,065 

Pacific   

721420 - Bar/rod, i/nas, indented or twisted, nes  292 

850239 - Electric generating sets  162 

271000 - Petroleum oils&oils obta 116  
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Appendix VIII. EPA vs full FTA assumption 

In this annex we address the potential impact on tariff revenues of the 
implementation of a full FTA, without exclusions, in 2015 and 2022. In such a 
situation the impact on government revenues would be much larger. For the 
Caribbean region, moving from the EPA to a full FTA is forecast to increase 
losses by 48%. Once again we confirm the role of sensitive products in 
smoothing any adjustment costs. 

 

Figure 37 - Fiscal effects decomposition EPA vs. full FTA 

 
Note: In the Trade diversion figures presented here we have included also tariff losses coming from the 

implementation of regional FTA, both coming from direct effects and diversion effects. These effects are 

totally implemented by 2015. 
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Introduction 

Formal negotiations for Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) at the level of all ACP 

countries started in September 2002. In October 2003, regional negotiations got under way with 
West Africa and Central Africa, in February 2004 with Eastern and Southern Africa and in April 

2004 with the Caribbean. The EPAs are scheduled to enter into force by 1 January 2008. The 

non-reciprocal trade preferences under the Cotonou Agreement, for which a waiver in the WTO 

until 2007 has been granted, will continue to apply in the meantime. The ACP are entitled to the 
EU Generalised System of Preferences (GSP), including the Everything but Arms Initiative 

(EBA) for those countries eligible, should no agreement(s) be reached.  

The objective of the EPA process is to promote development in the ACP, including regional 

integration within the ACP (based on existing initiatives). Through the means of integration 

between the EU and the ACP, the EPAs are intended to act as a stepping stone to the gradual 
integration of the ACP countries into the world economy. The agreements will be consistent with 

WTO rules and in some respects go beyond. EU liberalisation of trade will be more far-reaching 

and rapid compared to that of the ACP. Furthermore, the creation of transparent, predictable and 

regional rules on issues such as investment, public procurement and competition policy are 

essential to successful economic governance, key to attract more local and foreign investment in 
the ACP and thus also to development.  

The EPAs will be designed with all the flexibility required to take account of the economic, 

social and environmental constraints of the ACP countries concerned and of their capacity to 

adapt to the new trading environment. 

 Objective of the Study 

The general objectives of this assignment are to evaluate the trade effects of the EPAs, the 

impact on tariff revenue in the ACP and to put forward recommendations that would facilitate 
the beneficiaries‟ full exploitation of the agreements. 

Work to be carried out: 

- Briefly explain the mechanisms through which liberalisation and further integration 

into the world trading system is expected to be beneficial to participating developing 

countries.  

- Briefly survey the existing literature and other sources of information on the potential 

impact of the EPAs. Summarise the results of previous similar studies, including 

methodologies employed. Pay particular attention to the data source and trade flows 
used (bearing in mind substantial differences between figures on e.g. intra Sub-

Saharan African trade using the WITS database). 

- Describe trade patterns and the structure of tariffs between the EU and the ACP and 

between the ACP at a suitable level of aggregation. Analyse the production structure 

(at least for some ACP countries where these data are available) and compare with the 
structure of imports from the EU. Describe the state of regional integration within the 

ACP.  

- Based on the structure of ACP exports to the EU, present the main differences in 

preferential treatment of these exports under the standard GSP, the GSP plus and the 

Cotonou Agreement.  

- Using data for 2002-2004, estimate trade creation and trade diversion effects of the 

agreements by country and region assuming that trade will be liberalised over 12 
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years. Assume that a successful conclusion of the EPA implies that the EU will 

liberalise all its imports from the ACP [extending EBA to all ACP] and that the ACP 
will liberalise 80% (10% year 1-5, 60% year 6-10 and 10% year 11-12) of its imports 

from the EU. 

- Use three counterfactuals: (i) standard GSP (including sugar protocol) and EBA for 

non-LDCs and LDCs, respectively, and (ii) GSP plus (including sugar protocol) and 

EBA for non-LDCs and LDCs, and GSP+ plus Doha Round, respectively.  

- Estimate the efficiency of tariff revenue collection in the ACP (for those countries 
where tariff revenue data are available) and within a context of an ACP 80% 

liberalisation target, assess different scenarios with respect to tariff dismantling and 

its impact on tariff revenue by country and region in percentage and in absolute terms 

and as share of government revenue, with and without aid included.  

- Examine the link between tariff levels and the prevalence of corruption, and a 

possible corruption reducing effect of reducing/eliminating tariffs. 

- Take into consideration that tariff revenue may increase during the implementation 

period of the agreements if imports increase as tariffs are lowered.  

- Describe where the potential sensitivities are within and between ACP regions.  

- Discuss various options to replace tariff revenue with other sources of fiscal revenue.  

 

 


